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A U T H O R ' S P R E F A C E 

This is a study of the effects of the tariff on the dairy industry. 
Part I is devoted to a brief review of some general considerations 
which should be kept in mind when studying the effects of recent 
tariff changes on prices, production, and trade. Part I I is a study of 
the buffer industry and rbe benefits and burdens oi recent duties. 
Part I I I consists of an analysis of butter substitutes, the effect of sub­
stitution on butter prices, and the control of substitution. Part I V 
is an appraisal of recent cheese duties and their effects on the do­
mestic cheese industry. Part V is devoted to an analysis of the effects 
of recent tariff changes on other dairy products, particularly milk, 
cream, casein, condensed and evaporated milk, and milk powders. 

N o attempt is made to use the highly deductive mathematical 
approach involved in the formula method of measuring the effects of 
a duty on price, imports, and domestic production of the taxed ar­
ticle. Many of the data required in the use of the formula method 
are too conjectural in the case of'the printipal dairy products to 
render the results obtained significant. The procedure followed in 
this study involves the principle of measuring the difference between 
domestic prices and foreign prices, and affribtiting the differential 
in tavor of domestic prices to the influence of the tariff after the in­
fluence of other principal price-making factors has been considered. 
Changes in the butter. Swiss cheese, milk, and cream duties from 
1920 to 1930 make it possible to compare price differentials existing 
before the duty was changed with those existing afterwards, while 
the period as a whole is characterized by relatively stable prices. 

The author makes grateful acknowledgment to Professor J o h n 
R. Commons. Professor B. H . Hibbard, and Professor W . A . Morton 
of the University of Wisconsin, under whose guidance this work has 
been prepared; and to Mr. W . T . Rawleigh. President of the Raw-
leigh Foundation, who made the study possible. For the many sug­
gestions and criticisms offered by other members of the staff making 
the tariff investigations at the University of Wisconsin and to Miss 
jane Greverus and Mr. R. B. Whiting, the author is gratefully in­
debted. 

Roland R. Renne 
Bozeman. Montana 
September. 1 9 3 ? 
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T H E AGRICULTURAL TARIFF SERIES 

This volume, The Tariff on Dairy Products, represents the sec­
ond of a series of monographs dealing with the most important agri­
cultural duties in the United States and their effects upon prices, 
producers and consumers. 

The first study of this series, The Tariff on Sugar, by Lippert 
S. Ellis, was published by The Rawleigh Foundation; the remain­
ing stock of this monograph available for distribution has, however, 
been turned over to the Tariff Research Committee which, in addi­
tion to The Tariff on Dairy Products, will publish the following 
numbers of the series as rapidly as possible: 

The Tariffs on Barley, Oats and Corn by Theodore W . Schultz, 
Iowa State College, Ames, Iowa. (Will be ready about De­
cember 1, 1953} 

The Tariffs on Pork, Lard, Sheep, Lamb and Mutton, by Charles 
K. Alexander. (Will be ready about January 1, 1934) 

The Tariff on Lumber by Edwin M. Fitch. 

The Tariff on Wool by Haldor R. Mohat. 

The Tariffs on Beef and Beef Cattle by Charles K. Alexander. 

The Tariff on Long Staple Cotton by James G, Maddox. 

Tariff Institutions and Tariff Theory by Walter A. Morton, Uni­
versity of Wisconsin. 

These books will contain about 125 pages, on the average, and 
will be available in an inexpensive but attractive paper binding at 
50 cents per copy, postage prepaid. A discount will be allowed for 
quantity orders as well as to recognized book stores and dealers. 

Orders may be sent now and payment deferred until the book 
or books have been published. 

.Address all orders or inquiries (including those relating to The 
Tariff on Sugar and The Tariff on Dairy Products) to^— 

T H E TARIFF RESEARCH COMMITTEE 
Madison, Wisconsin 
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E D I T O R S ' I N T R O D U C T I O N 

This monograph h y Professor Renne shows that while the duties 
on the different dairy products vary in their effects, they are on the 
whole of some benefit to the farmer. The extent to which a duty 
on any product tends to increase its price is, however, conditioned 
h y the particular circumstances affecting the individual commodity 
on which it is levied. I n recent years the possible benefit of the tariff 
has been somewhat reduced by the tendency toward increased dairy 
production throughout the United States. Owing to the profitable­
ness of dairying in comparison with other lines of agriculture, many 
farmers in the South and West have shifted into this field. The in­
crease in herds, together with better breeding and increased efficiency, 
has brought about a supply of dairy products more than adequate 
for present domestic needs. Since, however, dairy production has 
increased at about the same rate as population, there has been no 
general overproduction necessitating any large exports. Present low 
prices are primarily due not to overproduction, but to underconsump­
tion due to the general public's lack of purchasing power. 

Unlike sugar, the tariff on which is fully effective because we 
import one-half of our consumption, and the feed grains, the tariff on 
which is ineffective because they are on an export basis, the effective­
ness of the duty on dairy products varies because their production 
and consumption is on a domestic basis. Since imports and exports 
are negligible, we are on the borderline between an import and an 
export basis; a little greater production will necessitate exports, and 
a little less will encourage imports. Prices are, consequently, con­
tingent upon the potential demand and the buying power of the 
domestic market. The increasing favor which these commodities 
have been finding with the public in recent years shows that th 
American people are willing and anxious to consume a large volun 
of dairy products. The potential demand of many American famili__ 
tor milk and butter is in excess of their present purchasing power, 
and unlike some other products whose sales must be pushed, milk 
products need comparatively little advertising, although a certain 
amount of propaganda has resulted in the past in distinct increases 
in their consumption. At present the working people of America are 
not consuming enough dairy products to preserve their health. 

P B K P ir. 
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Since production on a per capita basis is relatively stable, the 
recent price decline beyond all doubt is due primarily to unemploy­
ment and declining factory payrolls. A large volume of employment 
at good wages is. therefore, a more potent factor i n creating good 
prices for dairy products than tariffs or legislation of other kinds. 
Whether or not, however, reasonable prices for dairy products will 
lead to increased production is dependent in part upon the prosperr 
of other agricultural enterprises. N o portion of any industry is e n ­
tirely free from the troubles of the others. Low prices for any given 
agricultural products create an incentive to shift into those lines in 
which the rewards appear greater, and this in turn tends to under­
mine prices of the latter. Dairy farmers are concerned both with em­
ployment and wages, and with prices of other agricultural products. 

Biittci-. The present duty of 14 cents per pound on butter is 
partially effective in raising the price of butter above that existing in 
the world market. The effects of the tariff vary from time to time, 
but only occasionally does it raise prices by the full amount of the 
duty. The relative ineffectiveness of the duty at particular times can 
be readily surmised from the fact that there have been times during 
the depression when butter has sold as low as 15 cents a pound in 
retail stores. Those who say that the tariff is fully effective in raising 
the domestic price would, therefore, be forced to contend that in its 
absence butter would have been selling at one cent a pound. 

Butter is definitely on the borderline between an export and an 
import basis. Consumption, though it varies from season to season, 
is relatively stable from year to year. The price at which butter is sold 
largely follows the general price level and business conditions. On 
the whole the same amount of butter is consumed from year to year, 
although the price paid varies with consumer purchasing power. 

In this monograph Professor Renne has analyzed in detail the 
price effects of the tariff on butter during the past decade. Before the 
war our chief competitor was Canada. Now the small amount of but­
ter imported (Imports have been less than exports each year since 
1928. although neither exceeded .2 per cent of consumption durin£r 
this time—Table 4) comes from Denmark and New Zealand. The 
comparison of butter prices in New York and London shows that the 
New York price tends to remain above London by an amount which 
is usually less than the duty.' It is not feasible to estimate to what ex­
tent this differential between London and New York is a real benefit 
to American producers in the sense that it is due to a rise in the New 

f̂o Table 7. 



York price and not to a fall in the London price. Such calculations 
would require a knowledge of foreign and domestic elasticities of sup­
ply and demand, information which is at best largely conjectural. 

For all practical purposes it may be said that the tariff really 
creates an American market largely independent of the world market; 
i. e.. that the tariff is high enough to make domestic supply and de­
mand practically the sole determinants of price. This is not the case 
with commodities which are definitely on either an import or an ex­
port basis. The feed grains and other agricultural commodities, for 
instance, are on an export basis, and their price in spite of the tariff 
is largely determined by world conditions. Sugar, on the other hand, 
is on an import basis, and its domestic price is directly determined 
by and fluctuates with the world price, though it remains higher 
than the world level by the amount of the duty. Consequently, 
when a commodity is on an export basis the tariff is, except in certain 
incidental and unimportant instances, wholly ineffective, and the 
domestic price is related to and made in the world market; when on 
an import basis the tariff is effective, and though the domestic price 
is related to the world market, it is above the world price by the 
amount of the duty. Butter prices are. under present circumstances, 
practically unrelated to the world market. International economic 
price relationships are not so exact that the extremely small volume 
of imports relates our butter prices to the foreign market. The 
future effectiveness of the tariff is, therefore, largely dependent upon 
purely domestic conditions. 

It is, of course, one of the protectionist theories that the func­
tion of a tariff is to give the domestic market entirely to domes'-
producers, and the benefit which those producers can get from the 
tariff is wholly dependent upon supply and demand in the domestic 
market. If producers can control supply, they may benefit; if not, 
the tariff speedily becomes ineffective. O n the other hand, the pub-
tic is presumably protected against exploitation by competition among 
producers. Producers may respond to these conditions in several 
ways: ( 1 } They may increase their production to such an extent that 
competition among themselves may reduce prices to approximately 
the world level in spite of the tariff. In this case foreign and domestic 
prices, though determined in independent markets, may be approxi­
mately the same. ( 2 ) They may increase production moderately, 
so that domestic prices will be higher than world prices by only a part 
of the duty. In fact, the domestic forces of supply and demand have 
been such that the domestic price has been higher than the foreign 



price by only a part of tbe duty. Since both exports and imports 
have been negligible, it appears that domestic forces will continue to 
determine the price of butter. The domestic price is related to the 
world price only during the winter season. (3) They may hold pro­
duction m check to such an extent that domestic prices will rise by 
the full amount of the duty. In this case importation will be en­
couraged, and a rise greater than the amount of the duty will be 
prevented by foreign imports. Thus, in the fatter case, the consum­
er may claim that he is exploited to the full extent of the tariff. As 
indicated above, however, the relation between production and price 
is not simple and direct, but is dependent upon the response of con­
sumers to higher prices. Prices cannot be increased simply by con­
trol of production unless consumers are willing and able to pay these 
higher prices. There seems to be little doubt about the willingness 
of consumers to use more butter, but the prospects of great unem­
ployment may make it difficult to increase the price materially in the 
near future. O n e of the checks upon rising butter prices is the 
power of consumers to substitute oleomargarine, and animal and 
vegetable oils. 

O/i'onianjdntie. Oleomargarine competes with butter not be­
cause of its intrinsic merits, but because of its low price. The pur­
pose of oleomargarine legislation is the same as that of the butter 
tariff. The latter seeks to exclude the potential competition of for­
eign butter producers; the former seeks to render less effective the 
competition of domestic oleomargarine producers. The annual per 
capita consumption of butter is about 18 pounds, while that of oleo­
margarine is about 2 pounds. Oleomargarine prices are only about 
half those of butter. The effects of oleomargarine legislation have 
been negligible, chiefly because the penalties have not been sufficient 
to affect seriously production costs, and thus make oleomargarine 
relatively more expensive. If, however, as requested by some inter­
ests, legislation were enacted which would outlaw this product en­
tirely, it is doubtful that the demand for butter would be proportion­
ately increased. Many of the people who use oleomargarine do so 
because they cannot afford butter, and if they could not procure it. 
would resort to some other substitute, such as lard, or other animal 
or vegetable fats. If it were not available, some other types of fats 
and oils would be used as well as butter. The possibilities, therefore, 
of oleomargarine legislation are decidedly limited unless it is accom­
panied by higher purchasing power for those classes of our popula­
tion who, because of limited means, are forced to use this substitute. 

P a g o if. 



.inimal and Vetjetable Otis. Because animal and vegetable 
ods form both direct and indirect competition with butter, dairy pro­
ducers have sought to limit their importation. These oils are used 
for various types of food products, shortenings, oleomargarine and 
soap. It is, however, only their use as food which has led the dairy 
interests co request 3 tariff on them. 

A t the present time the oils duties are largely ineffective because 
coconut oil, the chief import, enters the United States from the 
Philippines duty-free. S o long as large quantities of this product can 
be so imported, tariffs on the other oils will probably be of little or 
no value. They will not burden consumers, injure soap or oleomar­
garine producers, nor help dairymen. This fact has led to an agita­
tion among some interests to grant independence to the Philippines 
in order that their coconut oil (and sugar) may be subject to duty. 

Even though the rate on coconut oil should be raised to prohib­
itory levels, the benefit to dairymen would be very small. Even the 
proposed duty of 45 per cent, if applied to the Philippines, would 
increase the cost of coconut oil only 2.4 cents per pound. This in 
turn would increase the cost of producing oleo about 1.3 cents per 
pound, and even if imports of coconut oil were prohibited entirely, 
there is enough oleo oil, neutral lard and other substitutes to permit 
the manufacture of all oleomargarine which can be sold. In fact, 
some of these products are now exported. When it is realized that 
the most important factor in the price of butter is consumer purchas­
ing power, and that the prohibition of oleomargarine would not do 
a great deal for the dairy industry unless accompanied by greater 
purchasing power, the relative insignificance of the imports of copra 
and coconut oil can be readily seen. Furthermore, heavy duties on 
coconut oil would burden the soap industry and probably the soap 
consumers. This burden would fall largely on the poorer classes of 
the population, and would be of practically no value to the farmer. 

Cheddar Cheese. More cheddar cheese than any other kind 
is produced and consumed in the United States. Since, however, it 
is almost wholly on a domestic basis, imports and exports being neg­
ligible, its price and the effectiveness of the tariff are largely depend­
ent upon the same set of conditions as affect butter. Unlike the 
butter and milk markets, the demand for cheese is limited in this 
country by consumer habits, and cannot be easily increased. Our 
prices are sometimes above, sometimes below, the world price. 

The present tariff of 7 cents per pound, not less than 35 per 
cent ad valorem, probably increases the price of cheese to domestic 



consumers by a smalJ amount, and tlie benefit to producers under 
[he most favorable method of calculation fluctuates around 10 to 15 
per cent of their total income from Cheddar cheese. O n the basis of 
the most favorable interpretation possible, the American farmers in 
1951 received about ^9,687.000 from the Cheddar cheese tariff, 
whereas if it had been fully effective they would have received 
030,000,000. These figures indicate not that the farmer is receiving 
a remunerative price, but merely that it is probably not quite so low 
as it might otherwise be. 

Sivi.fS C/it'cxt'. The price effect of the duty on imported Swiss 
cheese is not measurable, although it appears that it is effective in 
raising the price received for American Swiss. Since tbe consumer 

is willing to pay higher prices for Switzerland cheese than for Amer­
ican Swiss, it is possible for iinporters to pay the Basel price plus the 
35 per cent American duty, and market this cheese in this country 
at a price higher than that of the domestic product. The domestic 
producer is, however, beneficed to the extent that the higher price 
for the foreign product increases the price of his own. Since im­
ports persist, however, the Switzerland cheese tariff is also a sales tax 
for the benefit of the Treasury. 

Mtik ftuii Cri'dDi. The prices received by the farmer for 
milk and cream are largely dependent upon the prices of butter and 
other dairy products. Nevertheless, nearly one-half of all the milk 
produced is consumed in fluid form. T h e tariff on milk and cream 
has two purposes: to prevent importation of milk and cream for 
manufacture into butter and other dairy products on this side of the 
border; and to prevent the competition of fluid Canadian milk in 
the eastern markets. Owing to heavy freight costs, fluid milk can­
not be transported over long distances. There is. therefore, little 
international commerce in milk. More Canadian milk would be 
shipped into Boston. New York and Philadelphia, were it not for tht-
duty, and would have some slight effect on prices in these areas. 

Whatever slight benefit accrues from the milk duty goes, there­
fore, to producers in a limited eastern territory. They and mid-
western dairymen also probably receive a slight benefit from the 
cream duty, which has, in recent years, enabled the latter to ship 
some cream to the eastern markets. Since, however, part of the 
benefit is absorbed by freight rates, the value of the dut>.- to mid-
western farmers is clearly very small. 

Casein. The casein tariff seems to have much more political 
than economic effect. From the viewpoint of the milk producer, it 



is an insignificant and unimportant product, and its price has a prac­
tically negligible effec: upon the prices received by farmers for their 
miJk. Formerly the Argencme product was superior but in recent 
years domestic casein seems to be of equally good quality. 

Since the principal use of casein is as a coating for paper, the 
extent to which its price can be raised i s dependent upon the ability 
of the paper industry to use substitutes. O n the most favorable in­
terpretation possible, the maximum possible benefit of the casein 
duty to the milk producers is less than .07 per cent of the total value 
of all milk products, and if the increase in price received for casein 
were returned to the farmer in higher milk prices, he would have 
received about .08 cent more per hundred pounds of milk than he 
did in 1932. 

In spite of these facts these microscopic benefits have been mag­
nified for political purposes to such an extent that the public has 
gained a false idea of their importance. 

Condensed and Evaporated Milk and Milk Po-icders. 
The domestic industry exports a portion of all these products. Im­
ports are insignificant. A tariff is consequently of no importance, 
and even were it effective, the benefit would be insignificant com­
pared with those received from the other duties. 

C O N C L U S I O N S : 

The conclusion chat the dairy farmer receives some benefits 
from the tariff should not blind him to the fact that so long as the 
major farm products are in competition with the world, there is a 
constant tendency to undermine the small benefits he now receives. 
Nor are these apparent benefits compensatory for the loss suffered 
by him with all classes of society by the breakdown of world trade 
and the consequent internal economic disorganization. It affords 
little consolation to the domestic dairy industry to know that its pres­
ent low and unremunerative prices are still a bit higher than those 
existing elsewhere. The farmer should, however, realize that he is 
now paying for the folly of that economic philosophy which believes 
in creating practically insurmountable trade barriers between those 
who would buy and sell. T o the extent that these trade barriers 
have destroyed the foreign markets for grain and meat, they have 
given the dairy farmer new competitors. T o the extent that they 
have helped to destroy the purchasing power of the grain and cotton 
farmers and ha\e created unemployment in our export industries. 



they have undermined agriculture as a whole, and with it the eco­
nomic prosperity of the entire nation. 

The logical consequences of our tariff policy were delayed by the 
process of credit inflation ending in 1929. By this process the cre­
ation of fictitious values in both foreign and domestic securities in­
creased the purchasing power of the world. With the loans we made 
abroad, Europe was able to buy our products. When these loans 
stopped, our exports fell. Now we must face the decision of re­
adjusting to a new, purely internal economy, or reviving world trade 
by the repeal of tariff barriers or perhaps by forgiving previous loans 
and making new ones. 

Furthermore, it appears that the farmer is paying too high a 
price for the small benefits he receives. The last tariff bill raised 
the rates on many of the products the farmer buys, and while some 
of these rates are ineffective, he is obliged, because of the Hawley-
Smoot tariff to pay higher prices on many manufactured goods. Bv 
the process of logrolling, the farmers' representatives exchanged 
purely nominal high agricultural duties for higher industrial sched­
ules. So long as the proponents of tariffs could point out that the 
nation was prosperous, that workers were employed and could buy 
the farmer's products, little effective resistance could be offered in 
opposition to the steady paralysis of world trade by legislative action. 
Now it seems to be apparent that tariffs did not create prosperity, but 
helped to destroy it. If in the past they had had the beneficent in­
fluence claimed for them, then certainly their effects should now be 
felt, since world tariff barriers are at present higher than ever. 

The picayune benefits obtained from the tariff on agricultural 
products considered singly are as nothing compared with the direct 
and indirect cost of the tariff system to the American farmer. The 
gains which would accrue to dairy as well as other farmers from a 
revival in world trade and industry far outweigh the small advantage 
received from rates on particular products. Yet since these small 
benefits are visible to the producer and the indirect losses are not, 
the farmer still appears to be a defender of a system which is con­
tributing to his ruin. 

J o h n R. Commons 
Benjamin H . Hibbard 

Madison, Wisconsin Walter A . Morton 
September, 1933 
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PART I. I N T R O D U C T O R Y 

Chapter I. Aspects of the Dairy Tariff 
Importance of Dairying 

The importance of the dairy industry in the United States is 
attested by several significant facts: its geographical extent, the vast 
number of dairy cattle, the volume of milk production, and the 
farm income derived therefrom. 

While this industry is more significant in some sections of the 
country than in others, nearly every farmer, with the exception of 
those living in the Cotton Belt, produces some milk. Thus 80 per 
cent of all farms in the United States keep dairy cattle, the total 
number of which now approximates 34,000,000 head. The esti­
mated annual production of milk is 120 billion pounds, from which 
the American farmer derives 16 per cent of his total cash income. 
If allowance be made for the value of dairy products consumed at 
home, and for receipts from dairy cattle, it means that between 20 
and 25 per cent of the income of farmers comes from the dairy. In 
1930 farmers received for dairy products about ^1,422,000,000, 
or approximately ^250 per farmer. In addition, something like ^75 
worth of dairy products per farm are consumed at home. Thus the 
dairy, all told, ranks at the head of the list in the farmer's income. In 
view of the importance of the dairy industry it is clear that the work­
ing of dairy tariffs, or their failure to work, is a major consideration 
in the tariff issue as viewed by the farmers as a group. The annual 
cost of dairy products to the consumer exceeds three billion dollars, 
or $25 per person. This is a little over twice the sum paid to farm­
ers for their products. 

Foreign Trade of the United States in Dairy Products 

From 1850 to 1905 the United States was on a strictly export 
basis in dairy products as a whole, with butter and cheese the prin­
cipal exports. However, from 1881 to 1914 net exports gradually 
decreased, owing mainly to the increased importation of cheese dur­
ing this period. 

From 1914 to 1919, the War period, exports of dairy products 
^̂ •crc large. The heavy demand for condensed and evaporated milk 
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Excess of Exports or Imports, U. S. Dairy Products, 1851-1931 

1880 1890 1900 1910 1920 1930 
™ Conc9nfrattd milk i = i Milk and cream, fresh 

K i g u r e 1. I ' r i i i r U> lUn,' tin- I ' l i j fr ' d S r a l c s w a s u t i ;ni f x j u n t hiisis in e u c b o f the 
|i i inei iml d n i r y |j|inlii't> \\'\\\\ Imt t iT ;Lnd r h n ' s r t h e [ i r n u ' i j i a l e x p o r t s . A h e a v y 
i i o p o r t a l i o n o f e l i c i s i - d u r i n g , ' th . ' v c m t s V.W't \\\ i ! n 4 l i ruugl i l a l i u n t a ba l t in i ' e in 
C ^ i v o c o f iic(. i inpoit , ' - . I i i i i i it ; th is p<'iiiid i>ut t h e V.wv^'- < f < i r c o n d c u s e d an<l 
i \ n p o i n l e d m i l k i lurinti i h i ' w a r l a o - f d i h i ' l i - i n M - . - ; ! ii- i i i ih i s t ry t o e x p n n d . T h e 
e x p o r t s o f t h e s e t " 0 ] trodui:1s idiicJ'ly f n - c o u n t l o r t h e l a i p e e x p o r t b a l a n c e f r o m 
l!Uti t o ID^ll. T l i c i l c c r e i L s e in e x p o r t s o f c o n d e n s e d a n d e v a p o r a t e d j o i l j i and 
t h e i n c r e n s c in c h e e s e i m p o r t s c l L i e f l y a c c o u n t f o r t h e h e a v y i m p o r t balanci^ 
s i n c e t h a t d f l t e . ( ( ' l i a r t f r o m U . S. D e p a r t m e n t o f A g r i c u l t u r e , B o r e a u o f Agr i r - id -
t i i r i i l r i c o n o T i i i c s . ) 
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brought about a large expansion of the industry in the United States, 
and exports of these two products chiefly account for the large ex­
port balance from 1916 to 1920. Since 1920 exports of condensed 
and evaporated milk have greatly decreased. This decrease, com­
bined with great/y increased cheese imports, is the chief factor in 
the heavy import balance from 1921 to 1928. 

Figure 1 shows the excess of exports or imports of dairy prod­
ucts for the United States for 1851-1931. 

liiittcr. The earliest data available showing foreign trade of the 
United States indicate that butter was exported even in colonial days. 
The years following 1790 show a gradual gain in exports until the 
peak year, 1880. After 1880 they declined more or less irregular­
ly, but after 1907 turned sharply downward. Imports, which had 
ranged from 2 to 6 million pounds a year in the sixties, declined 
until at the opening of the present century they had become almost 
negligible. About IPIO larger amounts of butter began to come in 
from Denmark, Canada, and New Zealand, and by 1921 the United 
Slates was no longer on an export basis. From then until 1928 the 
United States failed to supply its own needs in butter, but since that 
time exports have exceeded imports. 

Cihei'sc. The United States was on an export basis in cheese 
until shortly after the beginning of the present century, reaching the 
high point in exports between 1875 and 1884. Imports turned 
sharply upward after 1890 and, with the exception of the World 
War period, have gradually increased until in 1929 about one-fifth 
of all the cheese consumed here was imported. Imports consist main­
ly of types not made in the United States or of certain less usual va­
rieties in which our production falls below domestic demand. 

Milk, C'jii/ienst'/i, Kvnpovnied. and Po-wden'd. Foreign 
trade in condensed and evaporated milk was insignificant prior to 
1910. Exports developed remarkably during the World War, reach­
ing a half billion pounds in 1918. The peak was 853,000,000 pounds 
in 1919, since which time there has been a constant decline until 
now only about an eighth as much is being sold outside the country 
as then. About two-thirds of our total exports of canned milk are 
evaporated (unsweetened) milk. 

Milk and C.rcnni. h'rcs/i. Prior to the World War imports 
of fresh milk and cream were rather insignificant. Then came a con­
siderable increase, but since 1930 a low point has again been reached. 
Exports are unimportant. 

C/ist'in or I.ticti'it'iif. Imports of casein are not recorded in 
official reports prior to 1904, but from then until 1930 they increas-
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ed rapidly. Since 1950 imports have been very much smaller. No 
exports or re-exports of casein have been recorded since 1 9 2 1 . 

Equivalent Tariff Rates 

Milk may he marketed in several different forms. It may be 
sold as fluid milk or manufactured into whole milk powder, evaporat­
ed milk, sweetened condensed milk, or whole milk cheese. Also it 
may be separated into cream and skimmed milk and the cream sold 
as fluid cream ot manufactured into butter or powdered cream. The 
skimmed milk may be sold either in its original liquid form, or manu­
factured into powdered skimmed milk, cheese, or casein. 

Any or all of the above products may be produced in foreign 
countries and exported to the United States. The form in which 
milk will be shipped to the United States depends on the relative 
amount of the duty on the various products. If, for instance, there 
is a 14-cent per pound duty on butter and only a 20-cent per gallon 
duty on cream, butterfat from nearby territory will enter the United 
States not as butter but as cream since the 20-cent per gallon cream 
duty is equivalent to a duty of but 5 cents per pound on butter. 

There are three different bases upon which tariff rates on dairy 
products may be equalized: ( I ) the amount of butterfat contained 
in the product; ( 2 ) the content of solids not fat; (3) manufactur­
ing costs. The butterfat basis is the easiest method of calculating 
equivalent rates. It is almost sufficiently complete in itself to insure 
adequate protection to the dairy industry, since butterfat is the most 
valuable commercial element of milk. But skimmed milk is left after 
removing the cream. This skimmed milk is used to make powdered 
skimmed milk, casein, and other products and should carry an equiva­
lent rate. The equivalent rates shown in Table I are computed on 
the basis of both the butterfat and the skimmed milk contained in 
the prodtict. Especially in the case of such products as powdered 
whole milk and evaporated and condensed milk there undoubtedly 
are differences in manufacturing costs between the United States 
and foreign countries. Since no accurate analysis has been made of 
these costs, however, and because the United States exports consider­
able quantities of these products, indicating that she can meet compe­
tition on the world market basis, the manufacturing costs have not 
been included. 

The equivalent rates shown in the table may or may not be nec­
essary to keep out imports of the different dairy products. Theoreti­
cally, it would appear that these rates would be necessary to prevent 
the shipping of potential butter into this country in the form of milk. 



or cheese in the form of milk or slcimmeci milk. But differences in 
manufacturing costs between the United States and foreign countries 
and other factors such as transportation costs and perishability may 
make a smaller rate on some products fully as effective as a larger 
equivalent rate on other products. In the following pages the 
effects of present rates on production, prices, and trade of each of 
the principal dairy products will indicate the need and probable 
effects of the equivalent rates determined in 'I'able 1. 

TABLE 1 
P r e s e n t T a r i f f R a t e s a n d E q u i v a l e n t R a t e s 

o f S p e c i f l c D a i r y P r o d u c t s 

Frodnct Freaent Tariff Sate 
(Hawley-Snioot Tariff, 1930) i Ejrte needed to eqnaU^e th* tariffs 

Butter 14e lb. 14c Ib. 

Mi lk 6.5c gal . 7e gal. (based on content o f 
3 . 5 % butterfat and 8 5 % skim­
m e d milk, would equalize 14c lb. 
rate on butter and 3e lb. rate on 
powdered skimmed milk . ) 

Clicesi' 7c lb., not less than 
3 5 % ad val . 

8e ib. (would equalize above 
rate of 7c gal . on milk. 100 lbs. 
railk make 10 lbs. cheese.) 

Crt'ttm 
( 4 0 % butterfat ) 

56 .6e gal . 56c gal. (would equalize 14c 
Jb. rate on butter . ) 

Powdered whole 
milk 

6.5c Ib. 6.5c lb. (would equalize 7c gal . 
rate on whole milk. 1 0 0 lbs. of 
whole milk make 121/2 lbs. o f 
IH)wdered whole milk. ) 

Evaporated or 
condensed 
whole niiJk 

Unsweetened, 1.8c Ib. 
Sweetened, 2.75c lb. 

2c lb. (would equalize " c gal . 
rate on whole milk. 21/2 lbs. milk 
make 1 lb . evaporated or con­
densed milk. Calculated f o r un­
sweetened only, sugar content 
not included in above rate.) 

Powdered cream 
( 7 2 % butter fat ) 

12.30 lb. lOe lb. (would equalize 14c lb. 
rate on butter . ) 

Casein 5.5c lb. 10c Ib. (would equalize 3e lb. 
rate on powdered skimmed milk. l 

S o n r c t i : n u t C o n g r e M , 2nd SeBHton. House Document N o . ~ 2 7 f l . ' Tariff Aet Tt^l^ 10'• 
Copy of Public L«w No. 361.. Washmgton. D. C.. 1930; 2 computed on basis of both th '̂ 
buUerfal and •kimined mUk contained in product. ^ ' 

History of Dairy Tariffs 

The first tariff act of the United States, passed in 1789, made 
cheese dutiable at 4 cents per pound and "all other" dairy products 



dutiable at 5 per cent ad valorem. Since that time all of our tariffs 
have included clauses prescribing rates on dairy products. The early 
tariffs applied specifically to cheese, but other products have been 
added as they have become more important in international trade. 
The present tariff applies to 13 specific dairy products. The last two 
tariff laws, the Fordney-McCumber Tariff of 1922 and the Hawley-
Smoot Tariff of 1930, contain a "flexible clause" which makes all 
rates subject to change by the President of the United States. Table 
2 shows the rates of duty on various dairy products under the tariff 
acts from 1909 to 1932 inclusive. 

T A B L E 2 

United States Duties on Specific Dairy Products 
Under Tariff Acts, 1909-1932 

Commodity 1930 1922 1921 1913 1909 

Butt or 14c lb. 8c lb. 6c lb. 2.5c lb. 6c lb. 

Buttermilk 2.05e gal. 

5.5c lb. 

le sal. 

Casein o r 

2.05e gal. 

5.5c lb. 2.5c lb. 
Lnctereiic 

2.05e gal. 

5.5c lb. 2.5c lb. 

Cheese 7c lb. 5e lb. 2 3 % 2 0 % 6c lb. 

Cream, 
fresh or sour 

56.6e gal. 20c gal. 5c gal. Free 5c gal." 

Milk, 
f resli or sour 6.5c gal. 2.5c gal." 2e gal." Free 2c gal." 

Milk, condensed 
or evaporated'' 
(in air-tight 
containers— 
nnsweetencd) 

1.8c lb. Iclb. 2c lb. Free 2c lb. 

Milk, same as above'' 
(sweetened) 2.75e lb. 1.5e lb. 2c ib. Free 2c lb. 

Dried whole milk 6.08e lb. 3c lb. 

Dried cream .12.3e lb. 7c lb. 

Dried skinmied milk 3c lb. 1.5c lb. 
& buttermilk 

3c lb. 1.5c lb. 

Malted milk 3 5 % 2 0 % 3 5 % 2 0 % 
H Fresli only. 
L 1930 Act r e a d s : " a l l other, 2.53 cents per l b . " 

Source: 1909, 1913, 1921, and 1922 rates taken from V. S. l)e|iarlment of 
si -PHIALE from YeHrbook, 1922, No. 879. 
1 9 : 1 0 rates taken from 71st Congress, 2n(l Session, House Document No. iHi. 
of 1 9 3 0 " , Copy of Public Law No. 361, Washington D. C , 19;i0, 

Agrivultura. 

•'Tnriff A d 



Pago 2D 

Self-Sufficiency in Dairy Products 

If a nation is to establish a high tariff barrier which will keep 
out certain products it must be reasonably certain that it can produce 
a sufficient supply of these goods to satisfy its needs, or that the 
products so shut out are not essential to the welfare of its people 
and can, therefore, be prohibited without ill effects on the citizens. 
For centuries, milk and its products have been recognized as an al­
most indispensable food for mankind. It is one of the most whole­
some and valuable of all foods, and barring it would certainly result 
in ill effects on the nation if a sufficient supply could not be pro­
duced ac home. 

From all data available it would appear that the United States 
is able to produce dairy products sufficient to meet all domestic 
needs. The only important one in which the United States is not 
at present self-sufficing is cheese and, were it not for mere matters 
of taste, domestic production could easily satisfy the demand. 

Dairy Tariffs and Farm Relief 

When farmers in certain lines of agriculture receive relatively 
lower returns for their efforts than farmers in other lines there is a 
tendency to shift to the more profitable enterprises. For example, 
if beef is low in price and dairy products relatively high, there will be 
a noticeable shift to dairy products within a few years. When egg 
prices are low farmers will cut down on egg production. On the 
other hand, it is difficult for cotton or wheat farmers to shift to higher 
prited products, and consequently they do so more slowly. 

The following pages will show the effects of present duties on 
prices of dairy products, the possibility of increasing prices by in­
creasing the duties, and the possibilities of further enlargement of the 
dontescic market through displacement of imported dairy products. 



T A l i l j E 3 

United States Production of Creamery Butter by Months, 1922-1932 
(in thousand pounds) 

Month 1922 1923 1924 I 1926 

Total 11,153,515 

1926 19-27 

-Ijimmrv... . 
Fi 'bruarv. . 
-Mareli...;... 
,\pril 
M a y 
J l l l l O 
.fitly , 

A u g u s t 
Scpt<Mub(.'r 
0(-foi)?r 
Xovi'inber. 
Decpinber.. 

73 ,505 
67 ,405 
79 ,532 
86 ,623 

132 ,351 
150 ,034 
1.35.231 
114 ,160 

92,.359 
83 ,070 
68 ,628 
7 0 , 6 1 4 

1928 

1,242.214 
83,688 
74,134 
88,311 

.100,547 
134,^-50 
158,371 
738,278 
120,8n2 
102,273 

89 ,297 
74,909 

- _ ^ 7 " . 2 5 4 

1 9 2 0 

1,356,080 
87,468 
8 6 , 7 3 1 
95 ,760 

106 ,012 
1 3 9 , 9 5 4 
161 ,992 
164 ,443 
137 ,836 
115 ,102 
100 ,536 

77 ,292 
8^ ,964 

1930 
Total . . . j 1 ,487,049 
•''»'i«arv I 101 ,045 

99 ,394 
111 ,777 
118 ,849 
156 ,294 
1 8 1 , 0 3 7 
1 6 7 , 6 0 1 
145 ,430 
1] .9,499 
105 ,894 

87 ,745 
92,484 

! ' > b m a v > ' 
Marcli - -
A p r i l 
M a y 
Juno 
.Tilly 
A u g u s t __ 
Sr|tti'mbpr_ 
(^ctobpi -
X o v c i u I h ' V - . 
Dcrembcr. 

1,597,027 

103 ,519 
99,963 

114,404 
133 ,684 
174 ,341 
192 ,869 
185 ,317 
152 ,192 
323 .582 
118,116 

97 ,186 
101 ,854 

1 ,595,231 

108 ,382 
102 ,252 
115 ,679 
"133,271 
184 ,385 
189 .788 
167 ,559 
137 ,420 
122 ,580 
120 ,247 
101 ,974 
1 1 1 , 6 9 4 

1,361,526 I 
87 ,121 I 
8 0 , 2 1 8 ( 
92 ,302 I 

107 ,023 
145 ,478 
164,253 
158 .920 
13(»,738 
108 ,325 
104 .520 

95 ,492 
91 ,136 

_ J 9 3 1 

1,667,452 

J 18,:i54 
io9,r,9(; 
126 ,792 
145,367 
18.3,783 
194 ,256 
161 ,296 
140,,395 
120 ,936 
126 ,569 I 
117 ,035 I 
123 ,073 I 

1,451,766 
97 ,893 
94 .222 

112 ,432 
121 ,049 
155 ,912 
178 ,276 
1 5 9 . 5 5 4 
133 ,294 
116 ,732 
10.3,068 

88 ,481 
90 ,853 

1932 a 

1,466,852 
94 .347 
9.3.142 

109.259 
120 ,770 
165 ,313 
184 ,035 
103 ,903 
143 ,464 
113,5.55 
1 0 4 , 6 6 5 

86 ,238 
8 S J 6 4 

1,653,250 
12I.(;8.5 
119 ,404 
129 ,198 
137 .923 
184 ,134 
186 ,736 i 
159 ,162 
143 .763 
124 .012 
119 ,327 
108,927 
118 ,979 

a P r e l i m i n a r y . 

, f - w ^ n V\^;i,^'^'?'^,>^,* o f A g r i c u l t u r e , H a n d b o o k o f D a i r y S t a t i s t i c s , i r i2S , 
1'. t o r < l ! , t a t h r o u K h V.V^ti. F r o m 1926 t o f r o n t U . S . D c f - a r t n i e n t o f A - r i -
I'ull urr B u r e a u o f A g r i c u l t i i r i i l E c o n o m i c s . 

normal). ' In general, production moves up from the low point of 
November and December until peak production is reached in June, 
from which there is again a decline until November. 

Consumption. Normally our consumption is approximately 
equal to our production. Both exports and imports are smaJI: from 
1890-1915 exports amounted to less than 3 per cent and imports to 
less than one per cent of domestic consumption. Since 1923 the 
trend of both exports and imports has been downward." (See Fig-

1 Snof lgrass . K a t h c r i r o . M a r g a r i n e as a B u t t e r S u b s t i t u t e . F o o d R e s e a r c h I n -
[ilituti ' . S t a n f o r d U n i v e r s i t y , Ca l i fun i ia . D e c e m b e r . WM). p . 209. 

" Dur ing the AVorld W n r i'\[inrts i i icrensed and r e m a i n e d large b e t w e e n 1919 
and 39:;^, t b e per iod o f j e l n t i v e l y l.nrge i m p o r t s . {.\ large p r o p o r t i o n o f our 
e x p o r t s g o to the W e s t I n d i e s and Centra l A m e r i c a n Countrie." . S o m e of this 
it iovenient is m a i n t a i n e d in years o f net i m p o r t s b e c a u s e o f p e r m a n e n t t r a d ' ' con­
n e c t i o n s . ) 
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U. S . Imports a n d Exports of Butter, 1 8 9 0 - 1 9 3 2 
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Figure 3. N o r m a l l y our consumption of butter is approximatc lv equal to our 
production. Cur ing the W o r l d W a r exports increased and remained large be­
tween 191!) and 1923, the period o f relatively large imports , but since t h a t time 
the trend of both exports and imports has been downward. Our exports go 
largely to the W e s t Indies and Central A m e r i c a n countries and even in years 
of net imports some of this m o v e m e n t is maintained because of permanent trade 
connections. 

lire 3.) Table 4 shows U . S. total and per capita consumption o f 
butter, net imports as absolute amounts and as a percentage of total 
butter consumption, and oleomargarine consumption as a percentage 
of the total butter and oleomargarine consumption for the years 
1920-1932. From this table it can b e seen that United States i m ­
ports of butter amount to a very small percentage of our total con­
sumption and in some years, especially those since 1929, were actu­
ally exceeded by exports. Table 4 brings out the significant fact 
that while the United States in 1932 actually exported more butter 
than she imported, oleomargarine consumption was m o r e than 8 per 
cent of her total butter and oleomargarine consumption. 

The consumption of butter is relatively stable from year to year, 
but there is a seasonal variation in both consumption and price. This 
indicates that the price at which varying quantities can be sold at 
different times changes considerably. Consumption, although it f o l ­
lows the same seasonal variation as production, does not fluctuate as 
widely. Thus consumption (based on t h e period 1917-1929) varies 
from 80 per cent of normal in February to 120 per cent in May.^ 
Cold storage makes possible preservation from surplus to deficiency 
seasons and tends to lessen seasonal fluctuations in price. Much 
butter is p u t into storage during the summer months and taken out 
in the winter months. 

* Snodgrasa, Op. Cit., p. 216 . 
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T A B T . E 4 

Y e a r 

1920. 
1921.. 
1922.. 
1923., 
1924.. 

1925.. 
1926.. 
1927. . 
1928.. 
1929. . 

1930. 
1931. 
1932. 

B u t t e r C o n s u m p t i o n Net I m p o r t s d l e o m a r g a r m e 
C o n s u m p t i o n 

A m o u n t 
( 1 , 0 0 0 l b s . ) 

P e r 
C a p i t a 

A m o u u t 
( 1 . 0 0 0 l b s . ) 

P e r c e n t 
o f t o t a l 
b u t t e r 

c o n s u m p ­
t i o n 

A m o u n t 
( 1 , 0 0 0 l b s . ) 

P e r c e n t 
o f t o U l 

b u t t e r a n d 
o l e o m a r ­

g a r i n e 
c o n s u m p ­

t i o n 

1,553,590 
1,725,733 
1,796,053 
1,876,770 
1,976,905 

14.7 
16.1 
16.5 
17.0 
17.4 

19,996 
10,544 

3,980» 
17,895 
11,148 

1.28 
.61 
.22" 
.95 
.56 

359,966 
210,210 
179,627 
225,461 
229,872 

18.81 
10.86 

9.09 
10.72 
10.42 

2,006,303 
2,088,150 
1,990,842 
2,080,316 
2,111,530 

17.4 
17.8 
17.6 
17.3 
17.6 

1,869 
2,546 
4,017 

761 
951^ 

.09 

.12 

.20 

.04 

.05> 

232,303 
242,710 
274,577 
317,465 
353,129 

10.38 
10.41 
12.07 
13.24 
14.29 

2,119,452 
2,173,066 
2,198,335" 

17.8 
18.3 
18.41' 

482* 
102^ 
591» 

.02 " 

.004" 

.03" 

321,360 
226,792 
198,232 

13.17 
9.45 
8.27 

a Net exports. 
h Preiiminary. 

Source : U. S. Department o f Agr icul ture , Bureau o f Agr icul tural E c o n o m i c s ; and 
I . Department o f Commerce , Bureau o f Fore ign and Domest i c Commerce . 

This seasonal variation in sales is not explained wholly by in­
creases or decreases in oleomargarine consumption. It appears that 
the consumption of fats is relatively inelastic, and that when butter 
consumption is curtailed the consumption of other fats is increased. 
However, "it must be remembered in this connection that there are 
many other ways of obtaining fat in the diet than through spreads 
for bread. In winter the consumption of meat is relatively high, and 
gravies are used more freely than in summer. These are both im­
portant ways of increasing the fat in the diet. In summer, on the 
other hand, sandwiches and vegetables, both of which require but­
ter or a similar spread, probably increase in use. These seasonal 
dietary variations help to explain the relatively low consumption of 
butter in the winter months. (If in a diet one must depend on the 
vitamins in the spreading materials, then butter must be chosen and 
not margarine.) 

U. S. Consumption of Butter, Total and Per Capita 
Net Butter Imports, Total and as % of Consumption 

Oleomargarine Consumption, Total and as % of Combined Butter and 
Oleomargarine Consumption, 1920-1932 
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"But there can be no doubt that price plays a very important 
part in determining the rate of consumption of butter. Because o f 
the inevitable seasonal characteristic of butter production, butter 
prices rise markedly in the winter, as compared with the summer. 
Primarily because of this rise, but f o r other reasons too, as noted 
above, consumption is much curtailed in winter. Among those fam­
ilies where butter is used as a spread it is spread thinner; among those 
w h o also use it for cooking it is used less generously than in 
summer."^ 

Factors Determininff Prices. In view of the comparative 
stability of annual production and consumption t h e price movements, 
other than seasonal, are due chieflly to changes in general business 
conditions, price levels, and factory payrolls. Demand has been a 
more important factor than supply during the last few years, because 
t h e p u r c h i R i n g power of the public h a s changed more radically than 
h a s the production of butter. Approximately the same amount o f 
butter per capita will be sold during good times as during bad times. 
It is the price, not the quantity, which varies. 

There is a close correlation between butter prices and business 
conditions. This is true whether business conditions are m e a s u r e d 

by composite economic series in the form of an index of business 
activity, or an individual series such as factory payrolls. A n examin­
ation of the movement of factory p a y r o l l s and butter prices shows 
that these two series move closely together.' This does not necessar­
ily indicate that fluctuations in butter prices other than seasonal are 
due solely to fluctuations in factory payrolls. They are probably due 
to changes in business in general with all that they entail. Observa­
tion, however, does indicate that factory workers are affected much 
more by changes in their pay envelopes than are other more pros­
perous classes. 

Another factor determining the price of butter, discussed more 
in detail hereafter, is the substitution of oleomargarine for butter.'" 
Some substitution occurs normally among some people at a l l times 
and may, therefore, b e termed "norma! substitution". Additional s u b ­

stitution O c c u r s when people who do not ordinarily use oleomargarine 
begin to substitute it for butter because ( I ) the price o f butter has 
risen or ( 2 ) their purchasing power has been reduced due to business 
depression and unemployment. Substitution due to a r i s e in price 

* SmiilErnss. O p . Clt . , p. 
5 Sec Vitii. E. E . The D a i r y Situation and Outlook. Decemlier. 1932 , U . S. 

Do[mrtmont of AKriciilturo, W a s h i n g t o n , D . C , Miijieographcil Ri-port, p . .1. 
« Sn - Chnptfr I V . 
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TABLE 5 

United States Butter Imports from Principal Countries, 
Average 1909-1913 and annual 1920-1931 

Period Denmark 

1909--
1913"., 
1920... 
1921... 
1922.... 
1923..., 
1924.... 
1925.... 
1926... 
1927.... 
1928.... 
1929.... 
1930.... 
1931.... 

232 
19,935 
12,238 
2,805 
8,822 
7,192 

502 
1,497 
1,103 

722 
983 
911 
197 

a Average. 
Source: TJ. S. 
IIIPRCE, Annual 

Canada Kew 
Zealand Australia 

545 8 54 
9,236 645 3 
2,846 969 1,434 
2,151 . 995 641 
5,931 4,706 137 
2,807 4,313 89 
3,626 2,395 90 

340 2,088 456 
392 3.403 34 
354 2,728 

1.343 
139 

156 
2,728 
1.343 37 

188 970 129 
664 844 4 

Argentina 

4,049 
696 
202 

2,001 
3,189 

354 
1,024 

334 
84 
63 

Total all 
Coantrlea 

1,040 
37,454 
18.558 

6,957 
23,741 
19,405 
7,212 
8.029 
8,460 
4.659 
2,773 
2,472 
1,882 

Department of Commerce, Bureau of Foreien and Domestic Corn-
Reports. 

may be termed "price substitution" or "price competition", and sub­
stitution due to business depression may be termed "cyclical substi­
tution", since it occurs with the business cycle. 

Oleomargarine is used as a spread, not because it is preferred 
to butter, but because it is cheaper. Since it is also used for cooking, 
it does not follow that if the production of oleomargarine should be 
entirely prohibited the consumption of butter would be increased pro­
portionally. Other oils or fats would be used more than now for 
cooking. Furthermore, since many laboring people use oleomar­
garine because they cannot afford butter, the price of butter would 
not be greatly and certainly increased merely by prohibiting the sale 
of oleomargarine. Higher butter prices are conditioned upon a 
higher income for the working population in order that the workers 
may have the ability as well as the desire to buy butter. 

Competition 
Before the World War, Canada was our chief competitor for the 

United States market. For the five year period, Z 909-1913, over 
half of our butter imports came from Canada. Total imports during 
this period, however, were very small and were exceeded by exports. 
Since the War, Denmark and New Zealand have displaced Canada 
as the principal source of United States imports. 
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Canada. Canada continued to ship on the average about 5 
milhon pounds of butter to the United States each year from 1920 
to 1926. Between 1926 and 1931 Canada shifted to an import basis 
and durmg these years only negligible quantities were shipped to the 
United States. During 1931, however, Canada returned to an export 
basis, thereby increasing the competition between domestic and 
Canadian butter producers.* {See Table 5.) 

Denmark. From 1920 to 1924 Denmark was the chief ex­
porter to the United States, but since 1925 New Zealand has occu­
pied first place. In 1931 nearly half of the United States butter im­
ports came from New Zealand. Denmark can ship to England and 
Germany cheaper than to us. Moreover, Denmark secures the top 
quotation in London, which is the world's largest butter market. 
Since 1927 a strong British demand for Danish butter has kept ship­
ments to the United States very low. On the other hand. New Zea­
land can ship to the United States just as cheaply as to England, and 
the possibility of diverting to the United States shipments en route 
for England, or vice versa, strengthens her competitive position. 

A eii' Zealand. Until the summer of 1930 New Zealand and 
Australia had preferential trade agreements with Canada which en­
abled them to ship butter into Canada with a duty of only one cent 
per pound. In 1929 New Zealand shipped 34 million pounds of 
butter to Canada. Considerable quantities of her butter were di­
verted to Canada during the period 1926-1930. However, on Octo­
ber 12, 1930, the Canadian tariff on New Zealand butter was raised 
to 4 cents per pound and later increased to 8 cents. These duties 
virtually checked New Zealand butter shipments to Canada and in­
creased the relative importance of the United States as a market. 

Imports from Denmark are spread throughout the year, while 
those from New Zealand are concentrated in the four winter months 
from December to March. It is during these four months that im­
ports have their greatest effect on prices, because demand is very sen­
sitive under the high prices characteristic of the winter season. Im­
ports from New Zealand, therefore, because of their large total vol­
ume and concentration in a limited period, constitute the chief for­
eign competitive element in the United States industry. 

Our imports of butter in 1932 were the lowest since 1918. Ex­
ports exceeded imports by approximately one million pounds in 

' TLe Canftdian balance o f trade in butter shifted from n net importation of 
,14.P;i'0,0(»0 p.mnds during the first eight months of 1930 to a net export balance 
of .^.400.000 pounds during the same period of 1931. See Olsen. Nits A.. T h e 
Out look f o r the D a i r y I n d o s t r y — A d d r e s s given before (he Nat ional Dairv IVder-
nii . .n . rh ivac . ' . TUinois. r»e.-eniher 3. I M l . Mimeographed publication of the V. 
S, p.-i 'iuttr.-ul of At;rifu]nire, Hufcaii of Agricultural Economics , p. 7. 
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1929, by one-half milhon pounds in 1930, by one-tench million 
pounds in 1931, and by one-half million pounds in 1932, (See 
Table 6). These data indicate that competition from foreign coun­
tries is comparatively small and that it is smaller now than it has been 
for several years. Table 5 shows the United States imports of but­
ter from principal countries, average for the period 1909-1913 and 
annually from 1920 to 1931, 

TABLE 6 
V. S. Imports and Exports of Butter, 1890-1932 (in thousand pounds) 

1890. 
1891. 
1892.. 
1893. 
1894.. 
1895.. 
1896 
1897.. 
1898. 
1899.. 
1900.. 
1901.. 
J 902 
1903.. 
1904 
1905.. 
1906__ 
1907.. 
1908.. 
1909.. 
WW.. 
1911. . 
1912. 

76 
381 
114 

73 
144 

72 
52 
38 
32 
24 
50 
94 

4 5 4 
207 
154 
593 
197 
442 
781 
646 

1,360 
1,008 
1,026 

29,748 
15,187 
15,047 

8.920 
11.812 

5.599 
19,374 
31,345 
25,690 
20,248 
18.266 
23,244 
16,002 

8,896 
10,718 
10,071 
27,361 
12.545 

6,463 
5,981 
3,141 
4,878 
6,092 

1913-
1914.. 
1915. 
1916., 
1917. 
1918.. 
1919.. 

1920 
1921 

fear Endhq December II 

1921 
1922 
1923 
1924 
192,5 
1926 
1927 
1928 
1929 

1930. 
1931. 
1932. 

Source: 
merce 

1,162 
7,842 
3,828 

713 
524 

l.SOfi 
4,131 

20,771 
34,344 

18,558 
6,957 

23,741 
19,405 

7,212 
8,029 
8,460 
4,659 
2,773 

2.472 
1,882 
1,014 

3,586 
3,694 
9,851 

13,487 
26,835 
17,730 
33,740 

27,15fi 
7,829 

8,015 
10,938 

5,846 
8,257 
5,343 
5,483 
4,343 
3,898 
3,724 

2,954 
1,984 
1,605 

U, S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Fore ign and Domest i c Corn-
Monthly and Annual Reports. 

During the last few months of 1931 the unusual financial de­
velopments in several foreign countries changed the relationship be­
tween domestic and foreign prices and increased competition from 
foreign countries. The abandonment of the gold standard by 
England and other north European countries widened for a short 
time the margin of domestic over foreign prices to the extent of the 
import duty rates.'' 

8 " I D the middle o f October , thg export prices of butter at Copenhagen and 
N o . 1 butter at Montrea l were about 15 cents lower than the price o f P--score 
butter at N e w Y o r k , and several carloads of Canadian butter were imported over 
our 14-eent tariff wall. The decline in domestic prices during the latter part o f 
October , however , reduced the matgiii o f domest i c over foreign priceft and stopped 
i m p o r t s . " See Olsen, Nils A. , op. cit., p . 7. 
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Methods of Measuring the Effects of the Duty 

It was indicated above that domestic production and consump­
tion of butter are quite evenly balanced. Imports and exports are 
almost negligible. Consequently, unlike cotton, wheat, corn, and 
pork, which are definitely on an export basis, or sugar, which is defi­
nitely on an import basis, butter is practically on a domestic basis. 
With the exception of a few imports, principally from New Zealand, 
the American producer has the American market. To what extent 
is this due to the tariff? How much does it benefit the farmer? A n 
attempt will be made to answer these questions in the following pages. 

The purpose of the duty on butter is to protect domestic pro­
ducers from foreign competition. Propagandists often assume, rath­
er naively, that any increase in any duty will bring about an increase 
in price. The fallaciousness of this contention has been abundantly 
demonstrated in recent years. A duty may affect imports and prices 
greatly, moderately, or not at all. 

Difficulties in Measuring the Effects of the Duty. 
While the effect of a duty on imports is partly revealed in the statistics 
of imports, its effect on price is not so easily discernible. Moreover, 
its effect on imports and prices is not necessarily correlative. A duty 
may prohibit or greatly restrict imports without significantly changing 
the domestic price. On the other hand, as in the case of sugar, 50 
per cent of the domestic consumption may enter over the tariff wall 
and domestic prices increase by virtually the amount of the duty-

The effect of the butter tariff cannot be assumed; it must be 
demonstrated. It operates differently under different circumstances. 
Since many circumstances affect supply and demand and, therefore 
price, it is difficult if not impossible to determine to what extent these 
absolute price movements are due to the duty, or to say whether 
prices are absolutely higher than they would be if the tariff did not 
exist. It is possible, however, to ascertain to what extent prices are 
higher in this country than abroad and to make some estimate of how 
much of this difference is due to the tariff and of the benefits to the 
American producer. This analysis will show that during the last dec­
ade the butter duty has been to some extent the cause of higher . 
prices. The price differential has usually been less than the amount 
of the duty and has varied from time to time. 

T/ie Price-differential Method. If there were no tariff 
barriers and if trade movements were free and undisturbed, prices 
for the same freely exchangeable commodities in the different mar­
kets of the world would tend to be equal. Any great differences 
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would result eitKer in. increased or in restricted movement s ot com­
modities from surplus to deficit areas until prices got back into line. 

A compar i son of t h e domest ic price of 9Z-score but te r in N e w 
Y o r k a n d the price of New Z e a l a n d but te r in L o n d o n will show 
whether o r n o t Amer i can prices are lower, equal to, o r h igher than 
the wor ld pr ice . If the domest ice price is below or equa l to t he 
world price, it is a lmost conclusive evidence that the tariff has had 
no direct effect u p o n domestic bu t te r pr ices—it has nei ther raised 
n o r lowered them. W h i l e the direct effect of a duty may be nil o r 
negligible, it cannot , except unde r ex t raordinary circumstances, b e 
negat ive. If the Amer ican pr ice is h igher than the world price after 
due allowance is made for o the r factors, the price differential may 
safely be a t t r ibuted to the tariff. 

Ascer ta in ing t h e effect of a du ty by measur ing the difference 
between domest ic and L o n d o n prices a n d a t t r ibut ing the differential 
in favor of domestic prices to the influence of t he duty, allowing for 
o the r pr ice factors, may b e called the price differential me thod . T h i s 
me thod is particularly applicable in the case of but ter . T h e duty on 
but te r has been changed four t imes since the W o r l d W a r . T h u s , 
price differentials existing before the tariff was changed may be com­
pared with those existing afterwards, while t he per iod as a whole is 
characterized by relatively stable prices. 

T h e tariff on bu t te r was raised f rom 2.5 to 6 cents per p o u n d 
in 1921, to 8 cents in 1922, to 12 cents in 1926, and to 14 cents in 
1930. A s a result, t h e years 1923-1925 inclusive a n d 1927-1929 in­
clusive present two periods characterized by a relatively stable price 
level, the former with an 8-cent duty , the latter with a 12-cent duty. 
If the principal price-making forces dur ing these two periods are an­
alyzed and proper ly appraised, t he approx imate influence of the 8-
cent and 12-cenr duties on domest ic bu t te r prices can be de te rmined . 

Af ter t he appraisal of the price factors has been made , the re­
sul tant differential is no t what migh t be expected. Usual ly a du ty 
will create a full differential be tween foreign a n d domest ic prices, if 
the p roduc t is on an impor t basis. But ter is impor ted , but the actual 
differential is an a m o u n t entirely different from the a m o u n t of the 
duty. Somet imes it exceeds t h e d u t y ; a t o the r t imes there is even a 
differential in favor of the foreign coun t ry ; but most of the time the 
differential is equal to only a par t of the duty . 

Th i s partial differential can be explained by rhe fact that we are 
virtually on a domestic basis. If we were on a definite impor t basis 
the re should be a full differential (a differential equal to the a m o u n t 
of the d u t y ) , and if we were on a definite expor t basis there should 



be no differential unless there were centralized control of the domes­
tic market which could dump our surplus in the world market. 

A little more domestic butter than normal puts us on an export 
basis or a little less puts us on an import basis. W e are so close to 
the boundary line that we may be actually on an export basis for a 
given month as a whole and yet find it profitable on certain days dur­
ing that month to import butter. Figure 4, which shows daily whole­
sale prices of 92-score butter at New York from November 1, 1930, 
to February 28, 1931, indicates that,domestic prices fluctuated by as 
much as 9 cents a pound within a given month during this period. 

Daily Wholesale Prices of Butter, New York 
CENT 

FIQURA 4. DAMCJTIC BUTTRR PRICNJ IN 
OUR PRMCMAL MARKETS CLIANFJE CONSITJ. 
e.aMy /ROW DAY LO DAY, LLUCTUALING HY 
AI MUCH AS 9 cents a bouhO within A 
GIVEN MONTH IN TH« NEW YORK WHOLE. 
SME MAIKEL ILURINB THE DBRIOIL COVERTD 
IN IHE FLGUI-E. PRICES IN LOREIGN MAR. 
KETS aiio SHOW FAI'LY WIDE SHOII-TIME 
IILCIUATIOM, AND iince THES« DO NOT 
AL«AVI RO.NTIDE VIILTI FLUCTUSLIONI IN 
DOMCSTLI; PRICES ALERT TRADERS FLND A 
DJONT IN SHIPPING BUTTER to NEW YORK 
DURING SAN<« MONTHS WHEN THE AV^R. 
ate «RII:E WOULD LODICATI A LA:t. PRICES 
USED IN FIGURE 4 ARE FOR 92 SCORE. 

193a 

IIII n I r[iiim|, ji n :u !IMI ij|]i]j ij I il 1111,] 1111 
oec jtn TEB 

1931 

Prices in foreign markets also show fairly wide short-time fluctua­
tions, and since these do nor always coincide with the fluctuations in 
domestic prices alert traders find a profit in shipping butter to New 
York during some months when the average price would indicate a 
loss.' The author just cited, Mr. Wright, proceeds in pages 159 and 
160 of his book to show clearly some of the factors causing prices in 
the domestic market to fluctuate widely within a given month. After 
considering daily receipts, daily prices, and all imports or expected 
imports in the New York market for the months from November to 
April, 1924-1927, he draws the following conclusions: 

1. ''Receipts from domestic sources vary greatly from week to 
week and even from day to day. The receipts on two successive days 
or for two successive weeks sometimes differ by as much as a million 
pounds. Imports for an entire week are generally less than the daily 
fluctuations in receipts from domestic sources. 

2. " T h e daily fluctuations in price vary much less than the 
daily fluctuations in receipts from either domestic or foreign 
sources, and appear to have little or no connection with them. That 

!* •' In i9'2i though the average in N e w Torlc was only 1.1 cent higher than 
the a v t ' r a g e price of Danish but ler delivered in N e w Y o r k , and in spite of an 
eight-cent dntv . imports of butter amounting in all to 19.3 million pounds, were 
r e c e i v e d . " See W r i g h t , 0 . . T h e Tariff on A n i m a l and V e g e t a b l e Oils, N e w 
Y o r k . lil-JS. p. 15(5. 



is, an increase in receipts is abou t as likely to be followed by an in­
crease in price as by a decrease. T h e reason for this independence 
is to be found in the fact of cold s torage. I f the price shows a ten­
dency to decline because of large receipts, but te r goes into cold stor­
age ; if the price shows a tendency to rise because of small receipts, 
but te r comes out of cold storage a n d appears on the marke t . 

3 . " T h e dominance of the New Y o r k marke t is no t so great as 
is usually contemplated. O t h e r markets , especially Chicago, have an 
independen t pr ice-determining influence 

4 . " T h e fluctuations in price are no t based simply on condit ions 
of supply a n d d e m a n d in the N e w Y o r k marke t b u t a r e based on the 
varying estimates of New Y o r k dealers, estimates which take in to ac­
count m a n y factors—repor ts as to product ion, actual and prospective, 
in creameries ; prices in Chicago a n d in foreign marke t s ; receipts, im­
mediate and prospective from domest ic a n d foreign sources; stocks 
in the hands of the ' t r ade ' ; a n d the n o r m a l seasonal d e m a n d . " 

Weekly Wholesale Prices of 92 Score Butter at New York and 
of Finest New Zealand Butter at London—January-Dec, 1931 

POUNDI 

> » n a s i 1 IZ |B»_4 L J „ M 2 , LE 2)30 ' . i 2IHi II i>>5 

J A N F E B huf) * P R MAT J U N 
B It ax 6 

J U L A U G S E P 
r i ! 

O C T urn D E C 

Figure 5. The differential between domestic and foreign butter prices f luctuates 
f rom dny t o dny and from w e e k t o weelt within a given month . T h e f a c t that 
we are intermittent! ; ! - on an e.vport and an import basis , keeps the differential in 
a oonstaut state of flux and equal, on (he average , to but a part of the duty . 

Figure 5 shows weekly wholesale prices of 92-score but te r at 
N e w Y o r k a n d of finest N e w Z e a l a n d but te r at London , January -
December , 1 9 3 1 . F rom this figure it can be seen that t he differen-
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tial between domestic and foreign prices fluctuates from week to week 
within a given month. Thus the relationship between prices in do­
mestic and foreign markets is in a constant state of flux. For very 
short periods, prices in domestic markets may rise high enough above 
world market prices to permit profitable importation. But with in­
creased receipts of domestic supplies we may be on an export basis 
the lollowing week and domestic prices may fall to a point below the 
profitable importation level. If this condition lasted for any consid­
erable length of time domestic prices would soon adjust themselves 
to the level of prices in the world market. Or if we stayed on an 
import basis for any considerable length of time, domestic prices 
would soon adjust themselves to a level above world market prices 
by the amount of the duty. But since we are intermittently on an 
export and an import basis, or so close to the neutral zone between 
the two that we are virtually on a domestic basis and our markets 
are, for a time at least, subject to purely domestic factors, an average 
differential equal to only a part of the duty usually prevails between 
domesic and foreign prices.̂ '̂  

As evidence for these conclusions the seasonal character of the 
differential may be cited. In the winter months when we are ordi­
narily on a much more decided import basis than during the summer 
months, the differential between domestic and world market prices is 
greatest. This indicates that when we are on an import basis for a 
considerable period, domestic prices tend to rise above foreign prices 
by the amount of the duty. But during the summer months when 
heavy domestic supplies may bring us to an export basis, domestic 
prices tend to equal world market prices, and in seasons of unusually 
heavy domestic supplies may go somewhat below them. 

In the following chapter the effects of each of the recent duties 
on domestic butter prices will be discussed. The reader will find 
from these pages that during most of the time under each duty a dif­
ferential between domestic and world market prices equal to only a 
portion of the duty was maintained. To explain this partial differen­
tial, not only will the factors causing fluctuations in domestic and for­
eign butter prices be analyzed, but also an attempt will be made to ex­
plain why prices in these markets do not by any means always fluctu­
ate together, causing the differential to vary from time to time. 

1 " 111 I'vcry month in the entire poriod 1!>20-1932 there were both imports 
nnd exports . According to W r i g h t , " s o m e o f this trade is to be accounted for 
by differences in qual i ty and b y established trade coQncet\oa.s. Danish butter is 
somewhat difTerenl in its composition and flavor from 92-score creamery and is 
imported in substantial quantit ies even when its price in higher. E x p o r t s con­
sist partly of canned butter for the t r o p i c a " . W r i g h t . P. G.. op clt., p. 1.̂ 5. 
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T A B L E 

Prices: 92-Score Butter at New York and Finest New Zealand Butter 
at London, by Months, 1922-1932 

Average 

Jan nary.... 
February 
March 
Apr i l 
May 
June 
Ju ly 
Augast 
September 
October 
Novembe]'---
Dccembe i 

Average 

January 
Februar\ 
Mareii 
Apr i l 
May 
June 
July 
August 
September. . . 
October 
November. . . . 
Docembei 

Average 

January 
February 
March 
A p r i l 
May 
June 
Ju ly 
August 
September.. . . 
October 
November 
December 

Source N e w Y o r k Prices from U . S . Department of Agriculture. Bureau o f 
Agrieuttural Economies. I-ondon prices from 1922-1928 inclusive from TJ S 
Tariff Commission, A n n u a l Report, 1929, p. ] S 8 . London prices f n m i 1920 to 1932 
from U. S. Department of A g r i c u l t u r e , Bureau of Agricultural Economic^ 



Chapter III. Effects of the Butter Duties, 1920-1932 

This chapter will discuss the influence on prices, production, 
and trade, and the benefits to producers and burdens to consumers 
resulting from the butter duties. 

Price Effects of Recent Duties 
Comparable grades of butter quoted in New York and London 

will be used to make comparisons for the purpose of measuring the 
price effects of the tariff. New York prices are those quoted on 92-
score butter and London prices are those quoted on finest New Zea­
land butter,' and reduced to American cents by using the average 
monthly rates of exchange as quoted in Federal Reserve Bulletins. 
The gross differential between these prices will be shown by a com­
parison of monthly average prices.' (See Table 7 ) . This differen­
tial is plotted in Figure 6 and shows when New York prices are above 
London prices and when they are below. 

M o n t h l y A v e r a g e W h o l e s a l e P r i c e s 
o f 9 2 - s c D r e B i i t t e r a t N . Y . a n d o l finest N e w Z e a l a n d B u t t e r a t L o n d o n 1 9 2 2 - 1 9 3 2 

Fiiturff G. W h e n 
N e w Y o r k p r u f s 
are eqiial to or 
b e l o w London 
prices the tariff 
is wholly without 
direct effect on 
American price 6-
T h e tariff w « s 
virtuallj - in^ffui--
l ive during ihe 
summer and fall 
months of 1 9 J 4 , 
t h e B u m r n v r 
months o l 1 9 2 5 , 
and the l a t e 
spring and e a r l j ' 
Buminer Uionths 
o f 1 9 3 1 Bi ir l 
1 9 3 2 . 

1 Members uf tlio butter trade arc divided on the quostion of the comp.Trn-
bi l i ty of prici's of best N e w Zenland butter in London and prices of S^-acore 
butter in N e w Y o r k , N e w Zpoland butter usually sells n l i tt le below 92 score 
b u t l e r prices in N e w Y o r k but a little above Sl -score butter prices, r o that prices 
of N e w Zealand butter in London are not exact ly comparable with either 92-
score OT 91-seore butter prices in N e w York . B u t since prices of 9t?score butter 
in N e w Y o r k seem to b e tbe standard or norm around which prices of all other 
domestic butters tend to fluctuate, N e w Y o r k prices for 92-score are used in pref-
i-rcnce to prices for 91-score. 

2 The reader should keep in mind the fact that the differential between 
' lomostic and world m a r k e t prices var ies great ly within the month . In spite of 
this shortcominK these data are Ihe best obtainable since London dai ly quotnlions 
iirc nut iivailiiblr. 
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When New York prices are equal to or below London prices, 
allowing for freight and other factors, it is obvious that the tariff is 
wholly without direct effect on American prices. As will be shown 
below, the tariff was virtually ineffective'' from the summer months 
of 1924 until the latter part of 1925. 

When New York prices are above London prices it is necessary 
to inquire whether the differential is due to the duty. It is clear of 
course, that the size of the differential may change from time to time 
for any one or a combination of the following four reasons: 

1. A rise in the New York price due t o — 
a. A n increase in domestic demand. 
b. A decline in domestic supply, 

2. A fall in the New York price due t o — 
a. A decline in domestic demand. 
b. A n increase in domestic supply. 

3. A rise in the London price due t o — 
a. A decline in the world supply. 
b. A n increase in the world demand. 

4. A fall in the London price due t o — 
a. A decline in the world demand. 
b. A n increase in the world supply. 

It is possible that the influence of a combination of the above 
factors might cause the differential between domestic and world 
market prices to exceed the duty. Obviously, when the differential 
exceeds the duty it cannot be attributed wholly to the influence of 
the duty. For example, a duty of 12 cents cannot, in and of itself, 
maintain a differential greater than 1 2 cents. But a differential less 
than the duty may be taken as a measure of the direct or actual 
effect of the duty on domestic prices since without the duty prices in 
domestic markets would tend to equal prices in world markets. Inso­
far as various price-making influences affect the size of the differen­
tial so that it is less than the duty, they have, so to speak, "offset" 
in part the theoretical influence of the duty, which is to maintain a 
differential equal to itself. 

The following discussion will point out the price factors that 
were at work in the domestic and world markets in order to deter­
mine the direct or actual effect of the butter duties in maintaining 
domestic prices above world market prices during 1920-1932. 

3 By the term ineffective is meant that the duty had not sufficient influence 
to make domeBtic prices higher than foreign prices. In other words, in epite of 
a tariff wall, other price-making forces in the two markets exerted sufficient 
influence to either raise foreign prices or lower domestic prices so that no dif­
ferential between New Y o r k and London prices occurred. 
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The Tariff of 1921. Because of disturbed market conditions, 
It is practically impossible to measure the influence of the duty in rais­
ing domestic prices above world prices between May, 1921, and Sep­
tember, 1922. Indications, however, are that the duty was probably 
more negligible than important. 

The sudden drop in farm prices in 1921 was attributed by some 
to imports from foreign countries. Whatever the cause may have 
been, it was less simple and much more fundamental than a mere 
matter of importations. On May 27, 1921, the Emergency Tariff 
Act increased the duty on butter from 2.5 to 6 cents a pound. The 
average differential of New York over London prices for the remain­
ing seven months of 1921 was 2.5 cents per pound, as compared with 
8.5 cents per pound for the corresponding months of 1920.* Thus, 
New York prices in relation to London prices were actually lower 
under the 6-cent duty during 1921 than they were under the 2.5-
cent duty during 1920. This lower differential was due chiefly to 
the fact that the decline in New York prices following the inflation of 
the World War period Jagged behind the decline in London prices 
so far as to result in the wide differential noted for 1920. In 1921, 
when London prices had reached their lowest point and had begun 
to turn upward, New York prices were still falling, and the differ­
ential in favor of New York was continually decreasing. In other 
words, prices in the two markets were out of line during this read­
justment period. During such periods, when prices in both markets 
are falling, but one more slowly than the other, a mere comparison 
of the differential gives no approximation of the influence of the 
duty. The differential cannot be attributed solely to the duty, be­
cause other known and unknown factors, largely incapable of meas­
urement, were at least in part responsible for the price spread. The 
differential theory is, therefore, not easily applicable to this period. 

The Tariff of 1922. On September 21, 1922, the Fordney-
McCumber Tariff Act was passed, increasing the duty on butter from 
6 to 8 cents a pound. At this time London prices were above New 
York by 1.5 cents a pound, but in October, one month after the duty 
was increased. New York prices were 3 cents a pound above London 
prices. In November they were 7 cents and in December, 16 cents 
above. In other words, New York prices moved decidedly upward 
following the increase in the duty. This does not prove that the in-

< Thfsi ' tlitTiroiitinls ropreaent tlio spread between prices o f Q^-flcore butter 
in Now Y o r k itnd best Danish butter in lyondon and are U . S , Department of 
.\gricullure finores. ( D e n m a r k was our principal competing country during 1920, 

file:///gricullure
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crease in the duty caused New York prices to rise, since other factor 
may have determined the direct trend, although it may be that thi 
duty kept New York prices above London prices by preventing thi 
markets from equalizing. 

Just before the enactment of the tariff, prices in both New Yorl 
and London had taken an upward trend, but the movement u 
New York was enough faster to put the two markets about on a pai 
by September. Conditions in the United States toward the lattei 
part of 1922 were very favorable to better prices. The all-commod 
ity price index in the United States rose from 138-3 in January, 1920 
to 156.2 in December, 1922, indicating that the United States was 
recovering from depression and was embarking on a period of indus 
trial prosperity. England, although she had begun to recover fron: 
the effects of depression sooner than the United States, came upon s 
temporary slump already beginning to be evident toward the close oi 
1922. The pound sterling dropped from ^4.65 in January, 1923, to 
^4.36 in December. In addition to this change in financial condi­
tions, net exports of butter of the principal exporting countries were 
much heavier in 1923 than in 1922, and Germany imported less than 
three million pounds, so that there was a relatively heavy supply in 
the London market which undoubtedly depressed London prices. 
Briefly, the improvement in domestic demand tended to increase 
New York prices at the same time that the increase in the world 
supply and a decrease in the world demand tended to decrease Lon­
don prices. These factors working behind the 8-cent tariff wall are 
principally responsible for the increase in the differential of New 
York prices over London prices in the autumn of 1922 and for theit 
holding that increase during 1923. 

If the tariff had not been raised in September, 1922, the differ­
ential probably could not have been as great as it was. The higher 
tariff wall kept the two markets from equalizing and maintained a 
greater average spread under these conditions than a lower tariff 
would have done. Nearly 24 million pounds of butter were imported 
into the United States in 1923 in spite of the increased duty, as com­
pared with approximately 7 million pounds imported in 1922. This 
relatively large importation was induced by the wide differential be­
tween New York and London prices, which averaged 9.1 cents dur­
ing 1923,^ Obviously the duty was nor the sole cause of such a 
large differential because an 8-cent tariff, in and of itself, could not 

s During five months of 1923 (January , Apri l , M a y , N o v e m b e r , and De­
cember) the differential averaged more than 11 cents, and during three months 
( A p r i l , N o v e m b e r , and D e c e m b e r ) it averaged more than 12 cents. 
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raise New York prices 9 cents above London prices. The above-
mentioned price-making forces caused the differential to be as much 
as 12 cents during some months and as low as 6 cents during others. 
The 8-cent duty, however, helped to maintain an average differential 
of 9 cents by hindering the adjustment of the markets except at a 
differential higher than that at which they would have tended to ad­
just through importation with a lower duty. 

During most of 1924 London prices equalled or exceeded those 
in New York. Consequently, it appears that the tariff had no im­
portant effect on American prices during that year. This change 
from a differential favorable to New York to none at all, or one in 
favor of London, was caused by certain factors tending to lower New 
York prices and by others tending to increase London prices. The 
factors tending to lower New York prices were an increase in do­
mestic supply and a decrease in domestic demand. On the other 
hand, a decided increase in foreign demand, coupled with improved 
business conditions in England, tended to increase London prices. 

The index for United States production of butter in 1924 rose 
to 151, with production in 1920 as 100- Butter in storage reached a 
new high point in September, which gives some indication of the 
glutted condition and increased domestic supplies in our markets in 
the last eight months of 1924. The all-commodity price index fell 
nearly 10 points from J u n e , 1923, to June, 1924, and per capita but­
ter consumption decreased slightly from the previous yearly increase 
over 1920." This tapering off of the yearly increase in demand, 
coupled with the increase in domestic supplies, depressed New York 
prices so far that the influence of the tariff was completely nullified. 
No matter how high a tariff the American farmer had had during the 
last half of 1924, it would have been of no benefit. From May to 
December of that year, exports were greater than imports and for five 
months in a row (July-November) New York prices were actually be­
low London prices. 

In addition to the decline in N e w York prices due to the above 
factors, an improvement in general business conditions in England, 
together with an increase in the German demand for butter, tended 
to increase London prices. The improved condition of business in 

1 Por capita butter consumption was 17,38 pounds i n 1924 as compared 
with IT.O pounds in 19C.3. 16.5 pounds in 1922, 16.1 pounds in 1921, and 14.7 
pounds in 1920, T h u s , w h i l « the per capi ta c o n B u m p t i o n in 1924 w a s greater 
than p*r capita consumption of any of the previous four years, the increase from 
Ifl-J-I 10 1924 was not as great as the yearly increase in a n y of tbe four previous 
v.-n 



England is indicated by the rise in the rate of exchange of the pound 
sterling from ̂ 4.27 in January, 1924, to 04.70 in December, 1924. 
Evidence of the increase in the German demand is the increase in 
imports into Germany, which totalled 118 million pounds in 1924, as 
compared with an importation of less than 3 million pounds in 1923. 
Germany is the second largest butter-importing nation in the world, 
and increased demand there reduces accordingly the supplies which 
are likely to reach the English market. This increase accounted for 
much more than the increase in exports from the principal exporting 
countries and consequently decreased the amount shipped to Eng­
land. These domestic and foreign conditions evidently were of suf­
ficient importance to change the differential in the summer of 1924 
from one in favor of New York to one in favor of London, so that 
the 8-cent tariff was wholly without direct effect on American prices. 

During 1925 continued heavy production in the United States, 
with a static per capita consumption,' kept New York prices down 
close to the London level during 1925. On the other hand, London 
prices were strengthened by a great increase in German demand (the 
German market took nearly twice as much butter in 1925 as m 
1924) which decreased the supply shipped to England, at the same 
time that exports from several of the leading exporting countries 
either remained static or decreased slightly. 

New York prices averaged only 4 cents above London prices 
during 1925, and only 7 million pounds of butter were imported. 
During the greater part of the year the United States was virtually 
on a domestic basis, although for a short period in the summer 
months she was on an export basis and for short periods at other 
times throughout the year (especially during March and December) 
she was on an import basis. T̂ e differential ranged from 10.5 
cents above London in December to .4 cent below in July. 

The Flexible Tariff of 1926. On March 6, 1926, Presi­
dent Coolidge raised the duty on butter from 8 to 12 cents a pound, 
effective April 6, 1926. Under this 12-cent duty New York prices 
averaged 9.1 cents above London prices for the period of 1927-
1929, as compared with an average differential of 5.7 cents for the 
three years 1923-1925 under an 8-cent duty. This amount should 
not be taken as the exact measurement of the direct or actual effect 
of the duty on domestic prices, however, because during three 
months in this three-year period, the differential exceeded the duty 

T Thft production of butter in the U n i t e d States increased from 1,356 mil­
lion poutuls in 1924 to 1,361 iruHion pounds in 1925 , Per capita consumption 
Avjis approximale ly the same in 1925 as in 1924 so that the usual annunl incn*asc 
III J ibout iL half pound per person did not occur to strengthen prices. 



Page 51 

name 

by as much as 3 cents,' indicating that other iaccors were exerting a 
direct influence on the differential. 

New York prices started upward immediately after the 4-cent 
increase in the duty became effective, and in November, 1926, were 

nearly 18 cents above London prices. The principal factors account­
ing for this increase in the differential are two: (1) the improvement 
in general business conditions and demand in the United States, and 
(2) the depressed business conditions and decreased demand in Eng­
land and Germany, 

Industrial prosperity marked the year 1926 in the United 
States. Wages and employment conditions were good, manufactur­
ing enterprises showed an upward trend in production and proiits, 
and the stock market was strong. The purchasing power of the 
masses was high and demand was firm. These factors tended to in­
crease domestic butter prices. 

On the other hand, 1926 witnessed a reversal in the London 
market from the strong demand and good prices typical of the latter 
part of 1924 and the early part of 1925 to weak demand and low 
prices. The English coal strike was a large factor bringing about this 
reversal. Great Britain did not increase her importations by any­
thing like the rate of the previous year. The same can be said of 
Germany." As a result, the demand for butter in these two markets 
was not as great in 1926 as it had been in 1925 and prices declined. 
World production was much heavier relative to the demand in 1926 
than in 1925. Consequently, London prices tended to fall. 

The 12-cenC tariff did not keep out imports in the winter months 
of 1926-27. Two million pounds a month came in during Decem­
ber, 1926, and March and April, 1927. Just twice as much butter 
was imported during the five months of December, 1926, and Janu­
ary, February, March, and April, 1927, as was imported during the 
same months of the previous year. It is impossible to say how much 
would have been imported in 1927 had we had an 8-cent instead of a 
12-cent tariff. It is significant, however, that imports dropped from 
more than two million pounds in April, 1927, to less than 300,000 
pounds in May, when the differential dropped from 17 cents to 8.5 
cents. It would still have been just about worth while to export to 

' I n Mfircli. the difft'runtial iimounlrd to 15.3 cents, in .\prii uf tin-
j>*nr to 17.o rnnts, and in the fol lowing December to 15.2 cents, 
in U>26 Germany increased her imports of butter b y less than three million 

Iiounds. nhereAs in 1825 she had increased them more than 9'* million pounds, 
''•r,-R\ Britain increa-sed her imports but 10 million pounds in 192fi. as against 

million pounds in 1925. 

file:///prii
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buttec prices improved, irvcreasing from 33 cents a pound in June, 
when the 14-cent tariff was passed, to 40 cents in September. The 
differencial in favor of New York prices increased during the same 
period from 4.1 to 12 .2 cents. 

A t the same time, prices of New Zealand butter in London de­
clined, due principally to the accumulation of large stocks of this 
butter in London,^^ and to the withdrawal of Canada as a market for 
New Zealand butter.^^ Prices of 92-score butter in New York aver­
aged 15.1 cents above prices of finest New Zealand butter in London 
in October, 1930. This price spread was such as to make sizable im­
ports from the southern hemisphere possible over our 14-cent tariff 
wall. Domestic prices, however, receded before imports began com­
ing in,^^ due principally to an increase in domestic supplies, coupled 
with continued business depression and unemployment, which weak­
ened domestic demand. 

During the winter of 1930-31 , the differential in favor of New 
York was so small that the 14-cent tariff was almost wholly without 
direct effect on American prices. Continued business depression and 
a weak demand for butter together with a further increased domestic 
output" caused N e w York prices to fall at the same time that de­
creased world supplies" caused a rise in London prices. 

In 1931 and 1932 the differential between New York prices 
and London prices averaged much less than the amount of the duty, 
and the slight United States foreign trade that occurred was pre­
dominantly export trade. The differential ranged from virtually 

11 The spread between Danish and N e w Zealand butter prices in London on 
October 23, 1930, reached 9.1 cents per pound. The usual spread is from 2 to 4 
cents. 

12 Increases in the Canadian tariff virtually checked N e w Zealand butter ship­
ments to Canada. The Canadian tariff on N e w Zealand butter since 1920 had 
been one cent per pound but this was raised to 4 cents on October 12, 1930 and 
later increased to 8 cents. 

^3 In November, 92-score butter in N e w York averaged but 12.5 cents above 
iinest N e w Zealand butter in London and in December averaged but 8 cents 
above. N e w York prices further declined until they averaged but 3.5 cents above 
London prices in January and but 1.9 cents above in February, 1931. Prices of 
best Danish butter in London averaged 2 cents and 3.5 cents per pound abovf 
prices of .02-score butter in N e w York in January and February, respectively. 

1* From the beginning of November, 1930, domestic butter production showe.i 
n cumulative rate of increase each month over the preceding year because of the 
mild. Open winter. The January, 1931, output was the large.'^t on record up to 
that time. 

15 Btoeks of butter held in Great Britain on January 24 , 1931, amounted to 
10,87.^,000 pounds, ss compared -n-ith holdings of 25,975,000 pounds on January 
25, 1930, a decrease of approximately 35 per cent. 
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nothing during the summer months'" to nearly the full amount of 
the duty or even more than the duty during the late fall and early 
winter months.'' 

This seasonal character of the 1931 and 1932 differentials is 
quite characteristic of the average differential. In the fall and winter 
months we are ordinarily on a'much more decided import basis than 
during the summer months when, because of the seasonal character 
of domestic production, we usually have a surplus of butter which 
is either put into cold storage or exported. When domestic supplies 
relative to demand are light, butter prices rise, and if domestic sup­
plies are insufficient to meet home requirements, our prices rise above 
world market prices frequently by an amount more than the duty. 
Thus importation occurs, decreasing domestic prices and bringing 
them back into line with the world market. When domestic supplies 
are more than sufficient to meet domestic requirements some butter 
may be exported and prices fall to the level of, or even below, world 
market prices. The periods when the differential in favor of New 
York is more than the duty, or the periods when New York prices 
are just equal to or below London prices, are comparatively short, as 
will be seen from Figure 6. During most of the months shown in 
this figure there was a differential in favor of New York, but it 
amounted to only a part of the duty. This is because we are general­
ly so close to the boundary line of supply and demand in butter that 
we are continually going from an import to an export basis and back 
again, with the result that the difFerential maintained by our butter 
prices during the period 1922-1932 has amounted, on the average, to 
only a part of the duty. 

In summarizing the effect of the 14-cent duty it must be stated 
that the duty did not maintain an average differential in favor of 
New York prices by an amount equal to itself. There were 
times during 1931 when the duty was virtually ineffective, but there 
were other times when it was fully effective. The fact that New York 
prices maintained a differential above London prices of more than 12 

! - O n .(line 'Jtl. 1931 , 92-8Core butter in N e w Y o r k averaged 2 4 . 0 0 cents a 
jiiiiind and N e w Zealand butter in London averaged 23.58 eents. On July 2!!, 
1*2 score butter in N e w Y o r k sold for S4.90 cents a pound and N e w Zealand butter 
in I.,ondon for 24 .80 cents. During Jnne , 1932 , N e w Y o r k prices averaged 17 .0 
rents a pound and L o n d o n priees lt5.9 cents, 

" • O n N o v e m b e r 5, 1 9 3 1 , 92-BCore butter in N e w Y o r k sold for 29 .25 cents a 
pound and N e w Zealand butter in London for 19.58 cents a pound. On December 
17. I M l , 92-Bcore butter in N o w Y o r k aold for 3 0 . 5 0 cents a n d N e w Zealand but -
(rr in LoodOQ for 14.19 cents a pound. In December , 1 9 3 2 , N e w Y o r k prices 
averaged 24.1 centn a pound and London prices 13.7 cents. 
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18 N e w Y o r k pricos on December 10 , 1 9 3 1 , were 14.70 cents above London 
prices ; on December 17, 1G.31 c e n t s ; on D e c e m b e r 24, 15 .95 c e n t s ; and on Decem­
ber 3 1 , 12.96 cents. 

10 T h e wide margin between N e w Y o r k prices and London prices, which 
vcjiched 16.31 cents on December 17, 1931 , can be attributed primarly to the un-
uHually h e a v y supplies of N e w Zealand butter that arrived at London or were in 
prospect at that t ime. Shipments afloat from N e w Zealand , Austral ia , and Ar­
gentina totalled 59 ,637 ,000 pounds as of December 3, 1 9 3 1 , against 42,813,000 
pounds on December 3, 1930, and 30 ,744 ,000 pounds on December 7, 1929. These 
heavy supplies coupled with very poor business conditions and weak demand 
caused N e w Zealand butter in L o n d o n to fal l to 14.19 cents per pound on Decem­
ber 17 . 1931 . (See U . S. Depnrtment of Agriculture , Foreign Crops and Markets , 
December 28, 1931, p. 1 0 6 9 ) , 

cents for four consecutive weeks^" is proof that the 14-cent duty was 
more effective in increasing domestic prices than a 12-cent duty 
would have been. With a 12-cent duty importation would probably 
have occurred in sufficient amounts within the four or live weeks to 
cause a decline in domestic prices to within 12 cents of foreign prices. 
The 14-cent duty helped to maintain an average differential of nearly 
15 cents during December, 1931, by preventing prices in domestic 
and foreign markets from adjusting to each other at a differential 
as low as that at which they would have adjusted through importa­
tion with a lower duty.^^ 

Table 8 presents in a summarized form the differential of New 
York above London butter prices and the principal price-making in­
fluences in world and domestic markets for the three years 1923-
1925, under an 8-cent duty, for the three years 1927-1929, under 
a 12-cenc duty, and for the two years 1931 and 1932 under a 14-
cent duty. 

The above table shows that the periods 1923-1925 and 1927-
1929 are strikingly similar, in that each begins with a large differen­
tial in favor of New York which grows smaller as the period draws to 
a close. However, the second period is characterized by a larger and 
more uniform spread between New York and London prices. This 
would indicate that supply and demand factors in the world and in 
the domestic markets did not offset the influence of the higher duty 
to the same extent that they did the influence of the lower duty in 
effect during the period 1923-1925. In other words, the i2-cent 
duty exerted a greater direct effect on American prices than the 8-
cent duty. The differential between New York and London butter 
prices averaged 9.1 cents a pound from 1927 to 1929 with a 12-
cent duty, as compared with a differential of 5.7 cents for the years 
1923-1925 with an 8-cent duty. 



'I'AI'.l.K s Summary of Butter Price Differential of New York above London and the 
Principal Price-making: Influences in these Two Markets, 1923-1925 inclusive, 1927-1929 inclusive, 1931 and 1932 
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Decreated denund ( a ) B a d financial conditions in K o g l a n d . 
Increaaed nippUeB ( a ) Increased exports from chief exporting countries, ( b ) 
Ofrriiiin market dull , imported less than 3 million pounds and made the supplies 
avs iUl i le tor the English market beavjr. 

Increaifld demand ( s ) Improved gpneral bueiness conditions in Kngland. 
DflCieaaed snppUes ( a ) Marked recovery in G e r m a n market which took 118 
million tl>H. and reduced the sappl ies available for Engl ish market . 

Further decreased BuppUea (a) G e r m a n imports doubled, ( 2 1 3 mill ion p o u n d s ) 
and reiluced accordingly the supplies availalile for Engl ish market , ( b ) f 'xports 
of Ipnding rountriea r fmaincd unchanged or declined. 

Decreased demand ( a ) DEtpreBsed t^nglish market due to English coal strike. 
Increased supplies ( a ) I luavj ' world production, ( b ) Declino in rate of increase 
of JmportH of ( i f r m a n y RO that supplii 's available for London market were rela-
livi'ly h i ' B v i i T than in Iwo preceding y a r s . 

Increased demand ( a ) Recovery of (he English market . 
Decreased supplies ( a ) Dcel inc in rate of Increase of proiluclion in leading e x . 
portint; riiiinlrifs. (Ij) Increased imports by G e r m a n y reducing the supply avail -
s b l v fiir Knglish merket . 

Continued keen demand ( a ) Continued keen demand in Kngland. 
No increase in supplies ( a ) N o r m a l world production, ( b ) ContinaHd keen de-
mtiiiil HI < ! > ' r m a r L y s o that available supplies for English market were not in-

1. Increased demuid ( a ) Rencwi'd prospi'riiy and In-
rreased induslrinl activity. (Iil Increased per capita 
consumption. 

Decreased demand ( a ) Oi-neral world -wide depression, ( b ) E n g l a n d ' s abandon-
iiiriit rif ;:i>ld standiird latti'v part ot 1it;n. 
No increase in supplies ( a ) Normal world produetion. 

( ' ( i t i t i i i H i ' d unrld-widi ' di-prrhsiiiii. 
World production norm til. 

1. Decreased demand ( a ) T e m p o r a r y business depres­
sion, ( b j DecliiH' in rate of increase of per capita 
consumption. 

2 . Increased supplies ( a ) Increased production. 

1. Continued dull demand ( a ) Business activity dull , 
( i j) N o incrciise in consumption, 

2 . Continued h e a v y supplies ( a ) Continued heavy pro­
duction. 

1. Increased demand ( a ) Increased per capita consump­
tion, ( l i) l i i c n ' H s e d industrial prosperity , 

2, Decreased supplies ( a ) Decl ine in rate of i n c r c a R O of 
butler proiiiirl ion. 

1. Decreased demand ( a ) Decreased pi>r capita con. 
sumption. I n i r e a s i n g unemploynienl . 

1. Further decrease in demand (a) Business depression, 
( b ) IncrcH .sed oleomiirgarine consumption, 

2, Increase in supplies ( a ) Increased production. 

1. Further decrease in demand ( a ) Increased unemploy-
iiicnl, mh i iTd purciiiisinp power ami ticvere business 
depression, 

2 . Increased supplies ( a ) Ri'cord produclion. f K i i e c i n l l y 
during w i n l i T ( I1 i : i0 - : l l ) l ieiausf of mild vii-athej-. 

1. Reduced piirrhasing Jiower, iiicrrjisnl u n c t i i p l o j - n i i T i t *i) 
and very l o w pric-e». ^ 

e 
2 . Continued heavy production, ^ 
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Benefits and Burdens of the Duties 

Method of Calculation. The preceding pages have shown 
clearly the inadequacy of taking the average annual domestic pro­
duction multiplied by the average annual differential between do­
mestic and world market prices, as an accurate measure of the benefits 
of the butter duty. Production varies, on the average, from 70 per 
cent of normal in November and December to 150 per cent of nor­
mal in June. Consequently the heaviest production occurs when 
the differential is smallest, and the benefits must be calculated in 
such a way as to allow for the seasonality of production. 

The most accurate method of measuring the benefits accruing 
to producers from the duty would involve using daily domestic pro­
duction figures and the daily differential. But daily production data 
are not available. Moreover, to take the actual differential would 
give a very liberal or somewhat exaggerated measure of the benefits, 
since when the differential is greater than the duty, obviously the 
entire differential is not due to the duty. In the light of these short­
comings the best practical measure of the benefits resulting from the 
duty is obtained by using monthly production figures and the aver-
age monthly differential, except whete the differential exceeds the 
duty, in which case the amount of the duty should be taken as the 
average differential attributable to the influence of the duty for that 
month. Of course, wKen no differential in favor of domestic prices 
existed for a given month, there was no price benefit to the farmer. 

Similarly, the most accurate method of measuring the burdens 
to consumers resulting from the duty would be to use daily domestic 
consumption figures and the daily differential. But the same prac­
tical shortcomings confront us in measuring burdens as in measur­
ing benefits. Therefore, the best practical measure of the burdens 
resulting from the butter duty is obtained by using monthly con­
sumption figures and the average monthly differential except where 
the differential exceeds the duty, in which case the amount of the 
duty should be used. 

Benefits io Producers. Using monthly production and the 
average monthly differential in those months when it did not exceed 
the duty and the amount of the duty in those when it did, the total 
annual benefits to farmers from the butter duties were computed for 
the 8 years 1923-1925, 1927-1929, 1931 and 1932. These years 
permit the comparison of the benefits accruing to farmers under the 
8-cent duty, the 12-cent duty, and the 14-cent duty. These data 
are shown in Table 9. 
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T A B L E 9 

Benefits of the Butter Tariff to Producers in the United States 
in DoUaiB and as a Percentage of th« Total I n c o m e Bece lved from Butter , by M o n t h s . 1 9 2 3 -

1 9 2 5 , 1 9 2 7 - 1 9 2 9 , 1 9 3 1 and 1 9 3 2 . 
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farm 

I ncome 
Irom 

butter 
( R l l l l i a n 

1} 

Oilier-
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flt> 8S 
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farm 
In-

eome 
from 
buHrr 

Month 

Butter 
Produt-
tion I 
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lbs.) 

Price 
Paid 
Pro­
duc­
er* : 

(c Ib.) 

Total 
farm 

income 
from 
butter 

(million 
S) 

Olfler-
entlBl, 

New 
York 
above 
Lon­
don ' 
(c Ib.) 

Bene-
flti due 
to duty 
Imilijon 

S) 

( 1 9 2 3 ) ( 1 9 2 4 ) 
rnn. 1 2 7 . 8 4 3 . 0 65.0 8.0a 1 0 . 2 1 8 . 6 Jan. 128 , 9 44 .9 57 . 9 8.0a 1 0 . 3 1 7 . 8 
I'Vlt, 1 1 8 . 2 42.0 4 7 , 5 7.1 8 ,0 1 6 . 9 iFeb. 1 2 7 . 8 4 4 . 4 5 6 . 7 8.0a 10.2 18 .1 
Mar . 135.3 4 1 . 6 5 6 . 3 6.9 g .3 1 6 . 6 'Mar. 1 4 1 . 1 4 3 . 2 6 1 . 0 8.0a 1 1 . 3 1 8 , 5 
Apr. 15,1.5 4 0 . 8 6 2 , 6 8.0a 1 2 , 3 1 9 , 6 iApr. 1 5 6 . 2 4 0 . 3 62-<) 7 .9 1 2 . 3 1 9 . 6 
M a y 2 0 5 . 2 3 9 . 4 8 1 . 0 8.0a 1 6 . 4 2 0 . 3 • M a y 2 0 6 . 3 3 8 . 3 7 9 . 1 5.4 1 1 . 1 1 4 . 1 
June 242.0 8 7 . 9 0 1 , 7 6.8 ie.5 1 7 . 9 June 2 3 8 . 7 3 6 . 3 8 6 . 7 7.3 1 7 . 4 2 0 . 1 
July 2 1 1 . 3 3 7 . 0 7 8 . 2 5.9 1 2 . 5 1 5 . 9 July 2 4 2 . 4 3 7 . 0 8 9 . 7 b 
AtJg. 184.G 3 8 . 0 70 .1 7 .1 1 3 . 1 1 8 . 6 A u g . 2 0 3 , 1 3 7 . 7 7 6 . 6 b 
Sept . 1 5 6 . 2 4 0 . 2 6 2 . 8 6.2 9.7 1 5 , 4 .Sept. 1 6 9 . 7 3 8 . 2 6 4 . 8 h 
Oct . 1115.9 4 2 . 2 5 7 . 3 7.9 1 0 . 7 1 8 . 7 lOct. 1 4 8 . 2 3 8 . 8 5 7 . 5 b 
JJov. 1 1 4 . 5 4 4 . 3 5 0 . 7 8.0a 9 .2 IS.O iNov. 1 1 3 . 9 3 9 . 3 4 4 . 8 b 
Pec . 1 1 8 . 0 4 5 . 8 5 4 . 0 8 .0« 9 .4 1 7 . 5 lD .'C. 1 1 2 , 2 4 1 . 8 46.9 .6 .7 
T o t a l 1,807.4 41.0 1 777 .9 137 .3 17.9 T o t & l 1,988.5 40.0 7 9 4 . 4 7 3 . 4 9 .2 

(1026) (1927) 
J a n . 127.4 41.3 5 2 . 6 3 .4 4 .3 8 .2 Jan. 1 3 2 . 9 4 4 . 0 5 8 . 5 1 1 . 5 1 6 . 3 2 6 . 1 
Feb. 117.3 3 8 . 7 4 5 . 4 2 . 4 2 ,8 6.2 Feb. 1 3 1 . 2 4 3 . 7 5 7 . 4 12 .0a 1 5 . 7 2 7 . 5 
Mar . 1:14.9 3 9 . 5 5 3 . 3 8 .0« 1 0 . 8 2 0 . 3 M a r . 1 5 4 . 0 4 3 , 5 6 7 , 0 1 2 . 0 1 1 8 . 5 2 7 . 6 
Apr, 1 5 6 . 4 3 9 . 7 62.1 6 .6 1 0 , 3 1 6 . 6 A p r , 1 7 0 . 2 4 3 . 4 7 3 . 9 12 .0a 2 0 . 4 2 7 . 6 
M a y 212,8 3 9 . 5 6 4 . 1 5 .3 1 1 . 3 1 3 . 4 M a y 2 3 2 . 9 42.1 9 8 . 1 8 .5 1 9 . 8 2 0 . 2 
June 2 4 0 . 2 3 8 . 2 91.8 1.8 4.3 4.7 June 2 5 9 . 3 4 0 . 4 1 0 4 . 7 6.3 1 6 . 3 l . i . 6 
J n l y 2 3 2 , 4 3 9 , 2 91.1 b J u l y 2 3 0 . 8 4 0 . 3 93.0 6.3 1 4 . 5 15 -6 
Aug. 2 0 0 . 0 4 0 . 0 8 0 . 0 b A u g . 2 0 2 , 1 40.3 8 1 . 5 5 .1 1 0 . 3 1 2 . 7 
Sept . 1 6 8 . 4 4 1 . 1 6 5 . 1 2 . 6 4 .1 6.3 Sept. 1 6 0 , 0 4 1 . 7 67.0 6 .6 1 0 . 6 1 5 . 8 
Oct . 1 5 2 . 8 4 4 . 2 6 7 , 5 2 .4 3.7 5.4 Oct. 1 4 7 . 4 4 3 . 4 6 4 . 0 9 .7 1 4 . 3 2 2 , 4 
N o v . 1 3 9 . 0 4 6 . 1 6 4 . 4 5 .1 7,1 1 1 . 1 Nov, 1 2 1 . 5 4 4 . 5 5 4 . 0 1 1 . 3 1 3 . 7 2r,A 
Doc. 1 3 3 . 1 4 6 , 0 6 1 , 2 8,0a 1 0 . 6 1 7 . 3 Dec. 1 3 4 , 2 4 5 . 7 5 6 , 8 12 .0a 1 4 . 9 2 6 , 3 
T o t a l 2,006.3 4 1 . 1 824 .2 69.3 8 .5 T o t a l 2 ,066 .5 4 2 . 8 875.9 1 8 1 . 3 26,8 

.Tan. 
(1028) (1929) 

.Tan. 1 4 0 . 7 45.2 6 3 . 6 1 2 . 0 » 1 6 . 9 2 6 . 5 iTan. 1 4 1 . 1 4 5 . 3 6 3 , 9 7.8 1 1 . 0 17 .2 
Feb. 1 3 8 . 8 4 3 . 9 6 0 . 9 1 0 . 7 1 4 . 9 2 4 . 4 Feb. 1 3 6 . 3 45.2 6 1 , 6 1 2 . 0 1 1 6 . 4 2 6 . 5 
Mar . 1 5 6 . 1 4 3 . 9 6 8 . 5 1 1 . 5 17.9 2 6 , 2 M a r . 1 5 6 . 0 4 5 . 2 7 0 . 5 12 .0a 1 8 . 7 2 6 . 5 
Apr. l e o . o 4 4 . 0 7 3 , 0 8 .1 1 3 . 4 18 .4 A p r . 1 8 2 . 3 4 4 . 4 8 0 . 9 9 .6 1 7 . 5 2 1 . 6 
M a y 2 J 8 . 3 4 2 . 9 9 3 . 7 7.6 1 6 . 6 1 7 . 7 M a y 2 3 7 . 6 4 3 . 6 1 0 3 . 6 7 .4 1 7 . 6 1 7 . 0 
.Tune 2 5 2 . S 4 2 . 2 1 0 6 , 7 5.5 1 3 . 9 1 3 . 0 June 3 6 2 . 9 4 2 . 5 1 1 1 . 7 6.7 1 7 . 6 1 5 . 8 
July 2 3 4 . 1 4 2 . 4 9 9 . 2 4 . 5 1 0 . 5 1 0 . 6 J u l y 2 5 2 . 6 4 2 . 6 1 0 7 . 6 5,2 1 3 . 1 12.2 
A US. 2 0 3 . 1 4 2 . 8 8 6 . 9 6 .3 12.8 14.7 Aug. 1 9 5 . 5 4 2 . 9 8 3 . 9 6 .1 1 1 . 9 1 4 . 2 
Sept . 166 9 4 4 . 3 7 3 . 9 8 .5 1 4 . 2 1 9 . 2 Sept . 1 6 8 . 2 4 3 , 7 7 3 . 5 7 ,6 1 2 . 8 1 7 . 4 
Oct. 1 4 7 . 9 4 5 . 2 6 6 . 8 7 .9 1 1 . 7 1 7 . 5 Oct . 1 6 1 . 0 4 4 . 9 7 2 . 3 6.3 1 0 . 1 1 4 . 0 
N o v . infi.7 4 5 . 6 4 8 . 6 1 1 . 7 1 2 . 5 2 5 . 7 Nov. 1 3 2 , 5 4 4 . 4 5 8 . 8 5 .3 6.9 1 1 , 7 
Dec. 1 2 9 . 2 4 6 . 8 5 9 . 8 1 0 . 5 1 3 . 6 2 2 . 7 Dec. 1 3 8 . 9 4 3 . 0 5 9 . 7 5.9 8.2 13 .7 
T o t a l 2,060.6 44.1 008.7 les.o 18.7 Total 2 ,164 .8 4 3 . 8 9 4 8 . 2 1 6 1 . 8 1 7 . 1 

J a n . 
(1031) ( 1 0 3 2 ) 

J a n . 156.7 31.0 4 8 . 6 2-2 3 .4 7.1 J a n . 1 6 1 , 4 2 6 , 3 4 2 . 4 7 . 4 1 1 . 9 2 8 . 1 
F e b . 145.1 2 8 . 1 4 0 . 8 1.2 1.7 4.3 Fob. 1 5 8 . 4 2 3 . 4 3 7 . 1 5-3 8 ,4 2 2 . 7 
M a r . 167.0 2 9 . 4 4 9 . 4 1.7 2 .9 5 .8 M a r . 1 7 1 . 4 2 3 . 0 3 9 . 4 3 .7 6.3 1 6 . 1 
Apr, 1 9 2 . 5 2 0 , 2 5 6 . 2 1.0 1.9 3.4 Apr . 1 8 3 . 0 2 1 , 9 4 0 , 1 .9 1.6 4.1 
M a y 2 4 3 . 3 2 5 . 9 63.0 b M a y 2 4 4 , 3 2 0 . 2 4 9 . 3 1.6 3.9 7 .9 
J u n e 3.'i7.2 24.4 6 2 . 8 b June 2 4 7 . 7 1 8 , 6 4 6 , 1 .1 ,3 .5 
.Tnly 2 1 3 , 6 2 4 . 7 5 2 . 8 b July 2 1 1 , 2 1 8 . 4 3 8 . 9 .8 1.7 4 .4 
A UK. IB5.9 2 5 . 9 48.1 2 .3 4 .3 8.9 Aur. 1 9 0 . 7 1 9 . 7 3 7 . 0 2.5 4 .8 1 2 . 7 
Sept. 160-1 2 7 . 9 4 4 . 7 8.2 13.1 2 9 . 4 , Sept. 1 6 4 , 5 19 .9 3 2 . 7 2.2 3.6 1 1 . 1 
Oct. 167.6 3 0 . 3 5 0 . 8 1 1 . 6 1 9 . 4 38.3 iOct. 158.3 2 0 . 2 3 2 . 0 2.6 4 . 1 1 2 . 9 
N o v . 1 5 4 . 9 2 9 , 9 4 6 . 3 1 0 . 6 1 6 . 4 3 5 . 4 N o v . 1 4 4 , 5 2 0 . 4 2 9 . 5 8,0 11.6 3 9 . 2 
Dec . 1 6 2 . 0 29.2 4 7 , 6 13,3 21.7 4 5 . 6 jD^c. 1 5 7 . 9 2 1 . 3 3 3 . 6 1 0 . 4 1 6 . 4 4 8 . 8 
T o U l S,i07.7 28.0 eii.2 81.8 13.9 1 T o t a l 2,193.3 21.1 458 .7 

1 0 . 4 
7 4 . 5 ie.3 

1 Rapreaenti b o t h f a r m a n d t a c t o r r prodactfon. Monthly farm butter production waa 
c a l c n l a l a d b y t a k l n f t h e pereenlaKe of t h e yearly total of factory butler which was produced 
"ach m o n t h dnrioK e a c h year a n d multiplying this percentage by the total farm production to 
ffi t h e farm butter produced each month. 

3 Fatiniated price received by producers an the fifteenth at the month, 
• T h e average differential la the actual average differential except in thoae eases where 

the average dlfFert>nlia) exreed« the duty. In which ranee the amount of the duty ia taken aa 
ihr a*pra(* differential stiribulable to the duly. 

a Amount of Ihe duly. 
b Xo dlfferetltial (New York prlcea below or only equal to London prices). 
S o n r c e i : i U. S. Department of Acricnltnre, Bureau of Agrtmltural GconomicR: : U. S. 

Department of Airrlrullure, Burean of A|Tieultural Economica. C r o p i and Marketa. 
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According to the above method, farmers received benefits from 
the 8-cent tariff to the extent of ^137,342,126, ^73,408,212, and 
^69,420,267 or 17.9 per cent, 9.2 per cent, and 8.5 per cent of 
their totai income from butter during 1923, 1924, and 1925, re­
spectively. If the duty had been fully effective, they would have re­
ceived ^151 ,799 ,440 , ^159,881,440, and ^160,428,720, or 19.5 per 
cent, 20.0 per cent, and 19.4 per cent for the same years. In 1927, 
1928, and 1929, under the 12-cent duty, farmers received benefits 
totalling ^234,405,757, ^168,870,719, and ^161,829,537, or 26.8 
per cent, 18.7 per cent, and 17.1 per cent of their total income from 
butter. They would have received ^247,986,600, ^247,267,080, 
and ^259,753,560, or 28.5 per cent, 27.2 per cent and 27.4 per 
cent, during the same years if the duty had been fully effective, that 
is, not offset at all by other supply and demand factors in world and 
domestic markets. In 1931 and 1932, under the 14-cent duty, farm­
ers received benefits totalling ^84,897,573, and ^74,655,328, or 13.9 
per cent and 16.3 per cent of their total income from butter. They 
would have received ^309,043,280, and ^307,055,000, or 50.6 per 
cent and 66.9 per cent during the same years if the duty had been 
fully effective. 

In 1929 American farmers would have received nearly 100 
million dollars, or 10.6 per cent more for their butter than they did 
receive, had the 12-cent duty been fully effective. This 100 million 
dollars was not secured, principally because a decrease in domestic 
demand due to the business depression which reduced purchasing 
power and induced increased oleomargarine consumption, coupled 
with an increase in domestic supplies due to heavy United States pro­
duction, depressed American prices and materially reduced the direct 
effectiveness of the 12-cent duty. In 1931 and 1932 American 
farmers would have received 224 million and 232 million dollars or 
36.7 and 50.6 per cent respectively more for their butter than they 
did receive had the 14-cent duty been fully effective. 

The method of using the differential (when it does not exceed 
the duty) as a measure of the direct effect of the tariff, is based on 
the assumption that without a duty prices in domestic and foreign 
markets over a period of time would tend to be equal. This method 
makes no allowance for the fact that the United States duty when 
effective probably tends to depress the world price. Or, stated in 
other words, if our duty were removed, the London or world price 
(assuming that London and New York prices would be about equal) 
would be somewhat above the present price. If the American mar­
ket were open to New Zealand and Danish producers, this market 
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could absorb more butter than it now does and London prices would 
not be forced to their present low level. United States per capita 
consumption of butter would rise, because while the per capita con­
sumption of fats tends to remain fairly stable, more butter and less 
inferior grade fats would probably be consumed. Consequently, the 
figures obtained by the price differential method represent maximum 
possible benefits; the actual benefits to American producers may be, 
and probably are, somewhat less than those shown in Table 9. 

In order to determine accurately the actual benefits of the but­
ter duty to American producers it is necessary to show quantitatively 
how much of the spread between domestic and foreign prices is due 
to a decline in foreign prices and how m u c h to an increase in do­
mestic prices following the imposition of the duty. T h e data neces­
sary for this are not available and it is impossible to ascertain just 
how much less the actual benefits would be than those computed in 
Table 9. This same shortcoming applies in the case of burdens. 
Thus , Table 10 shows the maximum possible burdens. T h e reader 
should, therefore, keep in mind that the benefits and burdens cal­
culated by the price differential method in these pages represent the 
maximum possible, not the actual, benefits and burdens. 

liurdi'iiS to Consumers. U s i n g monthly consumption in­
stead of monthly production, the annual burdens to consumers from 
the butter duties for the 8 years 1 9 2 3 - 1 9 2 5 , 1 9 2 7 - 1 9 2 9 and 1 9 3 1 
and 1932 were computed by the same method as was used to com­
pute benefits. These burdens are shown in Table 10. 

Table 10 shows that under the 8-cent duty consumers paid 
$ 1 3 6 , 8 4 4 , 5 3 0 . $ 7 2 , 0 0 4 , 6 9 0 , and $ 7 3 , 8 2 6 , 8 0 0 , or 13 .2 per cent, 7-0 
per cent, and 6 .7 per cent more than they would have paid for their 
butter without a tariff in 1 9 2 3 , 1 9 2 4 , and 1 9 2 5 , respectively. If 

the duty had been fully effective it would have cost them ^ 1 5 0 , 1 4 1 , -
6 0 0 . 3 1 5 8 . 1 5 2 , 4 0 0 , and $ 1 6 0 , 5 0 4 , 2 4 0 , or 14 .4 per cent, 15 .5 per 
cent and 14.6 per cent more than they would have paid in the ab­
sence of a tariff. During the years 1 9 2 7 , 1 9 2 8 , and 1 9 2 9 , under 
the 12-cent duty, consumers incurred burdens to the extent of $ 1 8 3 , -
8 5 1 . 6 2 0 . $ 1 7 7 , 3 1 1 , 2 7 0 , and $ 1 5 8 , 1 5 8 , 7 4 0 , or 16 .6 per cent, 15.1 
per cent and 13.6 per cent respectively more than they would have 
paid for their butter without a tariff. H a d the duty been fully effec­
tive, they would have incurred burdens totalling $ 2 3 8 , 9 0 1 , 0 4 0 , 
$ 2 4 9 , 6 3 7 , 9 2 0 , and $ 2 5 3 , 3 8 3 , 6 0 0 , or 2 1 . 6 per cent, 2 1 . 2 per cent, 
and 2 1 . 7 per cent. In 1931 and 1932 under the 14-cent duty con­
sumers paid $ 9 1 , 1 0 4 , 9 4 0 . and $ 7 8 , 4 5 6 , 0 6 0 . or 11 .9 and 13 .2 per 
cent respectively more than they would have paid if there had been 
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T A B L E 10 

Costs of the Butter Tariff to all Consumers in the United States 
in Dol lars and as a Percentage of t h e Total A m o n n t P a i d f o r B u t t e r 

b y M o n t h s , 1 9 2 3 - 1 9 2 5 , 1 9 2 7 - 1 0 2 9 and 1 9 S 1 and 1 9 3 2 . 
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ton-tump-tfon 1 (million 
Ibi.) 

J a n . 
F e b . 
M a r . 
A p r . 
M a y 
June 
J u l y 
A u g . 
Sept . 
Oct . 
N o v . 
Dec . 
T o t a l 

1 S 3 . 0 
1 1 6 . 8 
1 3 5 , 9 
1 4 8 . 1 
1 9 4 . 7 
1 8 6 . 5 
3 8 1 , 8 
1 8 2 . 2 
1 6 1 . 1 
1 5 5 . 7 
1 4 1 . 3 
1 3 9 . 7 

1 , 8 7 6 . 8 

5 9 . 1 
5 7 . 7 
5 7 . 6 
5 7 . 3 

5 0 . 0 
4 9 . 1 
5 1 . 8 
5 5 , 0 
5 6 . 2 
5 8 . 9 
6 0 . 3 
5 5 . 4 

( 1 9 2 3 ) 

Price paid 
by con-)um-

ers i (c Ib.) 

Total 
paid by 

con. 
turners 

(million 
I) 

D Iff sr. entlal, 
Ntw York above Lon­don 3 (c lb.) 

Coits 
due to 
duty 

(million 
f> 

Tarifl 
cost as per 
cent of 
total butter 
cost 

7 8 . 6 
6 7 . 4 
7 8 . 3 
8 4 . 9 

1 0 1 . 4 
9 3 , 2 
8 9 , 3 
9 4 , 4 
8 8 , 6 
8 7 , 5 
8 3 . 2 
8 4 . 2 

' 1 , 0 3 9 . 7 

8.0a 
7,1 
6 ,9 
8,0a 
8.0a 
6 ,8 
5 ,9 
7,1 
6,2 
7,9 
8.0a 
8 .0s , 

1 0 . 6 
8.3 
9.4 

11 .9 
1 5 . 6 
1 2 . 7 
1 0 . 7 
12 .9 
1 0 . 0 
1 2 , 3 
1 1 . 3 
1 1 , 2 

1 3 6 . 9 

1 3 . 5 ' 
12 ,3 i 
12 ,0 
14 .0 ' 
1 5 . 4 ; 
13 ,6 
12.01 
13,7 | 
11.3I 
1 4 , 1 
13,61 
1 3 . 3 
1 3 . 2 

J a n . 
F e b . 
M a r . 
A p r . 
M a y 
June 
J u l y 
Aug. 
Sept, 
Oct . 
N o v . 
T>ec. 
Tota l 

1 4 5 . 7 
1 3 2 . 7 
1 5 4 . 1 
1 6 2 , 7 
2 0 5 . 1 
1 9 4 . 4 
1 8 7 , 3 
1 8 1 . 1 
1 7 5 , 2 
1 7 0 , 6 
1 4 4 . 5 

, 1 5 2 , 9 
' 2 , 0 0 6 . 3 

5 2 , 3 
5 0 , 6 

• 5 S . 5 
5 3 , 3 
5 1 . 9 
5 2 , 7 
5 3 , 2 
5 4 , 1 
5 5 . 8 
5 9 . 4 
5 9 . 7 
5 8 . 6 
6-i.8 

( 1 9 2 5 ) 
7 6 , 2 
6 7 . 1 
8 5 . 5 
8 6 , 7 

1 0 6 . 4 
1 0 2 , 4 

9 9 . 6 
9 8 , 0 
9 7 . 8 

1 0 1 . 3 
8 6 . 3 
8 9 . 6 

1 , 0 9 9 . 6 

3 .4 
2 .4 
S.Oa 
6 .6 
5.3 
1.8 

b 
b 

2 .6 
2 . 4 
5 .1 
8.0a 

5 .0 
3.2 

12 .3 
1 0 . 7 
1 0 . 9 

3.5 

4.6 
4.3 
7.4 

1 2 . 2 
7 3 . 9 

Jan. 
:Feb . 
I Mar , 
A p r . 
M a y 
June 

•July 
A u g . 
Sept . 
Oct . 
N o v . 
Dec. 

I T o t a l 

1 4 5 . 9 
1 3 3 . 4 
143 .S 
1 5 8 . 3 
1 9 6 . 8 
1 9 2 . 5 
1 8 1 - 4 
1 7 9 . 8 
1 7 1 , 1 
1 6 3 . 9 
1 5 1 . 0 
1 5 8 , 8 

1 ,976 .8 

6 1 , 3 
6 0 . 2 
5 8 . 0 
5 0 , 1 
4 f i . l 
4 8 . 6 
4 9 , 5 
4 8 . 3 
4 8 . 5 
4 7 , 9 
4 8 , 9 
5 2 , 5 
5 1 . 7 

< 1 9 2 4 ) 
8 9 , 4 
80.3 
8 3 . 5 
79 . 3 
90 . 7 
93.6 
89.8 
86.8 
83 . 0 
7 8 , 5 
73.8 

, 83.4 
( 1 , 0 2 2 . 0 

8,Oat 
8,0a 
8,0a 
7.9 
5,4 
7.3 

b 
b 
b 
b 
b 
.6 

1 1 . 7 
1 0 , 7 
1 1 , S 
1 2 . 5 
lO.B 
1 4 . 1 

1 0 . 0 
7 2 . 1 

1 3 . 1 
1 3 , 3 
1 3 . 8 
1 5 , 8 
1 1 , 7 
1 5 . 0 

1 1 . 4 
7 . 0 

6,5 J j a n , 
4.7 Feb, 

M a r . 1 4 , 4 
1 2 . 4 
1 0 , 2 
3.4 

4.7 

Apr . 
; M a y 
June 

lJuly 
jAug. 
Sept. 

4,0. ' )0et . 
8.5i:Nov 

1 3 , 7 
6 . 7 

Jan. 
Feb. 
M a r . 
Apr , 
M a y 
J u n e 
J u l y 
A u g , 
Sept . 
Oct, 
N o v . 
Dec . 
T o t a l 

1 5 6 , 6 
1 4 6 . 5 
1 6 0 . 5 
1 6 4 . 4 
2 0 9 . 8 
2 0 2 , 8 
1 8 5 . 9 
1 8 9 . 2 
1 7 6 . 9 
1 7 1 . 0 
1 5 8 , 9 

I 1 5 7 , 0 
12 ,080 .4 

57.8 
5 6 . 3 
5 7 . 3 
5 5 , 1 
5 4 , 6 
5 3 . 9 
5 4 . 3 
5 5 . 4 
5 7 . 6 
5 7 . 5 
5 8 . 3 
5 9 . 3 
5 6 . 5 

( 1 9 2 8 ) 
9 0 . 5 
8 2 . 5 
9 2 . 0 
9 0 . 6 

1 1 4 . 5 
1 0 9 . 3 
1 0 0 . 9 
1 0 4 . 8 
1 0 1 , 9 

9 8 . 8 
9 2 . 6 
9 3 . 1 110.5 

1 . 1 7 5 . 4 I 

12,Oa 
1 0 . 7 
1 1 . 5 

8.1 
7,6 
5.5 
4.5 
6.3 
8,5 
7.9 

1 1 . 7 

1 8 , 8 
1 5 , 7 
1 8 , 5 
1 3 , 3 
1 5 . 9 
1 1 , 2 

8 ,4 
1 1 . 9 
1 5 . 0 
1 3 . 6 
1 8 , 6 
1 6 , 5 

1 7 7 . 4 

Dec . 
T o t a l 

145 ,9 
1 3 6 , 0 
1 5 4 . 3 
165 ,8 
1 4 9 . 7 
1 9 6 . 2 
1 7 8 , 9 
1 8 6 . 1 
1 7 9 . 9 
1 7 6 . 2 
1 5 8 . 5 
1 6 3 , 3 

1 , 9 9 0 . 8 

5 8 . 4 
5 8 . 8 
5 9 . 2 
5 8 , 4 
5 3 . 4 
5 1 , 8 
5 1 . 4 
5 1 . 4 
5 3 . 4 
55,7 
5 6 . 4 
5 8 . 4 
5 6 . 6 

( 1 9 2 7 ) 
8 5 , 2 
80.0 
91 . 3 
9 6 . 8 
7 9 . 9 

1 0 1 . 6 
9 1 , 9 
9 5 . 7 
9 6 . 1 
9 8 , 1 
8 9 . 4 
9 5 . 4 

1 , 1 0 6 . 9 

1 1 , 5 
12 .0a 
12 .0a 
12 .0a 

8,5 
6.3 
6,3 
5 .1 
6.6 
9 .7 

1 1 . 3 
12 .0a 

1 6 . 8 
1 6 . 3 
18.5 
1 9 . 9 
1 2 . 7 
1 2 . 4 
1 1 . 3 

9 .5 
1 1 . 9 
1 7 . 1 
1 7 . 9 
1 9 . 6 

3 8 5 . 9 

1 9 . 7 
2 0 . 4 
2 0 . 3 
2 0 , 5 
1 5 , 9 
1 2 , 2 
1 2 , 3 

9 .9 
1 2 . 4 
1 7 . 4 
2 0 , 0 
2 0 . 5 
1 6 . 8 

2 0 , 8 : J a n . 
1 9 . 0 F e b . 
2 0 , 2 ll Mar . 
1 4 , 7 ;Apr . 
1 3 . 9 I'M ay 
10.21; June 

8.3'! July 
1 1 , 4 I Aug , 
14 .8 , :Sept . 
I3.7I Oct . 
2 0 , 0 N o v . 
17,71 
1 5 . l l 

Jan, 
F e b . 
Mar , 
Apr , 
M a y 
,Tune 
.7«)j -
A u g . 
Sept . 
Oct . 
N o v . 
Dec . 
T o t a l 

1 1 6 - 4 
1 5 5 , 8 
1 7 5 , 5 
1 8 6 , 0 
2 2 0 . 8 
2 0 8 , 0 
1 9 7 , 7 
2 0 3 , 7 
1 8 9 . 5 
1 8 7 , 1 
1 6 0 , 6 

, 1 7 2 , 0 
2 , 1 7 3 . 1 

( 1 9 3 1 ) 
5,8'|Jan. 
3.3 ,Feb. 

Dec . 
Total 

1 5 7 . 5 
1 4 3 , 2 
1 5 7 . 7 
1 7 0 , 7 
2 0 3 , 8 
1 9 2 , 0 
2 4 1 . 2 
185 .7 
1 7 4 . 2 
1 7 2 , 9 
1 5 3 . 1 
1 6 0 , 5 

2 , 1 1 2 . 5 

5 7 . 7 
5 8 , 5 
5 8 . 4 
5 5 , 8 
5 4 , 5 
5 3 . 8 
5 3 . 4 
5 3 . 8 
5 4 , 8 

I 5 5 , 7 
I 5 3 , 5 
1 5 1 , 6 
I 5 5 . 1 

4 ,6 I M a r . 
3.8j Apr . 

IMay 
June 

'July 
6,7 ilAug. 

2 2 , 3 , S e p t , 
2 9 . l ' 1 0 c t . 
2 8 , 4 Nov. 

1 1 , 9 Tota l 

1 5 7 , 1 
1 5 6 , 1 
1 7 0 . 5 
1 7 6 , 7 
3 2 3 . 9 
2 0 2 , 4 
1 9 7 . 1 
3 0 2 , 7 
187 .7 
1 8 3 . 9 
1 7 2 , 5 
1 6 8 - 6 

12,193.2 

3 2 . 3 
2 9 . 5 

1 2 9 . 5 
I 2 6 , 8 
( 2 5 . 1 

2 4 . 1 
2 3 . 9 

I 2 6 . 8 i 
I 2 6 . 9 
I 2 6 . 7 
I 2 7 , 6 
I 2 8 , 5 
L 2 7 . 3 

( 1 9 2 9 ) 
9 0 , 9 
8 3 . 8 
9 2 , 1 
9 5 , 2 

1 1 1 . 1 
1 0 3 . 3 
1 2 8 . 8 

9 9 . 9 
9 5 , 5 
9 6 . 3 
8 1 , 9 
8 2 , 8 

J . 6 1 . 6 

( 1 9 3 2 ) 

7,S 
12,0a 
12 .0a 

9,6 
7 .4 
6.7 
5.2 
6.1 
7 ,6 
6,3 
5,2 
5.9 

1 2 . 3 
1 7 . 2 
1 8 . 9 
1 6 . 4 
1 5 . 1 
1 2 . 9 
1 2 . 5 
1 1 , 3 
1 3 , 2 
1 0 . 9 

8 .0 
9.5 

1 5 8 . 2 

I 1 3 , 5 
2 0 . 5 
2 0 , 5 
17.2 
1 3 , 6 
1 2 . 5 

9.7 
1 1 . 3 
13 .9 
1 1 . 3 

9.7 
1 1 . 4 
1 3 . 6 

5 0 . 7 
46.0 
5 0 , 3 
4 7 . 4 
5 6 , 2 
4 8 , 8 
4 7 . 1 
5 4 . 3 
5 0 . 5 
•i8.fi 
4 7 . 6 
4 8 . 0 

6 9 5 . 7 

7.4 
.5.3 
3,7 

.9 
1,6 

.1 
. 8 

2 .5 
2 .2 
2.6 
8 .0 

I1O.4 

1 1 . 6 
8 ,3 
6 .3 
1.6 
3 .6 

.2 
1.6 
5 .1 
4 . 1 
4.6 

1 3 . 8 
1 7 . 5 
78.G I 

2 3 . 9 
1 8 , 0 
1 2 , 5 

3.4 
6,4 

,4 
3,4 
9 ,3 
8,2 
9 .7 

29 , 0 
36 , 
13 ,2 

1 B e p r e s e n t s apparent consumption and is ! b o amount of prodnct m o v e d Into consump­tion channel.N, 
2 A v e r a g e retail pr ires . 
3 T h e average monthly differential is the actual difFerential except in those cases where 

the average differential eKceeOs the duty, in which cases the amount of the dnty fa taken 
ns tbe average differential attributable to the duty, 

a Amount of the duty . 
b N o differential ( N e w Y o r k pr ices b e l o w or only equal to London p r i c e s ) . 
S o u r c e s : 1 U , S. Department of Agriculture , Bureau of Agricultural E c o n o m i e s ; 2 fr. ^, 

Department of Labor . Burean of L a b o r Statist ics , 

http://15.ll
http://�i8.fi
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no duty. H a d the duty been fully effective they would have paid 
^ 3 0 4 , 2 2 9 , 2 4 0 , and ^ 3 0 7 , 7 6 6 , 9 0 0 , or 39.8 and 51.6 per cent re­
spectively more. These burdens are computed by the differential 
method on the assumption that without any duty there would have 
been no differential between domestic and world prices. 

Net Benefits to Farmers. In calculating the net benefits ac-
crumg to American farmers as a class from the butter duties, the in­
creased cost of butter resulting from the duties which is borne by 
farmer consumers must be subtracted from the benefits accruing to 
farmers from higher prices received for their butter. Table 11 shows 
these costs and benefits, together with net benefits to farmers for the 
years 1923-1925 , 1927-1929 , 1931 , and 1932. 

T A B L K 1 1 

Net Benefits to Farmers From the Butter Tariff 
1923-1925, 1927-1929, 1931 and 1932 

Year 
Cntti Dl the 
duty to al l 
caniumen 

Coitt of the 
duly to farmer 

consiimerti 

1923 
1924 
1925 

1927 
1928 
1929 

$136 ,844 ,530 
72 ,004 ,690 
73 ,826 ,800 

183 ,831 .620 
177 ,S 11,270 
158 ,158 ,740 

$38 ,863 ,847 
20 ,089 ,309 
20 ,228 ,543 

48 ,347 ,716 
45 ,746 ,308 
40 ,014 ,161 

22 ,594 ,025 " 
19 ,457 ,103 " 

Benents to 
producer! from 

the duty 
Net Benflllta to farmer* as a class 

Net beneflti at gercentage of total farm inconie from butter 
$ 1 3 7 , 3 4 2 4 2 6 $ 98 ,478 ,279 12.7 

73 ,408 ,212 53 ,318 ,903 6.7 
69 ,420 ,267 4 9 , 1 9 1 , 7 2 4 6.0 

234 ,405 ,757 186 ,058 ,041 21 .0 
168 ,870 ,719 123 ,131 ,411 13.6 
161,829,.>37 121 ,815 ,376 12.8 

a4 ,897 ,573 62 ,303 ,548 10.2 
74,655,328"^ 55 ,198 ,225 12.0 

19,31 1 91 ,104 .940 
1932 ^ [ 7«,45(),06()' 

^ t^osts to t'lirilUT consumers were dcterminod by taking that proportion of 
the total costs t« (ill t'ons(nii<?rs whi^h the farm population makes of the total 
United States population. According to the Bureau of the Census, the farm 
]...pulfiti<in couii»ri!<ed 121t.!> per cent of the total population in 1920 and 24.8 per 
(•••nt in Jf.'id. TIio percentages for the years between these two census years 
( M T P iMJnipulcd by slraipht interpolation. 

a K^timated from }>r>>liniinary con.^uniptioji fi^rure.s. 
tl On the basis that the farm population ciiiiiprised :24.8 per cent 11H' totnl 

piipiilation. This \̂  tlie U'.̂ O census |i(,;ure. Ihi' last year for which dina 

f Estiuiiiteil f i i n i i I'n'liininary proiliicliiiti lit^un's. 

Table 11 shows that farmers received a net benefit of ^98 ,478 , -
279 . ^ 5 3 , 3 1 8 , 9 0 3 , and ^ 4 9 . 1 9 1 . 7 2 4 , or 12.7 per cent, 6.7 per cent, 
and 6.0 per cent of their total income from butter during the years 
1923. 1924, and 1925 respectively from the 8-cent duty; a net bene­
fit of ^ 1 8 6 . 0 5 8 . 0 4 1 , ^ 1 2 3 , 1 3 1 , 4 1 1 , and ^ 1 2 1 , 8 1 5 , 5 7 6 , or 21.0 per 
cent, 13.6 per cent, and 12.8 per cent of their total income from but­
ter during the years 1927, 1928, and 1929 respectively from the 12-
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cent duty and a net benefit of $62,303,548, and $55 ,198 ,225 , or 
10.2 per cent and 12.0 per cent of their total income from butter 
during the years 1931 and 1932 respectively from the 14-cent duty. 
In other words, the 8-cent, 12-cent, and 14-cent duties were profit­
able to farmers as a class to the extent indicated by these net annual 
benefits. 

Conclusions 

The differential of domestic above foreign prices maintained 
by the butter duties during the period 1922-1932 has amounted, on 
the average, to only a part of the duties. The differential in favor 
of domestic prices under the 8-cent duty averaged 9.1 cents, 3.9 
cents, and 4.0 cents for the years 1923, 1924, and 1925, respec­
tively. Under the 12-cent duty it averaged 10.6 cents, 8.9 cents, 
and 7.7 cents for the years 1927, 1928, and 1929, respectively. In 
1931, under a 14-cent duty, the differential averaged 4.3 cents and 
in 1932, 3.8 cents. 

These partial differentials are due to the fact that we are vir­
tually on a domestic basis in butter. W e are so close to the boundary 
line, where a little more puts us on an export basis and a little less 
on an import basis, that most of the time we are oscillating from one 
to the other. Prices in domestic and foreign markets cannot adjust 
to each other promptly and accurately under these conditions; con­
sequently a spread would obtain from time to time if for no other 
reason than sluggishness of adjustment. 

The direct effects of the duties on domestic butter prices are de­
cidedly seasonal. In the fall and winter months, when domestic pro­
duction is lowest, we are ordinarily on a much more decided import 
basis, with the differential between domestic and world market prices 
greater than in the summer months when domestic production is 
heaviest. Thus, when we are on an import basis for any consider­
able period, domestic prices tend to seek a level above world market 
prices by the amount of the duty. When we are on an export basis 
for any considerable period, domestic prices tend to seek the level of 
world market prices, and in seasons of unusually heavy domestic 
supplies may even go somewhat below. 

The butter tariffs of the past 10 years have been important 
factors in keeping domestic prices, on the average, somewhat above 
world market prices. During the summer months, when domestic 
supplies were sufficient or more than sufficient to meet domestic 
requirements and we were on an export basis, no duty could accom-
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plisK this. But in the fall and winter months, when domestic sup­
plies were lowest, the duties have kept the differential higher than it 
would have been without them. The duties prevented adjustment 
of domestic to world prices by keeping out any considerable importa­
tion until the differential approached the height of the tariff wall. 
The effectiveness of the duties has made possible the maintenance of 
a differential above world prices, although the primary influences 
determining the trend of prices both here and abroad were the va­
rious demand and supply forces operating in domestic and world 
markets. In other words, operating behind the tariff wall, these de­
mand and supply conditions have accounted for the differentials as 
has been shown. Consequently, the tariff is a complementary fac­
tor, and without the duties a similar differential would not have been 
possible. 

It is only during the past 10 years that the United States has 
been as balanced as she now is between an export and import basis 
in butter. Increased domestic production has not been solely re­
sponsible for this condition; changes in the character of the demand 
from time to time have been important and, at times, the principal 
factors. 

Butter production has increased during the period 1922-1932. 
Creamery butter production in 1932 was estimated at 1,653,250,000 
pounds as compared with 1,153,515,000 pounds in 1922. But on 
the whole the increase from year to year has not greatly exceeded 
the amount required to maintain a stable per capita consumption. 

The increase in production during the past 10 years has been 
due in part to the relatively high prices received for butter compared 
with prices received for many other agricultural products. The de­
creased demand on the part of foreign buyers since the World War 
has tended to keep domestic prices of such products as grain, cot­
ton, pork, and lard (products largely absorbed by foreign markets) 
depressed to comparatively low levels. The domestic dairy industry 
is affected much less by foreign markets, and prices maintained a 
comparatively high level during the relatively prosperous period 
from 1923 to 1928. This high level brought about a shift on the 
part of some western and southern farmers into dairying. The tariff, 
insofar as it preserved the domestic market for American producers, 
increased this shift. 

In the winters of 1929-30 and 1930-31 the domestic supply of 
butter was sufficiently heavy to cause our prices to fall to within 2 
or 3 cents of the London level, and the possible benefits of the tariff 
were virtually nullified. The heavy supplies were due as much to 
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a drop in domestic demand as to an increase in our production. TKe 
business depression beginning in 1929, which reduced the purchas­
ing power of the public, made it impossible to move domestic sup­
plies except at greatly reduced prices. This radical change in pur­
chasing power since 1929 has been much greater than the change 
in domestic production and has consequently been a more important 
factor in the decline of butter prices. Domestic production actually 
declmed in 1930 but, because of the great drop in purchasing power 
resulting from depression and unemployment, 1930 butter prices 
averaged 8.5 cents a pound below 1929. 

In spite of the low prices in the United States in 1932, Ameri­
can farmers received about ̂ 55,198,225, or 12.0 per cent of their 
total income from butter, in net benefits from the 14-cent duty. 
These benefits were secured mostly during the fall and winter months, 
as domestic prices were, on the average, about equal Co world prices 
during the summer. This ̂ 55,198,225, or 12.0 per cent in net re­
turns, indicates that the butter duty is of considerable importance to 
dairymen. The question remains whether in the future its impor­
tance will increase or decrease. 

At the present time the United States is in a period of depres­
sion. Prices of all commodities are lower than they have been for 
years, and purchasing power is extremely weak. Domestic produc­
tion during 1931 was more than sufficient to meet the demand even 
at the low prices prevailing. As long as such conditions exist our 
average annual prices will be too low to induce heavy importation. 
But during the fall and early winter months prices may, and prob­
ably will, be high enough to induce some importation. Prices 
throughout the world have fallen just as ours have. Moreover, the 
heaviest production of our principal competitor. New Zealand, comes 
in the winter months when the difference between New York and 
London prices is greatest. As a result, if the tariif were removed, 
imports, even under present domestic and world conditions, would 
tend to be greatest and depress prices most at the one season when 
American producers get their principal benefit from the duty.'" 

y.' In considering competit ion from our three principal rivals, D e n m a r k , Canada, and Ni-w 
Zealand, it inay be 6aitl that D e n m a r k ia a comparat ive ly small country and has already nearly 
rt!ached her limit of production. Conditions of produetion in Canada are so much l ike OUVN 
thni . whi le C a n a d i a n c o m p H t i l i o n m a y b e considerable, i l is not l ikely to bn ruinous. T h e case 
o f N e w Zealand , our principal competitor, is quite riifferenf. Costs of production in that coun­
try are considerably l e s R than ours, due principal ly io the mild climate which reduces the costs 
o f n-inter feeding and shelter. Moreover , their pt-alf season comes at the point ot our lowe.'st 
production. Final ly , in s p i t p o t the lonp distance, t run sport at ion coats frtHn N e w Zealand in 
the Xeiv Y o r k market are approximately the same as those from Minnesota . On the other hand, 
Jfeiv Zealand is a small country with leas than 6 per cent as m a n y dairy cows aa the ITniteil 
States, and it is estimated that about half ot the area suitable for dairylnR is already b.'ins 
used (or thia p u r p o s e . ( F o r a statement of p r o s p P c t i v « competit ive conditiona in butter 
W r i g h t , P . G., op. c l t , p p . 2 2 4 - 2 2 8 ) 
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If business conditions recover and the 14-cent duty is main­
tained, it seems that American farmers need have no apprehensions 
about losing their home market to foreign competitors. While our 
prices may be expected to improve materially with general recovery 
of business, world market prices vvill probably recover also. More­
over, the recent tendency of western and southern farmers to shift 
mto dairying indicates that we may expect to continue virtually on a 
domestic basis in butter. If for any considerable period our sup­
plies cannot meet the demand and our prices rise to a level above 
world prices by the amount of the duty, home production would un­
doubtedly increase promptly and our prices would decline. The 
seasonal fluctuations in the differential between domestic and for­
eign prices which have existed in the past may be expected to con­
tinue in the future, with the result that the differential will ordinari-
Iv average for any civen year an amount considerable less than the 
duty. 



P A R T III. B U T T E R S U B S T I T U T E S 

Chapter IV. Oleomargarine 

The consumption of oleomargarine has averaged 13 per cent 
of butter consumption in the United States during the last ten years. 
This competition takes the form of substitution which may be classi­
fied as { I ) "normal substitution" of oleomargarine for butter due 
to its normal cheapness in price, and (2) "price substitution", which 
occurs when the price of butter rises {either absolutely or relatively) 
so that those who normally use butter shift to oleomargarine. 

The price of oleomargarine is usually but about half that of 
butter and many of our lower paid classes use the substitute because 
with their limited means it furnishes a rather significant method of 
economizing on the cost of the diet. These people ordinarily eat 
oleomargarine the year around and consider butter a luxury entirely 
beyond their means. Out wealthier classes do not eat oleomargarine 
regardless of how high the price of butter rises. They eat butter 
the year round. But in the fall and winter months, when butter 
prices rise to fairly high levels, many citizens of moderate means 
shift to oleomargarine and, with the decline in butter prices in the 
spring and summer, return to butter. It is in the effort to hold the 
patronage of this middle class that butter producers find the greatest 
competition with oleomargarine. Thus, the possible substitution of 
oleomargarine for butter among people of moderate means limits 
the extent tariff or other factors can raise domestic butter prices. 

The purpose of the tariff on butter is to reduce or eliminate 
the competition of Danish and New Zealand butter producers so 
that higher domestic butter prices may be maintained. Oleomargar­
ine ta.\es seek to achieve the same end by increasing the cost of pro­
ducing and distributing oleomargarine, thereby lessening its price 
advantage and, consequently, its competitive advantage over butter. 
The following factors will, therefore, be considered in order: (1) do­
mestic and foreign production and consumption of oleomargarine, 
(2) the effect of "normal" and "price" substitution on butter prices, 
and (3) an appraisal of the success of controlling oleomargarine 
competition by such legislation as taxes and duties.' 

Iho nuthor is indt'titfd to the publishers of the Dairy Tribune for por-
n to use aonii' of the material in this chapter and Chapter V . .\ sumnmry 

I ' l fviue of the pri(t<-ip«l Uli'ax in those two chapters, iocludiag Figure S, wns 
publi»hf1 in thi* Dairy Tribune for .Jnnuarv, 1&31. 



I'm-- 7 0 

Production and Consumption 
Domestic Production and Consumption. The U n i t e d 

States has produced, on the average, more than 300 million pounds 
of oleomargarine annually from 1927 to 1931. In 1932 production 
totalled 203 million pounds. Virtually the entire production is con­
sumed within the United States, as exports have averaged less than 
one million pounds annually since 1926. Imports are insignificant. 

The general trend of oleomargarine production during the 44 
years from 1888 to 1932 has been decidedly upward, as indicated 
graphically m Figure 7. 

" O U N O S 
MlLUIOtJS 
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3 6 0 

3 S 0 

2 S 0 

Production of Oleomargarine in U. S., 1888-1932 
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J'igure 1. The general trend of oleomargarine produetion has been decidedly u] ' -
ward ever since i t began to bi^ manufactured in this country. T h e averag<' out­
put from 1927 to 19H1 exceeded ^0(1 million pounds. M o r e than 8 0 % or the 
United States production is produced in the five states of I l l inois , California, 
N e w Jersey, Ohio .ind K a n s a s . 

The five leading oleomargarine producing states are Illinois, 
CaJifornia, New Jersey, Ohio, and Kansas. These five states pro­
duce more than 80 per cent of the total United States production, 
of which Illinois alone accounts for half. 

Per capita consumption of oleomargarine in the United States 
amounted to less than 2J _> pounds in 1932. This is small in compari­
son with European countries. Consumption varies considerably 
from one section of the United States to another. On the basis of 
the number of retail dealer licenses issued per capita, a recent study 
indicates that consumption is probably largest in the Middle and Far 
West and not so important in industrial New England or the other 
Eastern states except Delaware and Maine." The explanation of this 

Snodgrass, Katherine , Margajine as a Butter Substitute, pp. IttO-.];"': 



condition is probably that under a system of commercial agriculture 
rhe iarmer tends to sell his high-priced butterfat and purchase the 
cheaper product, oleomargarine, for his own use. 

The production and consumption of oleomargarine in the 
United States is decidedly seasonal. For reasons which will be men­
tioned below, oleomargarine production and consumption tend to 
v a r y mversely with butter production and consumption. Durmg 
those months when butter production and consumption is large, 
that of the substitute tends co be relatively small, and vice versa. 
Oleomargarine production and consumption are normally at a maxi­
mum in November and a minimum in July. 

fori'i(/n Production nnd Consuxiption. In recent years the 
total European consumption of oleomargarine has fully equalled thac 
of butter. In the eight principal oleomargarine consuming coun­
tries of the world, excluding the United States, (Germany, Great 
Britam, the Netherlands, Denmark, Sweden, Norway, Belgium, and 
Finland) production of oleomargarine in 1928 is estimated to have 
been at least 2,240.000,000 pounds, while butter production in those 
same countries approximated 1,800,000,000.' The present volume 
of oleomargarine production is fully twice that of the last pre-war 
years. 

Foreign consumption of oleomargarine affects American prices 
indirectly. It decreases the demand for New Zealand and Danish 
butter in Great Britain and Germany, so that there is more of this 
butter available for competition in the American market. At the 
present time, Danish and Dutch exportable surpluses of butter are 
considerably increased and the British and German demand consid­
erably' decreased by the extremely heavy oleomargarine consump­
tion in these four countries.' 

As long as a strong demand for butter in the British and Ger­
man markets is mainrained (Great Britain and Germany are the two 
largest butter importing nations of the world), less butter is avail­
able for shipment to the United States. It is possible that oleo­
margarine substitution in European countries may reach a point 

r . S, Pcpartniciit of Apritnilturc, Bureau of Agricultural Econoniici , For­
eign Crops and M a r k e t s , Augu.st 10, lti : i l . p. I P " . 

' t t > U i J i j i J ) p l i o n o f oleomargarine in l')enmark in liK'-O total led 5 0 pounds per 
person, or approxiniutrly four times hulter i-onNumption, The per capita con­
sumption of olooniar[;arine in the Netherlnnrls increased from 12 pounds in 1!*!.':; 
t i > .'ipproxininti'ly 20 pounds in 19,1(1. In Gerninny in li)2S it amounled to 1.1 
|K'i.nivis. as coiupan-d with I'i pautnts o f bv\Uer. During thv p>'rioil lUiO-lOi'.rt 
(ireat Britain i inportdl . on thf avcnij ;e . more than 114 million pnunds of ide'i-
itiaryarine H year. 
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Year Per 
centage n 1 Tear Per 

centage u 1 Year 
Per " 

centage a 1 Year P w 
ceutftgfl a 1 Year Per 

centag 
1889 3.1 1898 3.6 1907 4.4 1916 8.9 1925 ! 11.6 
1890 2.6 1 1899 5.5 ' 1908 5.0 1917 15.0 1926 1 11.6 
1891 3.6 I 1900 7.1 1 1909 5.6 1918 21.5 1927 ] 13.1 
1892 3.6 ' 1901 6.7 ' 1910 8.6 1919 22.6 1928 ; 16.9 
1893 5.1 I 1902 7.8 • 1911 7.5 1920 24.0 1929 ! 16.7 
1894 5.1 • 1903 4.2 ' 1912 7.6 1921 12.2 1930 I 15.2 
1895 3.5 1904 2.7 1913 8.9 . 1922 10.0 ; 1931 10.4 
1896 3.0 1905 2.7 1914 8.5 1 1923 12.1 1932 9.0 

1 1S97 3.1 1906 2.7 1915 8.5 ' 1924 11.6 ' 
9.0 

1 

. .I-I.-. ' WIIUURTI J VNIBJ muse j-ur OK^oniargarme to liscal 
years up to and including 1920 and after that to calendar years. 
Sonrcc ; 3SS9-39:?0 data taken from Snodgrass , Ivalherine, M a r g a r i n e as a Butter 
Substitute . Food Eeseareh Institute, Stanford Univers i ty , C'alifurnia. Jjereinber, 
lU.SU, p. 2 4 5 . 1020-1932 data compiled from U. S. Department of Commere,- . Bu-
TCnii o f Foreign anil Domestic Commerce, S u r v e y of Current Business . 

Effects of Substitution on Butter Prices 
Extent of Substitution in the Lnited States. It is difficult 

to ascertain precisely the effect of oleomargarine consumption on 
butter prices. Oleomargarine consumption in the United States in­
creased f r o m 3.1 per cent o f butter consumption in 1889 t o 16.9 
per cent in 1928. In 1931 it was 10.4 per cent and in 1932, 9.0 per 
cent. These data are presented in Table 12. At first glance it 
might be assumed that this substitution depresses the consumption 
and price of butter. The question may be asked, "Would the ab­
solute prohibition of oleomargarine appreciably affect the price o f 
butter?" This question cannot be answered definitely because it in­
volves two unknown variables, (1) the purchasing power o f oleo­
margarine consumers, and (2) the extent to which these consumers 
would substitute other fats rather than return to butter. Some oleo­
margarine consumers m i g h t find it impossible to purchase butter 
because o f t h e i r low purchasing power. Therefore, their potential 

where the resulting heavy supplies and weakened demand may so 
reduce butter prices in foreign markers that the United States will 
receive large shipments of foreign butter. They have by no means 
gone so low as to make profitable the shipment of large foreign sur­
pluses to the United States over our 14-cent tariff wall. At the be­
ginning of 1933 butter prices in European markets were lower than 
they had been since 1913, affording, consequently, more effective 
competition with oleomargarine, and apparently checking expansion 
of the oleomargarine industry. 

T A B L E 12 

Oleomargurine Consumption as a Percentage of Butter Consumption, 
1889-1932. 
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T A B L E 33 

Price of Butter and Per Capita Oleomargarine Consumption, 
1887-1932. 

Yflar Fi^ce 
e n d i n g °f f*^^' 

J u n e 30 t " " 
: ( c l h . ) 

P e r 
c a p i t a 

c o n -
Eump-
U o n o f 

o l e o -
m a r -

fa r i n e 
IDfl.) 

T e a r ! P r i c e 
e n d i n g , " o u t -

J u n e 301 / ^ r " 
( c l b . ) 

P e r 
c a p i t a 

c o n ­
s u m p ­

t i o n o f 
o l e o ­
m a r ­

g a r i n e 
( I b f . ) 

• T e a r 
: e n d i n g 
J u n e 3 0 

P r i c e 
o f b u t -

t e r a 
{<: l b . ) 

1887"! 
1888 
1889 • 
18il(l 
18!H • 
18112 
1893 ' 
1894 
IHil:) 
ISiHi 
I>S!I7 
1808 

26.3 
27.3 
26.0 
23.3 
2.5.7 

24.1 
22.4 
20.3 
18.3 

0.35 
.53 
.54 
.49 
.67 
.72 
.97 
.97 
.68 
.64 
.57 
.73 

1 8 9 9 
19(H) 
1 9 0 1 
1 9 0 2 
1 9 0 3 
1 9 0 4 
1 9 0 5 
1 9 0 0 
1 9 0 7 
1 9 0 8 
1 9 0 9 
1 9 1 0 

20.2 
23.0 
21.8 
23.8 
24.7 
22.0 
24.2 
22.8 
27.0 
28.0 
28.0 
30.3 

1.04 
1.36 
1.30 
1.54 
.81 
.54 
.53 
.51 
.76 
.89 
.99 

1.51 

1911 
1912 
1913 
1914 
1915 
1916 
1917 
1918 
1919 
1920 
1921 
1922 

26.7 
30.9 
32.2 
28.0 
31.2 
31.3 
38.1 
45.0 
57.3 
63.8 
50.6 
40.6 

P e r 
capita 
COB-

s u m p ­
tion o f 
o\oo-
m a r -

g a r l n e 
(IbB.) 

T e a r 
ending 

J u n e 30 

P r i c e 
o f b u t ­

t e r <i 
( c l b . ) 

P e r 
ca .pita 

c o u -
Bump-
t l o n of 
o l e a -
m a r -

gftrine 
(ins.) 

1.26 : 1923 45.1 1.85 
1.32 1924 46.1 2.11 
1.48 1925 41.8 1.87 
1.46 1926 45.0 2.12 
1.42 1927 47.3 2.17 
1.47 1928 46.6 2.46 
2.23 1929 45.0 2.79 
3.11 1930 39.9 2.84 
3.28 1931 28.3 2.20 
3.49 1932 21.0 1.92 
2.58 
1.73 

• Avorugt! wholesale price; of 02-9core butter at N e w V o r k . 
h Eight months . N o v e m b e r 1, t o J O D B 3 0 , 1887 . 

Source: U. S. Department of Agriculture , Statistical Bul le l ia , No. 25 . D a i r y Sta­
tistics, for both butter prices anil oleomargarine consumption from 1887-l l ' -*i . 
Oleoinarguriiie consumption from ll'^ii to l!);i:; from t ' . S. Trea.'^ury Depjirtnienl. 
Bureau o f luternal R e i o n u e . A n n u a l R e p o r t s o f t h e COBUUtsslonei:. Butter prices 
from 19-»J to 103'2 from V. 8, DepartnieiU of Agriculture. Bureau of Agriculiur:i l 
Kconomics. 

>'notlgras9, K a t h e r i n e , op cit-. p. 24ii. 

demand would be ineffective, and the extent to which other fats 
would be substituted is unknown. If oleomargarine consumption 
were entirely prohibited, butter consumption would be increased, 
but it by no means follows that the increase would be proportionate. 
T h e dairy industry must still face the competition of other fats, and 
it will still be adversely affected by a general low level of purchasing 
power. 

A n examination of Table 12 shows that competition between 
oleomargarine and butter has been especially pronounced since 1917. 
During the period 1918-1920, under the influence of high war 
prices, per capita consumption of butter declined to the unusually 
low figure of 14 or 15 pounds annually, while that of oleomargarine 
increased from 1.5 pounds to 3 or 4 pounds. It has been said that 
during the war, butter interests lost to the oleomargarine industry 
approximately one-sixth of their potential market and more than 
one-tenth of their usual market.' 
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Tear 
O'eo-

maiga-
rinaa 

Prices 

But­
ter h 

Prices 
Katlo Year 

: Oleo­
marga­
rine a 

Prices 

Eu^ 
terb 

Prices 

1901 1.1.2 21.1 .626 1911 17.5 26.4 
190-2 15.5 24.1 .643 1912 17.5 29.7 
1903 13.2 23.0 .574 1913 17.5 30.8 
1904 12.6 21.8 .578 1914 17.9 27.3 
1905 13.2 24.3 .543 1915 18.8 27.4 
1906 13.5 24.6 .549 , 1916 18.8 31.8 
1907 13.0 27.6 .471 i 1917 23.5 40.3 
1908 14.4 26.9 .535 ! 1918 27.6 48.9 
1900 143 28.9 .505 1919 33.6 57.2 
1910 17.5J 29.8 .587 1920 32.5 56.S 

Batlo 1 Tear 
Oleo­

marga­
rine > 
Prices 

But­
ter b 

Prices 
Ratio 

.663 [ 1921 21.0 40.0 .540 

.589 1922 18.8 37.7 .499 

.568 1923 21.4 44.4 .482 

.656 1924 22.4 39.9 .561 

.686 1925 22.5 42.6 .528 

.591 1926 21.3 41.4 .514 

.583 1927 21.1 44.3 .476 

.564 1928 21.0 44.9 .468 

..587 1929 20.5 43.7 .469 

.572 
— - . .... ^...i^U^U ^IIUI iiiiii., Aim "ji iiuiiiiiii j.a.t 

nmrpHrine since then. 
i> Based on wholesale prices of butter at Elgin, Illinois, 1900-1913. and of 

butter, extra, at Chicago, since 1914. 
Source: Snodgrass, K., op. cit., p. 248. 

The consumption of oleomargarine in 1932 amounted to 198.-
2 3 2 , 0 0 0 pounds as compared with 321 ,360 ,000 pounds during 1930. 
This decrease of more than 100 million pounds was due principally 
t o the great decline in butter prices, which averaged more than 
15 cents a pound lower in 1932 than in 1930.^ 

Wholesale prices of 92-score buttftr at N e w York averaged 21.0 cents a 
piiiiiid during VXV2 as compared with 3B.5 cents and 28.4 cents during 1930 and 
lli:n respectively. 

The hold which the oleomargarine industry secured during rhe 
war has been partially retained. In the last few years per capita 
consumption of oleomargarine has averaged between 2 and 3 pounds 
a year in the United States as compared with 1 to 1.5 pounds be­
fore the war. (See Table 1 3 ) . The ratio of oleomargarine con­
sumption to butter consumption has risen from about 8 per cent 
before the war to about 16 per cent during 1929 and 1930. The 
principal cause of this increased substitution will be found in the 
cheapening in the price of oleomargarine as compared with butter. 

Cheapness of Oleoinar{/nu'. The superior qualities of but­
ter are everywhere recognized. The outstanding reason for oleo­
margarine consumption is not the instrinsic merit of the product, 
but its low price. Table 14 indicates that on the average for the 
29 years, 1901-1929, oleomargarine prices have been only 55.8 per 
cent of butter prices. It also shows that after the war they declined 
in relation to butter prices, until in 1929 they were only 4 6 . 9 per 
cent of butter prices. 

TABLE 14 
Ratio of Wholesale Prices of Oleomargarine to Wholesale 

Prices of Butter, 1901-1929 
(cents per pound) 
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Consumption of Oleomargarine and Price of Butter, 
by Months , 1920 -1932 

. laimary 
February 
March, .! 
April , 
May 
June 
July 
August 
September 
Oetober 
November.. 
Deeember 

January 
FebniaiT 
Mart-h. .'. 
April 
May 
June 
July _ 
August 
September 
Oetober 
November 
December 

23,841 
23,61 b 
23,345 
20.083 
17,493 
14,011 
15,095 
15,857 
20,202 
19,217 
17.115 
19,997 

1 9 2 4 
I r. 52.9 

.50.4 
46.9 
38.8 
38.7 
41.5 
40.5 
38.4 
37.9 
38.5 
42.5 
44.7 

1 9 2 8 

1 9 3 2 

Januarv 19,892 
Fobruarv 18..351 
Mareh 17.703 
April 16.769 
Mav 14.273 
Jun«> 10,945 
July 11.360 
August 15.020 
SeptPDiber 16,211 
October i 19,;i91 
November ; 20.048 
December | 18,269 

27.729 
26,327 
27,427 
22,800 
23,381 
23,926 
20,490 
24,965 
29,002 
30,137 
.32,755 
28.526 

48.8 
46.6 
49.4 
45.5 
44.9 
44.1 
44.9 
46.9 
48.8 
47.8 
50.6 
r>0.5 

23.6 
22.5 
22.6 
20.1 
18.8 
17.0 
18.2 
20.3 
20.8 
20.7 
23.3 
24.1 

M o n t h 

C o n i u m p . 
t i o n ol 

• l e o m i r . 
g a r i n e 

( 0 0 0 I b ) 

P r i c e 
of 

b u t t e r 
{ c I b ) 

1 9 2 0 1 
.Taimarv 34,643 65 i 

34,000 66 '• 
Ma re It. 36,54S 

67 1 33,947 71 f 
Mav 32,295 61 1 

22,310 57 
Julv 24,046 57 ! 
Auffust - 28,141 55 , 
September 29.819 59 

28,249 60 
November 32,099 63 
December 23,869 55 li 

C o n l u m p -
t i o n of 

a l e o m a r -

torn I b ) 

P r i c e 
of 

b u t t e r 
( c lt>] 

C a n t u m p -
t l o n of 

o ! o o m « r . 
g a r l n e 

( 0 0 0 I b ) 

P r i c e 
ot 

b u t t e r 
( c l b ) 

1 9 2 1 

22,688 
20,297 
21,361 
20,814 
12,317 

7,614 
11,120 
17,803 
17,723 
21.497 
17..565 
19,411 

C o n i u m i ) -
t i o n o l 

o l e o m a r ­
g a r i n e 

(Don l b ) 

Price 
o l 

n u t t e r 
( c I b j 

52.5 
47.2 
48.1 
45.5 
31.8 
32.7 
40.4 
42.7 
43.1 
47.0 
44.9 
43.8 

1 9 2 2 

16,887 
12,19.5 
15,262 
13,686 
12,765 
10,040 
14.974 
11.754 
16,113 
16.180 
19.806 
19,965 

37.4 
37.3 
38.2 
37.8 
36.6 
36.9 
36.3 
35.6 
41.2 
45.7 
50.8 
54.3 

1 9 2 6 1 9 2 6 
19,109 40.6 21..501 44.8 
15,846 40.8 21,481 44.8 
20,125 47.6 21,268 43.1 
17.090 44.7 20,445 39.6 
18,542 42.9 10,646 40.9 
14,623 42.6 17.901 41.2 
14,704 42.4 15,906 40.5 
17,068 43.5 17,294 41.6 
20,057 47.0 20,172 44.3 
25,612 .51.0 21,766 46.7 
24,974 50.6 23,800 50.3 
24.553 49.2 24,530 54.5 

1 9 2 9 1 9 3 0 

27,847 47.9 30.309 36.6 
32,713 49.9 30.793 35.7 
28,260 48.5 23,890 37.3 
27,067 45.3 29,6.54 38..5 
29.008 43.5 22..526 .34.8 
23.379 43.5 22,178 32.9 
24,972 42.4 18.782 35.2 
25,788 43.5 24,672 38.9 
31,423 46.2 27,194 39.8 
34,591 45.G 33,138 40.0 
35,281 42.7 30,031 , 36.1 
32.800 41.1 . 27,593 1 32.2 ' 

1 9 2 3 

20,633 I 52.2 
19.722 
19,722 I 
18.0.33 I 
18,454 I 
14,261 i 
11,616 1 
18,081 I 
19,8.54 I 
21,2.36 i 
24,101 I 
19.748 I 

1 9 ' 2 7 ' 

21,859 ( 
20,356 I 
27,234 I 
23,267 i 
20,799 I 
21,171 I 
16,727 I 
19,387 I 
23,981 I 
26,823 I 
26,256 I 
26,717 I 

49.5 
49.(i 
4(i.;t 
41.6 
38.4 
39.2 
43.9 
46.0 
47.5 
.52.4 
5 4 J 

49.2 
51.5 
50.2 
50.3 
4.3.5 
42.5 
41.7 
41.9 
46,5 
48,4 
49.8 
51.9 

1 9 3 1 

27,237 I 28.5 
19,751 
19,573 
17,150 
15,460 
13.180 
9,289 

16,483 
19.499 
2.3,401 
22.a38 
22,831 

28.4 
28.9 
26.1 
23.7 
23.3 
25.0 
28.1 
32.5 
33.8 
30.9 
30.6 

t ' o i i s u n i p t i i i i i f r o m Source; U l e . u i i a r £ a r i n e 

. . J . , " ' K n i n i c , , . . . , , 1 1 1 , 1 1 , 1 1 „ „ i 11,111 

L. » . Ut-partnient of Commerce, Bureau of 
f o r e i g n and Domestie Commerce, Monthly 
Keport^ of the Survey of Current Business. 
Butter pri<;es are for 92 score Ht New V.,rk 
t^'ty, se<.,cn'.J fr<.», T'. a. Department of 
Agriculture. Bureau of Agrieultnral 
Economics. * 



F a g f Tti 

Seasonal Character of Substitution. The compeiizion of 
oleomargarine does nor make itself felt uniformly throughout the 
calendar year, but is greatest during the months of relatne scarcity 
of butter and least during the months of peak butter production. 
From Table 15, which shows butter prices and oleomargarine con­
sumption in the United States by months, 1921-1932 , it is evident 
that fluctuations in both series are decidedly seasonal, both rising in 
the winter and falling in the summer. (See Figure 8 ) . 

CONSUMPTION OF OLEOMARGARINE AND THE PRICE OF BUTTER B Y MONTHS, 1 9 2 1 - 1 9 3 2 
POUNDS 

MILLIONS 

9 3 ? 

Figure. S. The consumption of oleomaigarine tent)." lo fluctuate irith ihe price 
of butter. During 1932 oleomargarine consumption was more than lOO million 
pounds less than during 1930 due priucipallj to the great decline in butter prices 
which fell more than 15 cents a pound during this period. 

SEASONAL CONSQINPTION OF OLEOMARGARINE AND THE SEASONAL INDEX 
OF BUTTER PRICES, 1 9 2 0 - 1 9 3 0 

OLCO 

Figure 9. The competi­
tion of oleomargarine 
does not make itself felt 
iinifornily throughout 
the calendar year, but is 
greatest during t h e 
months of relative scarc­
ity of butter and least 

it I during the months of 
peak butter production, 

'̂ ^ During the period cov-
o ered by the tigure. sub-

stitutiou in the fall and 
early winler months 
(October, November and 
December) , averaged 
a b o u t eight millioii 
pounds a month more 
than in June und Jtdv. 

— ^^1 
rtB MAS *Wr*MA'~'^Jl*r'~7[JL »UC StP OCT DtC 
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Month "̂"(Ibjl)̂ "' I' Month SeasonalBMe ^^^^^^ Se^onalBasV 
January 23,961,800 May _.20,r.48,200 S e p t e m b e r ....23,180,900 
Februaiy 22,935,500 ,; June 17,514,000 i October 25,255,800 
March 24,274,200 
April 22.087,700 

July 17,067,800 
August ••19,878,900 

N o v e m b e r •.•.26,014,400 
D e c e i i i b e ^ ••• •25,010,400 

Source : These seasonal indices were eaieulated b y the modified median l ink rela­
t ive method b y M r . Charles A lexander . Data taken from U . S. Department of 
Commerce, Survey of Current Business . 

Table 16 shows the average seasonal consumption of oleomar­
garine during the period 1920-1930. This table shows that substi­
tution in the fall and early winter months (October, November, and 
December) averaged about 8 million pounds a month more than in 
June and July. If production could be curtailed so that no more 
oleomargarine were consumed in the fall and winter months than is 
consumed in the summer, or if it were completely prohibited, would 
butter prices rise very much above their present fall and winter 
levels? This question will now be considered. 

Effects on Butter Prices of Curtailing or Prohibiting 
Substitution. It is virtually impossible to state exactly what would 
happen to butter prices if the manufacture of oleomargarine were 

The seasonal relationship between the two is further illustrated 
in Figure 9, which shows the average seasonal consumption of oleo­
margarine and the seasonal index ot butter prices for the period 
1920-1930. During the fall months, beginning in August and Sep­
tember, the price of butter rises considerably, reaching its peak in 
November and December. Oleomargarine consumption follows this 
rise very closely, and represents "price substitution", which occurs 
because people of limited means cannot or will not pay the high fall 
and winter prices. The price of butter is lowest in June and July 
and substitution drops off correspondingly. The oleomargarine con­
sumption occurring in summer when butter prices are lowest repre­
sents "normal substitution" by those people with small incomes who 
consider butter a luxury at any time. "Normal substitution" has very 
Uttle effect on butter prices because the people who eat oleomar­
garine the year round could buy only the cheapest grade of butter 
if they were to buy any at all. But "price substitution," which in­
creases when butter prices rise in the winter, does definitely limit 
the height to which they can rise. 

T A B L E Hi 

Seasonal Consumption of Oleomargarine, 1920-1930 



curtailed or prohibited.' The immediate effect of a curtailment of 
the supply of oleomargarine would presumably be an increase m 
the price of butter as a result of increased demand. If butter prices 
rose high enough to make importation over the 14-cent tariff wall 
profitable, such imports would in time reduce the price. Prohibition 
of oleomargarine consumption would have little effect on butter 
prices if the tariff were low. If both a prohibitive tariff and a prohib­
itive oleomargarine law were effected, the only limitation on butter 
prices would be the domestic demand. But since butter under 
present living conditions is not an indispensable commodity, this 
demand is definitely limited. If oleomargarine were prohibited and 
our 14-cent tariff̂  maintained, butter prices would at times rise high 
enough so that a large group of consumers could not afford to use 
butter. This group would probably turn to such substitutes as lard, 
jams or jellies, and the like. Elimination of oleomargarine would 
increase the demand for butter by only a portion of the amount of 
the oleomargarine consumed, but no one could forecast the exact net 
effect on butter demand or butter prices." 

The influence of oleomargarine substitution on butter prices is 
negligible in the spring and summer months when domestic butter 
output is so large as to put the LJnited States on a domestic or even 
an export basis. But during the fall and winter months, when the 
14-cent tariff is most effective, oleomargarine and foreign butter act 
as the two principal supply factors limiting the height of butter 
prices. Thus, it may be concluded that oleomargarine substitution 
is an important factor in butter prices but that there are other factors 
of equal and, at times, greater significance. 

Control of Substitution by Legislation 

Taxes and Import Duties on Oleoniartfarine. On Aug­
ust 2, 1886, Congress imposed a flat tax of 2 cents per pound on 
oleomargarine. Provision was made for tax-free exportation, and 
a 15-cent per pound internal tax was levied on imports. 

The Federal Law of 1886 did not satisfy dairymen, since oleo­
margarine could go to market in a highly colored form and be sold 
as butter. They believed chat oleomargarine should be sold in its 

7 A Bumber of correlations were attempted in order to determine the quan­
t i tat ive relationship hetwcen the price of butter and the eonsuniption of oleo­
margarine. These were not sueeessful and no relationship other than seasonal 
was established. The other elements in the price and consumption relationship 
seein t o b e whol ly caprieiow^ und d o not lend themselves t o quant i tat ive analysis , 

s See Snodgrass, K a t h e r i n e , op. cit. . pp. L'55-256. 



uncolored form so as to be easily distinguishable trom butter, which 
they thought would discourage its use. In 1902 Congress imposed a 
10-cent per pound rax on colored and a .25-cent per pound tax on 
uncolored oleomargarine. The provisions of the Law of 1886 for 
free exportation and an internal tax of 1 5 cents a pound on imports 
were retained. 

That law was not changed until the passage of the Brigham-
Townsend Bill on March 4, 1931, effective 90 days later. This new 
law states that all oleomargarine which fails to pass the Lovibond 
tmtometer color limit test of 1.6 degrees will pay a tax of 10 cents 
a pound. The law was necessitated when on November 12, 1 9 3 0 , 
David Burnett, Commissioner of Internal Revenue, issued a ruling 
which permitted oleomargarine manufacturers to use unbleached, re­
fined palm oil to color oleomargarine yellow in imitation of butter 
without payment of the 10-cenr rax previously levied on artificially 
colored oleomargarine. This amendment in no way affects the other 
provisions of the Act of 1902. 

JSfffifs of Lt'(/isl/itiofi on Suhslitiitton. The Federal Law of 
1886 with its flat tax of 2 cents per pound was not the primary fac­
tor determining the amount of oleomargarine consumed during the 
period 1886-1902. The primary factor was the price of butter. In 
spite of the tax, fluctuations in oleomargarine consumption during 
this period followed quite closely fluctuations in butter prices. Fig­
ure 10, which shows the price of butter and the per capita consump­
tion of oleomargarine for this period, indicates that in general butter 
price movement conditioned the movements of oleomargarine con­
sumption. While the 2-cent tax may have tended to keep down the 

Pries of Butter and Oleomargarine Consumption in the U. S. 

o L_i^ X I 1 I I I I I 1 I I I 
IMS i«»o laoi tfeo 

l-iKiir.' in. i h , . offorts to check eleomnrgarino consumption by Iefri-<'ation 
ipriii.- ,pally by taxes on the colored product) h a v e not been successful and sub-
Miiution has ordinarily followed fluctuations in butter prices, inerpntinff " l i f -n 
muter pr s rise and ilecrcasing when they fall . 
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consumption of oleomargarine, it did not cKecfc it materially. Oleo­
margarine consumption continued to vary with variations in butter 
prices. 

The increase in the tax on colored oleomargarine in 1902, how­
ever, seems to have caused a temporary reduction in consumption. 
From 1903 to 1906, inclusive, oleomargarine consumption was ex­
ceptionally low, averaging about one-half the consumption of the 
previous four years. This reduction was not, as some believe, due 
to lower butter prices. The average yearly price of butter for the 
period 1903-1906 was more than a cent per pound higher than 
the average price for the period 1899 to 1902. Reduced substitu­
tion was due primarily to the great decline in the manufacture of 
colored oleomargarine caused by the 10-cent per pound tax on this 
product, A few years were required to get the consuming public 
adjusted to using white or uncolored oleomargarine in place of the 
colored product. However, once these adjustments had been made, 
oleomargarine consumption again tended ro fluctuate with the fluc­
tuations in butter prices.^ 

Oleomargarine consumption started upward in 1907, following 
fluctuations in butter prices quite closely until the war period, 1916-
1920, when consumption was greatly increased. Extremely high 
butter prices and a general desire on the part of the consuming public 
to cooperate with the government in thrift and saving in order to 
help win the war were the chief causes of this sharp rise. 

From 1920 to 1928 fluctuations in oleomargarine consumption 
followed butter prices, b u t between 1928 and 1931 consumption of 
the substitute greatly increased without proportional increases in but­
ter prices. This increased consumption represents the additional sub­
stitution brought about by the reduction in purchasing power and 
increased unemployment which resulted from the present business 
depression. Substitution is likely to decline with a general recovery 
in business conditions which will increase the purchasing power of 
the consuming public and reduce unemployment. With such a re­
covery, substitution will probably decline to a level approximating 
that maintained during the period 1923-1928. Under ordinary cir­
cumstances the large majority of American consumers prefer but­
ter to oleomargarine and, except in periods of severe business de-

'•> The 30-cent per pound t a x has been effective in keeping the manufacture 
of colored oleomargarine to a minimum. O n l y 9 million pounds of colored as 
compared with 269 million pounds of uncolored oleomargarine, were manufac ­
tured in t h e U n i t e d S t a t e s in the year ending ,Tune, 1931 . T h e ,25-cent per pound 
t a x on uncolored oleomargarine has had virtually no effect in checking the con­
sumption of this product. 



pression or wars, consumption of the substitute will probably aver­
age between 10 and 12 per cent of the domestic consumption of but­
ter as it did during the relatively normal period, 1923-1928. 

Oleomargarine manufacturers recently attempted to evade the 
iO-cent tax on colored oleomargarine, but dairymen believe the 
passage of the Brigham-Townsend Bill to be entirely sufficient to 
keep the production of colored oleomargarine to a minimum. The 
chances of fraudulent sale have been decidedly reduced and virtually 
all of the oleomargarine produced is consumed by those who use it 
knowingly and purposely as a substitute for butter. 

In appraising the effect of legislation on the substitution of oleo­
margarine for butter it can be said that the taxes levied have, on the 
whole, had very little effect in checking substitution. They have not 
offset materially the price advantage of oleomargarine, and substitu­
tion has ordinarily followed fluctuations in butter prices, increasing 
when butter prices rise and decreasing when they fall. 

Conclusions 
Oleomargarine and foreign butter are the two principal supply 

factors affecting butter prices. Which is the more effective competi­
tor of the dairy industry is diff̂ icult to say. Our smalt imports of 
butter are not sufficient proof that oleomargarine (consumption of 
which is many times greater than butter imports) is the stronger 
competitor. Imports of butter are small because of the tariff barrier. 
How large they would be without any tariff we do not know; but we 
do know that without a tariff our butter prices during the winter 
months would tend to approach the level of world prices. 

The influence of oleomargarine substitution on butter prices is 
negligible in the spring and summer, when our butter production is 
ordinarily so large as to cause our prices to equal or go below world 
market prices. Thus, if no tariff existed, oleomargarine would have 
very little, if any, effect on butter prices. But with our 14-cent butter 
duty, which permits considerable spread between domestic and for­
eign prices in the fall and winter months, oleomargarine substitu­
tion increases as prices rise and tends to keep the differential less 
than the 14 cents intended by the tariff. 

The attempts of the dairy interests to crush the oleomargarine 
industry by taxation have not been successful. The 10-cent tax on 
colored oleomargarine has kept production to less than 15 million 
pounds annually during the past five years, but production of un­
colored oleomargarine, which is taxed only .25 cent a pound, averaged 
about 300 million pounds a year from 1927 to 1931 and in 1932 
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totalled 203 million pounds. Oleomargarine prices averaged about 
21 cents a pound below butter prices from 1922 to 1929. The very 
small tax on the uncolored substitute has virtually no effect on oleo­
margarine production in the face of such a great price spread. Sub­
stitution under these conditions fluctuates with butter prices and tax­
ation is a minor and, apparently, an ineffective factor. 

If the manufacture of oleomargarine were prohibited, Ameri­
can butter prices with our 14-cent tariff would, during the fall and 
winter months, rise high enough so that many could not afford but­
ter and would probably substitute other spreads. Thus, elimination 
of oleomargarine would increase the demand for butter by only a 
portion of the amount of oleomargarine now being consumed and 
the net effect on butter prices would be less than the amount of 
present oleomargarine consumption might indicate. 

With our taxes on oleomargarine and our 14-cent butter tariff, 
the consumption of oleomargarine will probably average between 8 
and 12 per cent of butter consumption in comparatively normal or 
ordinary periods, fluctuating above or below this range from year 
to year with fluctuations in butter prices. During war periods or 
business depressions it may change decidedly due to high butter 
prices, war thrift and saving, reduced purchasing power, or in­
creased unemployment. The additional substitution of oleomargar­
ine for butter during the present depression brought total consump­
tion of the substitute to more than 15 per cent of total domestic but­
ter consumption in 1930. 

Virtually all the oleomargarine now consumed is used admittedly 
as a substitute for the higher priced butter. Dairymen can no long­
er rely on the fraudulent sale argument nor the inferior nutrition 
argument as weapons against oleomargarine competition.̂ " But they 
can rely on the superior aroma and flavor of butter to make most 
Americans use it in preference to oleomargarine if it is not too much 
higher in price. While farmers should make every possible effort to 
produce high quality butter at low cost, this is not the whole solution 
of the problem of oleomargarine competition. Butter prices at the 
beginning of 1933 were the lowest in many years, 92-score butter at 
New York averaging but 20 cents a pound in January. The dairy 
farmer is injured by the general low purchasing power resulting from 
the depression. The substitution of oleomargarine in spite of ex-

1 " Exist ing legislation insures the sale of oleomargarine on its own merits, 
and oleomargarine has already been manufactured which has been demonstrated 
to contain Vi tamin A , while V i t a m i n D can be contributed b y the process of 
irradiation. Moreover , the average A m e r i c a n ' s diet is so diversified that he does 
not h a v e to depend on spreads for his v i tamins . 



traordinarily low butter prices is the result of consumers being forced, 
margarine. Ordinarily a difference between the two prices as small 
difference between oleomargarine and butter prices in favor of oleo-
because of low purchasing power, to take advantage of any small 
as that existing at the beginning of 1933 would not induce wide­
spread substitution. Not until the purchasing power of the masses 
is improved can the competition of oleomargarine be expected to be 
materially reduced and the general condition of the dairy farmer 
bettered. 



Chapter V. Animal and Vegetable Oils 

Duties on oils, like taxes on oleomargarine and the tariff on 
butter, are intended to benefit the dairy industry. They are intended 
primarily to increase the cost of oils to oleomargarine manufacturers, 
thereby increasing the cost of oleomargarine to consumers and lessen­
ing its price advantage over butter. As will be seen in the following 
pages, they have not achieved this purpose. 

Oleomargarine is only one of several products made from ani­
mal and vegetable oils. Some of these products, such as lard com­
pounds and salad oils, are used as food and compete indirectly with 
butter. Others, such as soap and paint, are inedible and do not 
compete directly or indirectly with butter. But because many of the 
fats and oils resemble each other so closely that they can, to a con­
siderable extent, be substituted for one another' it is necessary to 
have a tariff on all oils and fats if any one of them is to be affected. 
Consequently, the following factors will be considered in order: ( ! ) 
the chief types of oils and fats used in the United States and their 
sources, whether produced at home or imported; (2) effectiveness of 
the present duties on the various oils and fats; (3) the possibility of 
making tariffs on oils effective; and (4) the possible benefits and 
burdens of effective duties. 

Domestic Production and Consumption 

Present Use of Oils in the United States. According t o 
present uses, the oils and fats may be conveniently divided into 
three groups:^ 

^ I n gcnernl an oil or f a t can bp only partially replaced b y another, or com­
bination of others, because such characteristics in the finished' product as taste, 
color, texture , hardness, e t c , might be changed b y the substitution. The hydro-
genation process, i. e., hardening of the oi^a b y chemical addition of hydrogen, 
enables the liquid oils, especially cottonseed, soy-bean, and marine animal oil? 
to compete more directly with the solid animal fats , especially lard and tal low. 
(See XI. S . Tariff Commission, S m m n a t y of Tariff I n f o r m a t i o n , Schedule 1, Chemi­
cals, Oils, and paints , W a s h i n g t o n . D, C , 19:29, p. 2 5 4 ) 

- T h e r e is no essential difference between a vegetable oil and animal fat . 
Hi 'th iire g lycerides , which are a combination o f g lycerine with various f a t l y 
acids such as stearic, oleic, palmitic , and others. The coinbinafions which are 
li<|uid at ordinary temperatures are known as oils, while those which are solid at 
ordinnry temperniure; ; l ire oftUed f a t s . Ibid . , p. 



(1) Edible: (a) lard compounds, (h) oleomargarine, (c) 
salad oils. 

( 2 ) Inedible: (a) soap, (b) paint. 
( 3 ) Specialties. 
The principal oils and fats in the edible group are olive, cotton­

seed, coconut, peanut, corn, oleo oil, oleo stearine, palm kernel, and 
soya bean oils, and butter, lard, and beef tallow. In the inedible 
group the soap oils include all the edible oils of too low quality for 
edible purposes, and in addition low-grade tallow, vegetable oil foots,' 
marine animal oils, and greases, including garbage and tankage 
grease. The paint oils include linseed, china wood or tung, perilla, 

T A B L E 17 

United States Factory Production of Animal and 
Vegetable Fats aad Oils, 1927-1931 

(in thousand pounds) 

Fat or Oil a _______ _l t927 _ 
Cottonseed, crude \ 1,806,7.>7 
Cotlonsecd, reiined 11,592,SH9 
Praiint, ertide iind vir5j;iii ... 1(V,590 
Peanut, re/inH, ^ 8,512 
Coconut or t^opra, crude....I 281,654 
Coconut or copra, iefiiied..j 243,094 
Corn, enido | 117,441 
Corn, retined 1 92,871 

1928 1929 1930 1931 

Soya beau, crude 
Olive, edible 
I'alni k e r n e l , c r u d e 

Palm kernel, veliued. 
Laid, neutral 
Lard, otlier edible-
TalUnv, sdible 
Lard compounds and otli-

cv lard substitutes. 
Oleo oil 
A n i n i H l s t e a r i n e , e d i h l c - — 

Tallow oil 
Lard oil 
Oleomargarine" . -
Buttei-' 

3,088 
8r-,H 

5,356 
48,116 

1,608,195 
48,892 

1,460,469 
1,330,764 

12,439 
9,546 

311,181 
295,909 
124,327 
104,487 

4,716 
1,438 

16,607 
52,991 

1,799,976 
41,047 

1,581,631 
1,450,772 

16,131 
10,680 

352,654 
.334,567 
133,680 
121,451 
11,009 

1,003 

15,567 
43,508 

1,813,354 
43,727 

1,616,102 
1,4.57,.564 

25,495 
18,946 

.352,727 
300,405 
120,747 
101,148 

14„387 I 
2,184 I 

7 1 2 / 
.32,151 
26,957 

1,575,548 
41,676 

1,417,226 
1,292,767 

13,730 
10,658 

303,434 
272,471 
113,145 
104,014 

39,129 
1,638 

18.542 
25,150 
22,965 

1,658,445 
66,771 

1,178,995 1,143,349 1,220,102 1,211,268 
127,594 124,105 122,527 116,4.30 

67,325 61,262 59,7,53 55.815 
12,466 11,231 10.684 7,947 
26,688 22,161 29,855 17,253 

257,157 294,6.99 3.33,121 349,124 
1,466,852 1,487,049 1,597,027 1.514,892. 

1 The above figures include all production other than that of lard, tall 
grciise in households, on farms, and by small local butchers and moat mar,. . . . , . 

b From Annual Reports of the Commissioner of Internal Revenue, year end­
ing June 30. 

c Creamery butter production, from XJ. S. Department of Agriculture, Bu­
reau of Agricultural Economics. 

Economics, 

1,152,874 
98,372 
46,614 

9,994 
19,891 

274,461 
1,667,452 

ow, and 
kets. 

Source : IT. H. Department of Agriculture, Bureau of Agricultural 
Fore ign Crops and Markets , July 25, 1032, p. 124. ^B'l'-niturai 

3 Foots are the residues resulting from the reHniiig of better grade oils. 
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1928 1929 { 1930 1931 

ImpffrtA 1 Exports Imports ( Exports Imports j Exports jj Imports Exports 
Baw 

Mkteriala 
Seeds. N u t s 
& Kerntfls 906,993 8,076,1,129,748 9,212 788,253 6,997 816,024 23,629 

Oil Ki|iiiv. 401,277 3,515 485,104 3,778 373,037 3,388 
I 

363,730; 11,944 

Vegetabla 
F»ts & o i l s 409,903 65,785 578,546 52,174 508,796 55,363 450,631 51,S1I4 

Total ; 
Oil Equiv. of 

RHW Metis , 
plus Vejr. . 

Fats & Oils ] 
811,180 69,300 

1 
1,063,650 55,952 881,833 .58,751 814,361 63,748 

Animal 
Fats ft Oils 83,374 473,038 92,165 .505,607 97,964 405,468 108,157;305,983 

T o t a ! 1 1 

Aatmti Sil4,554ir,42.9:t8' 
F a l l * O i l s , 1 

1.11.5.815 561,559! 979,797 464,219 922,.518429,731 

elgii Crops and M a r k e t s . July 2-". p, )29 and A u g u s t 1. Ift.-Ji'. p, lfi,l. 

menhaden, and soya bean. The most important in the specialty 
group is castor oil, which is used in medicine, lubrication, and the 
textile industry. Others in the specialty group are croton, cod liver 
and rape oil. 

Many of the oils are used for several purposes. Cottonseed 
oil is used in lard substitutes, salad oils, oleomargarine, and soap; 
coconut and peanut oils for lard substitutes, oleomargarine, and 
soap; soya bean oil for lard substitutes, oleomargarine, soap, and 
paint; oleo stearine in lard substitutes and oleomargarine; and corn 
oil in lard substitutes and salad oils, and to a limited extent in soap 
and oleomargarine. Thus many of these oils can to a limited extent 
be substituted for one another. 

Table 17 shows the United States factory production of animal 
and vegetable fats and oils, 1927-1931. 

Compettiwe Position of the United States. The United 
States is more than self-sufficient in its supply of animal fats and oils, 
but is by no means so in vegetable fats and oils. Table 18 shows 
that on the average for 1928-1931 we have exported nearly five times 

T A B L E 18 

Total U. S. Imports and Exports of 
Animal and Vegetable Fats and Oils, 1928-1931 

(Short Tons) 



U. S. Imports and Exports of the Principal Animal and Vegetable Fats and Oils, 1926-1931 

CUASLFICARTLOII 

SEEDS, NUTS AND KERNELS 
T o t a l raw materials » 
Oil equivalent 

V e g e t a b l e OILS Si Fats 
riiiiiese wood oil 
Coi 'oinit i)il 
Cottonseed oil 
Olive oil, edible & inedible 
I'altu & ptiUii kernel o i l . . . . 
S<iyii bean oil 
I'eaiiul. oil .-
Other expressed oils " 
Total vegetable f a t s & oils 

A N I M A L FATS & OILS 
Oleo oil 
Oleo stock — 
TALLOW 
Lard & lard substitutes .... 
Oleo & lard stearine 
Uleotiiargarine 
ISUTTER 
(tther ariiriial f a t s & oils ' 
TOTAL ANIMAL FATS & OILS 
GRAND TOTAL 

1 9 2 6 1 9 2 7 

(Short Tons) 
1 9 2 6 1 9 2 9 1 9 3 0 1 9 3 1 

Imports Exports im.iorts 1 Exports Imparts Exports Imports Exports Imports Exports Imports Exports 

1 ,008 ,240 7,848 980,380 9,940 906,99:! 8,076 .1,129,748 9 , 2 1 2 788,253 6,997 816,024 23,629 
422,804 3,280 410,082 4,158 401,277 3,515 485,104 3,778 373,037 3,388 .363.730 11 .944 

41,502 2,790e 44 ,825 2,648 c 54,611 3,093 59,839 3.096'^ 63,162 3,130c 39,656 2,:; 11 
122,504 4,8111 146 ,685 13,IN?"! 145.218 15,5921 205.968 15 ,4361 158,960 13 ,4371 162 ,.58 7 9,5M4 

20,450 : ; .V'9i 25,851 13,038 
158,960 

14,149 11,289 
04,.1<)6 ,; 62,07(i 65,608 71).502 81,430 59.682 .5;', 

J02,8().+ 101,41)4 111,520 ]i)5,8(i2 158,298 135,.537 9 7 9 
15,35(5 784 7,458 2,722 6,558 3,571 9,744 3,984 4,174 2,481 2,458 2,725 
4,140 1,424 2,324 1,616 

3,984 
7,7S2 7,44;i 2,551 

42,805 24,1(15 ' 25 ,484 18,f)16 2 4 , 0 (14 17,678 .59.015 16,620 34,990 22 ,166 43,268 22,312 
393,597 53,000 389,416 71 ,416 409,903 65,785 i 578,546 

• 
52,174 608,796 65,363 460,631 61,804 

48,451 39,390 31,400 I 34 ,104 28,242 23,661 
(1,080 5.956 3,390 i 4,050 3.890 3,962 

6,824'i 5,314 6 , 4 5 4 1 3,305 7 ,119" 1,606 ! 8 ,5111 1,920 3121 2.797 e 1,332 
363,829 : 

6 , 4 5 4 1 
355,344 394 ,092 1 

! 425,750 329,226 289,971 
e 3,659 B 2,824 c 1,942 i 1,966 e 2..566 3,421 

726 ; 398 328 1 451 346 273 
2.742 ' 4,228 2,162 2,162 1,949 1,323 1,862 1,258 1,472 ! 1 , 8 8 2 1,984 

58,380 41,281 78,FIFI8 46,786 74,0!i:! 3 8 . 9 4 3 ' 88 ,130 35,504 96 ,394 36,929 .106,275 41 ,379 
68,568 [472,082 89,350 456,165 83,374 1473,638 97,964 1505,607 97,964 405,468 ; 108,157 366,983 

884,969 528.362 894,848 531,740 894,554 542,938 1,115,815 561.569 979,797 464,219 922,518 429,731 

" Principally flaxseed and copra. 
' ' Includes linseed, rapeseed, aad perilla oil. 
'• Ke-e.\ports. 

'I Krom U. S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Foreign & 
Domestic Commerce . 
If any , included in " O t h e r animal fats and o i l s . " 

' L a r g e l y marine oils. 
Source : U . S. Department of Agriculture , Bureau of Agricultural i :eonomics, Foreign Crops & M a r k e t s , A u g u s t 17, 1931 , pp 2 4 6 - 2 5 0 ; 
.Tuly 25 , 1932 , p. 1 2 9 ; and August I, 1932 , p. 163. 
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Oils Used in Oleomargarine Manufacture 

1916 1918 ' M O 1023 1924 1926 1928 1930 1 9 3 2 

Figure I L Thero has been a great iacrcaac in the Us'c of tfoewnul oil and a de­
cline in the use of animal oils in oleomargarine mnnufacture since 1016. This 
shift to coconut oil has occurred largotv for two reasons: ( 1 ) coconut oil has 
beoomo progressively cheaper both nbsululely jind in relation to other oils due 
largely to the favored tariff position of the Philippines which encoura/jed them 
to increase their production, and CJ> its physical tharacteristics make it prefer­
able to other vegetable nnd many animal oils in oleomargarine manufacture. 

as much animal fats and oils as we have imported. At the same 
time we imported nearly 15 times as much vegetable fats and oils 
as we exported. For the two combined imports were approximate­
ly twice as large as exports for these three years. 

Table 19 shows the United States imports and exports of the 
principal animal and vegetable oils and fats, 1926-1931. Cotton­
seed oil, oleo oil, oleo stock, lard and lard substitutes, and oleo and 
lard stearine are decidedly on an export basis, and coconut oil, palm 
and palm kernel oils, soya bean oil, and peanut oil are decidedly on 
an import basis. The largest exportable surpluses are found in lard 
and lard substitutes, oleo oil, and cottonseed oil. The largest im­
ports occur in coconut, palm, and palm kernel oils. 



P « g e l>0 

Effectiveness of Present Duties 

Tariff Rates. 19i¥f'l'-)j>. Table ID shows the rates of duty 
on the principal animal and vegetable oils, I 9 0 9 - I 9 3 2 . The follow­
ing oils, which undoubtedly compete with domestic oils, were left on 
the free Kst in the 1 9 3 0 tariff: palm, inedible palm kernel, inedible 
olive, inedible seasame, inedible sunflower, inedible rapeseed, and 
Chinese wood oil. Copra and palm nuts and kernels were left on 
the free list. The rate on coconut oil is not applicable to imports 
from the Philippine Islands. Imports of Chinese wood, coconut, 
palm, and palm kernel oils constituted approximately three-fourths 
of the total United States imports of vegetable oils in 1 9 3 0 , and the 
continued free admission of these oils has tended to diminish the 
effectiveness of the duties on the other oils. 

The Shift in Raiv Materials Used in Oleomargarine 
Alanufat ture. Figure 11 shows the amount of each of the prin­
cipal animal and vegetable oils used in oleomargarine manufacture 
from 1 9 1 6 co 1 9 3 2 . This figure indicates a great increase in the 
use of coconut oil since 1 9 1 6 , and a decline in the use of animal 
oils (oleo oil,' oleo stearine,' and neutral lard) . In 1 9 1 6 coconut 
oil comprised less than .3 per cent of the total materials used in 
oleomargarine, whereas in 1 9 3 2 it made up 52 per cent. In 1 9 1 6 
the combined-use of oleo oil, oleo stearine, and neutral lard com­
prised more than 3 5 per cent of the total, while in 1 9 3 2 they made 
up but 12 per cent. In 1 9 1 6 only 5 6 3 , 0 0 0 pounds of coconut oil 
were used in oleomargarine, as compared with 128 million in 1 9 3 2 , 
an increase of nearly 2 3 0 fold. During the same period the use of 
oleo oil, oleo stearine, and neutral lard declined from 104 million 
pounds to 30 million pounds, a decrease of more than 7 0 per cent. 
Since the output of oleomargarine more than doubled during this 
period, it is evident chat oleomargarine manufacturers have relied 
upon the increased use of coconut oil to expand their production. 
(See Table 21 . ) 

Explanation of the Shift in Raic Materials. T h e Tariff 
Act of 1922 removed crude coconut oil from the free list and made it 
dutiable at 2 cents per pound. Refined coconut oil also carried a duty 
of 2 cents per pound in this act. The Tariff of 1 9 3 0 left these duties 
unchanged. But these rates did not apply to the Philippine Islands 
and, since they can ship in duty-free oil while other importations 

i a iade from beef fat . 

5 M a d e from hog f a t . 
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United States Tariff Rates on the Principal A n mal and 
Vegetable Oils and Raw Materials, 1909-1932 

i Tariff Act Commodity 
IBSO 1922 1 0 2 1 

Animal Oils: 
OUo oil 
Oleo sfcarine 
Lard 
Lard coinp. orsubstit's 

Til! low, 
(ireiise 

Vegetable Oils: 
Ca.stor 
(.'Iiine-sr nut 
('oeoniit, crmle 
(^oconiil, refined 
Cottonseed 
Linseed 
(Hivo, iiiodibVe 
Olivo, edible, in bulk".... 
Palm 
I'jilm kernel, (vJible 
Palm kernel, inedible— 
Peanut 
Penllii 
Kapesecd 
Hpsame 
Soya bt'an 

I c lb. 
I c lb. 
.3c lb. 
3e lb. 

l / 'C Ib. 
2 0 % 

le lb. 
I c lb. 
Ic lb. 
4c lb. 

V»e lb. 
2 0 % 

Raw Materials: 
C'astor bcinis... 

Copra 
<'ottonseod. 
Fla.\sccd 

Palm nuts 
Palm nut kernels.,.. 
Peanuts, shelled 
Peanuts, unshellcd. 
Peritla seeds 

Kapeseed 
Sesame seeds 

Sova beans.... 

Tuiig^njils 

3e lb. 3c Ib. 
Free Free 
2e lb." 2c Ib.<̂  
2c Ib."̂  2e lb." 
3e lb. 3 c lb. 

41/20 lb. 3.3c Ib. 
Fi-ec Frec^ 

61/2C lb. 6 ' / 2 < ' lb. 
Free Free 
lelb. Pi-ce 
Free Free 
4c lb. 4c lb. 
Free Free 

%c lb. %c Ib. 
3c lb. Fi-ce 

31/20 Ib. 21/2C Ib. 

i/̂ c Ib. Ib. 

Fi'ec Free 
^sc Ib. Vsc Ib. 

6,5cperbn. 40epcrbn 
of 50 lbs. of 56 lbs. 

Free Free 
Free Free 
7 c lb. 4 c Jb. 

41/40 lb. 3c lb. 
Free Free 

Free Free 
Free Free 

2c Ib. Ui- lb. 

Fret' Free 

22/3C lb." 
22/3C Ib.* 
2^3C Ib. 

5 ' / 3 C I b . 

3 7 / 1 5 C lb. 

22/3C Ib. 

1 9 1 3 1 1 9 0 9 

15% 2 5 % 
Free Free 
Free li/ic Ib. 
Free Not ]iro-

vided for 
Free y 2 C Ib. 
Free Free 

11/26 lb. 42,^c lb. 
Free Free 
Free Free 

Si/sc ib.-̂  31/20 lb. 
Free Free 

li^e Ib. 2c Ib. 
Free Free 

Ib. 51/^e Ib. 
Free Free 
Free Free 
Free Free 

% c lb. Free 
Free 2 5 % 

% c l b . l ' / 3 C Ib. 
Ic Ib. Free 
Free Free 

of 56 lbs. 

3 c lb. 
3c Ib. 

15c bu. of 
50 lbs. 
Free 
Free 

20e bu. 
of 56 lbs. 

Fiee 
Free 

%c Ib. 
3c ib. 

20c bu. of 
56 Ibs.'̂  
Free 

20c bu. of 
56 lbs." 
Free i 

Ic lb." 

2.5c bu. of 
50 lbs. 
Free 
Free 

25c bu. of 
56 lbs. 
Free 
Free 
Iclb. 

y 2 C Ib. 
25c bu. of 

56 lbs." 
Free 

25e bu. of 
56 lbs.'' 

45c bu. of 
50 lbs. 
Ic Ib.° 

c Not BpHi 'Ully providi'il for. 
SoutCtll 1»-J2, nt'l. ima. »nri 100.> rh(e» .,k,.n from WHKht, I 

i>. H's. muii i „ i . . , M.,-iii>,r 
•• UM..-.11 . I t . . < . ti, lariR Act of lOSn . r-nm. 11 r , 111 

and VagatabU OtU. New York. l y j « . i„n. 
• ••Miion. Hciu»>" nni-iim^nt Xo. 47fi, T»rlfl Act of 193o 

<!.. The Tirifl on Animal 
from " 1 si ConirivHK •'ml 

Cop, of P«blJc Law No. 36r«„hr„;' 
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Materials Used in U. S. Oleomargarine Manufacture 1916-1932 

(In Thousand Pounds) (Year Ending June 30) 

MATERIAL 191C 1 9 1 7 1 9 1 8 1 9 1 9 1 9 2 0 I 1 9 2 1 1 9 2 2 192:t 1 9 2 4 

Total 
O l e o oil -. -. 
(Vicoiiut oil 
C o U o i i s e o d oi l . 
Milk 
I V a n u t oil -
S B U 
Oleo stenrinc. . . 
Neiili-fll LARD-. . . 
Oleo s t o e k 
H litter 
Mi.si-ellanoous.. . 

188,444 
68,i)89 

50-3 , 
49,9(i0 
21,.331 

5,3.35 
4,088 
2.036 , 

33,440 
397 

2,1.52 I 
147 I 

273,754 
96,652 
19,763 
63,652 
24.410 
111,498 
6,115 
2.494 

42,401 
3,458 
3,303 
1,008 

MATARIFTL 1 9 2 6 1 9 2 6 

356,882 
96,378 
61,773 
30,454 
01,128 
21,593 
18,279 
3,427 

45,702 
7,526 
4,548 
7,474 

1 9 2 7 

393.439 
97,464 
69,640 
37,846 
68,000 
38,764 
21,432 

2,456 
45,764 

6,342 
5,680 

51 
1 9 2 8 

i 412,572 
I 89,842 
j 80,784 
I 39,450 

76,000 
48,346 
24,804 

2,1.32 
38,456 
5,804 
6,845 

49 
1 9 2 9 

341,956 
49,676 

103,112 
18,5.33 
79,716 
H),.332 
25.305 

4,858 
29,268 

2,065 
" 1,499 
n,.53_2 
1 9 3 0 

233.929 I 257,023 I 294,463 
40.980 
57,394 
15,420 
53,939 
11.G25 
16.202 
4,574 

27,057 
2,143 
1,107 
3,417 

1 9 3 1 

46,645 
65,656 
18,7.57 
59,835 

6,922 
17,998 
4,815 

29,568 
2,.322 
1.576 
2,999 

1 9 3 2 

52,2fn 
83,05i) 
20,64(1 
69,09(1 

5.656 
20,5!):i 

5,317 
.32,210 

2.751) 
1,9(1(1 

977 

Total , 266,234 
44,102 
79,449 
20,906 
61,924 
4.392 

18,725 
5.250 

25,674 
.3,183 
1,509 
1,060 

OU'o oil 
C'ocoiiut oil 
f ' o l l o n s e e d oi l . 
M i l k 
P e a n u t oil 
S . I IT 
O l t o stearine . . . 
N e u t r a l lard . . . . 
O l e o .stock 
Butter 
M i s c e l l a n e o u s . . . 

307,460 
47,418 
98,.30 7 
25.608 
72,GG2 
5,257 

20,593 
5.314 

25,172 
3,082 
2,330 
1,751 

316,085 
48,741 

107,654 
23,372 
73,700 
4,872 

21,683 
5,145 

24,872 
2,552 
2,070 
1,424 

361,069 
45,477 

141,000 
24,801 
83,115 

5,459 
25,024 

5,532 
25,036 

1,738 
2,484 
1,403 

410,937 
47,185 

171,412 
28,173 
94,752 

6,617 
27,311 
5,834 

24,189 
1,294 
2,611 
1,559 

424,648 
45,322 

185,066 
30,214 
97.753 

5,714 
28,890 

6,269 
19,632 
1,189 
2,616 
1,983 

334,891 
28,040 

155,954 
22,037 
77.250 
5,291 

22.981 
5,485 

10,180 
1,025 
1,013 
5,635 

247,365 
15,315 

127,967 
14.874 
54.257 

3,780 
14,659 
4,337 

10,557 
641 

39 
839 

Source : U . S. D e p a r t m e n t of Afirkii lture, Y e a r B o o k s — l l l l G 19:^2: 1922 Y e a r B o o k , p. 8 5 2 ; 1 9 2 3 - 1 9 2 8 ; 1928 Y e a r B o o k , p. 9 9 0 ; 1929-
19:12 ilata from XJ, S. Treasury De[)artmcnt, Bureau of Internal K e v e n n e , A n n u a l Reports Of the Treasurer. 
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TABLE 22 

Wholesale Price Per Pound of Some of the Principal Fats and Oils 
1913-1931 

Y e a r 
Cocoaut oU 

crude at 
N e w T o r k A 

1913, 
1914. 
191.5.. 
1916. 
1917. 
1918 
1919 
1^20 
1 9 2 1 . 
1922.. 
1923.. 
1924-. 
1925 , 
1926.. 
1927.-
1928.. 
1 9 2 9 
lit3(i 
1931... 

Cottoaaeed 
oil: Prime 

aammeT 
|yeUow(H.Y.) 

Peanut oil 
crude 

P . O . B . mill 

12.0 
12.2 
13.3 
15.1 
17.1 
18.1 
17.4 
17.4 
10.1 
8.6 
9.5 

10.1 
11.5 
10.6 

9.7 
9.5 
8.5 
7.2 
5.3 

7.3 
6.6 
6.8 

10.6 
15,4 
20.1 
24.1 
15.4 

7.9 
10.1 
11.3 
10.8 
10.8 
11.8 

9.7 
9.9 
9.7 
8.1 
6.0 

u . o 
15.3 
18.2 
18.7 
13.5 

6.9 
9.6 

13,1 
11.8 
10.6 
11.3 
11.3 
9.6 
9.0 
7.2. 
6.2 

SOTA 
t)ean oil 
crude at 

New York 
X<ard prime, 
at New Y o r k 

Oleo ol) 
extra at 

1 Chicago 

6.1 11.0 n . 5 
6.3 10.4 10.9 
6.3 9.4 12.2 
8.9 13.5 14.0 

142 21.7 21.7 
18.3 25.5 25.7 
16.7 29.0 30.6 
15.2 20.0 21.4 

7.9 l l . l 11.3 
10.9 11.5 10.7 
11,7 12.3 1 12.8 
12.4 13.3 i 15.1 
13.2 16.8 1 1.3.8 
12.6 15.0 I 12.0 
12.0 12.9 1 13.4 
12.2 12.3 f 14.1 
12.0 12.0 1 10.9 
10.1 10.9 1 10.5 

6.6 8.0 j 6.4 
> In tnnk cnra up to and including 1921. After 1 9 2 2 , spot, i o barrels. 

Source: U. S. Department of L a b o r , Bureau of Labor Statiaties, Bulletin N o . 3 6 7 
for data from 1913-1923 , and Bulletin N o . 4 9 3 for 1923-1928 data . 1929-1932 data 
taken from I ' . S. Department of Agriculture , Bureau of Agricultural Economica, 
Focelgn Crops and Markets, A u g u s t 10 , 19.^1, p. 219 and July 2 5 , 1932 , p. 128. 

« The Cnited States imported 4 1 2 million pounds of coconut oil in 1929 and 
318 million pounds in 1930, A l l of this came from the Philippinea free of duty . 
In 1914 only 59 aiiUjon pounds w e r e imported and I m s than ha l f of Ihi^ came 

muse stand a 2-cent duty, the entire source of our supply of coconut 
oil has shifted to the Philippines." 

But the significant question is, why has coconut oil replaced 
.-inimal oils and others in oleomargarine manufacture? There are 
two principal reasons: (1) Coconut oil has become progressively 
cheaper, both absolutely and in proportion to other oils, and (2) it 
is preferable to other vegetable oils and many animal oils in oleomar­
garine manufacture. 

In 1913 and the early War years, the price of coconut oil was 
higher than that of cottonseed, peanut, soya bean, or oleo oils, or 
lard, but since the War has declined until in 1931 it was the cheapest 



of these oils (see Table 2 2 ) . The great expansion of production m 

the Philippines/ which has been encouraged by their favored posi­
tion compared with other producers, is the principal cause of the 
present low price of coconut oil. In addition, the admission of copr.T 

(dried coconut meat from which the oi[ is obtained) duty-free re­
gardless of source is a further cause of the decline of prices below 
those of such oils as soya bean and peanut, which carry effective 
duties on both rhe oils and the raw materials. 

Coconut oil is peculiarly adapted to the production of butter 
substitutes, since in combination with such oils as cottonseed, peanut, 
corn, and soya bean it permits the manufacture of a satisfactory oleo-
margarme from purely vegetable oils. Cottonseed, peanut, corn, 
and soya bean oils are all liquid at ordinary temperatures, and oleo­
margarine manufactured from them would also be liquid. Coconut 
oil is solid at ordinary temperatures and, when combined with the 
vegetable oils of low melting points, produces a good quality of oleo­
margarine. 

The increasing use of coconut oil in recent years is the principal 
reason for the cheapening of oleomargarine as compared with but­
ter. In Chapter IV it was found that it was this cheapening which 
largely accounted for the increased consumption of the substitute 
since the war. Many high-grade oleomargarines are made from 
animal fats and oils which are much more expensive than the vege­
table oils; but the cheaper grades use coconut oil chiefly and their 
low costs affect the average for all grades. This explains whv the 
1922 and 1930 tariff acts have failed to accomplish the purposes 
which dairymen anticipated. Production costs have not been in­
creased by the oils duties and competition with butter has not been 
checked. 

T " E x c e p t in I 9 I 3 , the Philippine area roporteiJ as cult ivated in eoeonuts, 
the primary product yie lding copra and coconut oil, increased annual ly in un­
broken progression during the fiscal years 19.10 to 192S. T h e area 3o cultivated 
increased from 514 ,936 acres in the fiscal y e a r J911 to 1,273,310 acres in 1 9 2 8 — 
a gain of 758,374 acres or 147 per c e n t . " See U. S. Tariff Commission. Report 
N o . 18 . Second Series, U n i t e d States -Phi l ippine Tariff and T r a d e Relat ions . W a s h ­
ington, D. C , 1931 , p. 33 . 

s P. G. W r i g h t in T h e Tariff on A n i m a l and V e g e t a b l e Oils concludes that 
the duties on soya beans and soya beau oil are virtually fu l ly effective. Regard-
injf the duties on peanuts a n d peanut oil, he concludes that these dutiC'! have 
kept imports to a minimum and have increased the price of domestic virgin pea­
nut oil. Cottonseed oil, oleo o i l , and lard all shi»\v large exportable Mupluses, 
m;tking the duties on these products ineffective. 
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Possibility o( Making tbe Duties Effective 

Propo.u'ii Duties. In tbe hearings on the 1930 tariff the 
dairy interests, through their representatives, requested Congress to 
impose a duty of 45 per cent ad valorem on all extracted oils and a 
duty of 40 per cent ad valorem on the raw materials regardless of 
the uses for which the oils were intended or of their country of 
origin. The Hawley-Smoot Tariff passed in June, 1930, made no 
substantial changes in the oil rates, however, and left coconut oil 
from the Philippines and copra from any source on the free list. 

Possible Effects on Use of Coconut Oil. If a 45 per cent 
ad valorem duty were placed on coconut oil from any source and a 
40 per cent duty on copra, it is doubtful that oleomargarine manu­
facturers would cease using coconut oil. In 1931, the wholesale 
price of coconut oil at New York averaged 5.3 cents per pound. As­
suming that the 45 per cent duty were fully effective, the cost of 
coconut oil would be increased by about 2.4 cents per pound. In 
spite of this additional burden coconut oil would still be cheaper than 
lard but more expensive than peanut and soya bean oil. (The aver­
age wholesale prices of lard, peanut, and soya bean oil at New York 
in 1931, were 8.0 cents, 6.2 cents, and 6.6 cents per pound respec­
tively.) Cottonseed and oleo oil would be but about 1.5 cents per 
pound cheaper. The use of cottonseed oil in oleomargarine manufac­
ture is limited because it imparts its characteristic flavor to the finished 
product, but oleo, peanut, and soya bean oil would probably be used 
in larger quantities than at present. Nevertheless, it must not be for­
gotten that coconut oil is peculiarly adapted to the manufacture of 
oleomargarine, and would have to become considerably more expen­
sive than these oils before its use would be discontinued ot even great­
ly curtailed. The proposed duties would not be sufficient to do this. 

Probable Effects on Oleouiargarine Consumption. It is 
not likely that the possible increase in the cost of making oleomar­
garine resulting from the levy of the proposed duties discussed 
above would be sufficient to curtail oleomargarine consumption to 
any considerable degree. At the present time a pound of average 
grade nut oleomargarine is 52 per cent coconut oil. If the proposed 
duties were fully effective they would increase the cost of each pound 

» F o r the year ondinp June .^0, 1932 . a total o f 247 mill ion pounds of ma-
torialfl were used in nmnufacturiuf; o leomargiae ia the U n i t e d S t a t e s . O f this 
amount 128 million pounds, or 52 per cent, was coconut oil. See Report of the 
t^ommissioner of Internal Revenue for the fiscal year 1932 . 



of oleomargarine by about 1.5 c e n t s . T h i s hgure is based 0:1 the 
assumption that the use of coconut oil would continue, since even 
with the 45 per cent duty it would still be nearly as cheap or cheaper 
than most of the other available oils and fats. However, if oleo­
margarine manufacturers ceased to use coconut oil and replaced the 
128 million pounds used in 1932 with such products as oleo oil, neu­
tral lard, and cottonseed oil, of which we have large exportable sur­
pluses, the increased cost would, if anything, be less than 1.3 cents a 
pound. Certainly it would not be more, or the manufacturers would 
continue to use coconut oil. This 1.3 cents is but a very small pro­
portion of the present or past price spread between butter and oleo­
margarine. During the eight years from 1922 to 1929, oleomar­
garine prices averaged about 21 cents a pound below butter prices. 
Chapter I V showed chat a 2-cent per pound tax on oleomargarine 
apparently failed to decrease consumption, and it is difficult to be­
lieve that a possible increase in cost of 1.3 cents would accomplish 
what the 2-cent tax could not. Furthermore, it is possible that the 
manufacturers could absorb the proposed tariff charge and still sell 
oleomargarine at its present ratio to butter prices. 

If the importation or use in oleomargarine manufacture ot coco­
nut oil were prohibited, it would not necessarily follow that oleomar­
garine consumption would be greatly or even slightly reduced. With 
large exportable surpluses of such prime first-class oleomargarine 
•".gredients as oleo oil and neutral lard, oleomargarine manufatturers 
would have only to increase their use of these materials combined 
with increases in cottonseed oil, oleo stock, and tallow, all of which 
show exportable surpluses, in order to maintain the present output 
of oleomargarine. Our exportable surplus in lard alone is more 
than double the amount of coconut oil now used in oleomargarine. 
If oleomargarine were made entirely from animal fats and oils, the in­
creased cost would not be as much as 3 cents per pound." This 
maximum possible increase is about one-seventh of the average price 

In I'JSJ, the a v e r a g e ^vholesale price of coconut oil a t N e w Y o r k was 5.3 
cents per pound. A t this price the 45 per cent d u t y would increase the cost of 
a pound of coconut oil 2.4 cents. Since oleomarginc in 1932 -vvas 52 per cent 
coconut oil, the iucrea-sed cost of a pound of ideomnrginc would b e 3.2 ceata. 
A l l o w i n g 10 per cent profit on this additional cost, a pound of oleomargarine 
would cost not over 1.3 cents more than at present. 

1 1 In 1931 , only one of the principal oils or f a t s used in oleomargarine was 
as much as 2.5 cents per pound higher than coconut oil. This was lard, which 
sold at wholesale in N e w Y o r k at 8.0 cents a pound, as compared with 5.3 cents 
for coconut oil. A t the same t ime, oleo oil sold for 6.4 cents, peaout oil 6.2 
cents, soya bean oil 6.6 cents, and cottonseed oil 6.0 cents. T h e average price 
of all these oils, excluding coconut , was 6.6 cents , or but 1.3 cents per pound 
more than the price of coconut oil. 
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Effectiveness of United States Butter Tariff 
(Cents Per P o u n d ! 

O 5 10 15 20 3 0 

^"EW IE*L«ND BU ̂ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

J A N U A R Y I 1 9 3 2 
J 

I r i g u r c 1 2 . The average differential l^.'-
tvvvtn ilomestlc and (oreit" 
pritpsj which is maintained hy thi" 
tariff ordJDBrily HYETHGEE oniy a pHir 

I uf th« duty, hut in the fall and iviiir>'i-
nionthn when DOUIEHTIC production 
.smallest thi- duty IE frequently fully i f 
feelivv or nearly so. On JaniiHiy L 
i y 3 2 this (ti(Ti.TI;nii»l wa^ almrjsi I J 
cents a pound ( the duty is 14 cents :i 
|)OHnd). The tariff h one of the [irili-
c ipal factors enobl in£ do'ucBtic Imtlvv 
pru-es to maintain a higher level Ihnn 
•-leomnrgarine prices (see Fiijure m i . 

Possible Reductions in Spread Between Butter 
and Oleo Prices by Tariff on Coconut Oil or by 

its Elimination from Oleo Manufacture 
(Cents Per P o u n d ) 

1 0 1 5 2 0 2 5 

lOL 
/ SPHEfiD B E T W E E N OLEO-

* N 0 B U T T E R P R I C E S 

MAXIMUM INCAEASE, 
IN COST OF OLEO-I 
FTOM 4 5 ? ^ DuTV 
On coconut oil 

M A J t l M U M J M C B C A S E 
I — I N C O S T O F OlEO 

F R O M E L I M I N A T I N G 
C O C O N U T on. 

J A N U A R Y 1̂  1 9 3 2 
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S p r e a d between oleomargarine and butter. Oleomargarine would 
stiU be about half as expensive as butter and its consumption would 
probably not be materially decreased. 

Possible Benefits and Burdens of Effective Duties 

Possible- Benefits. The possible benefits accruing to Ameri­
cans from effective duties on oils and fats may be grouped under 
two heads: (1) benefits to dairymen, and (2) benefits to producers 
of domestic oils or their raw materials. 

It seems evident from the preceding pages that the proposed 
duties would not secure the results dairymen hope for. A compari­
son of Figures 12 and 13 indicates the small possible reduction of the 
present spread between butter and oleomargarine prices as a result 
of a tariff on Philippine coconut oil or its elimination from oleomar­
garine manufacture. These figures also show clearly the relative im­
portance of the tariff and oleomargarine substitution as butter price 
factors. It is obvious that the proposed duties on oils, which would 
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reduce by but about 10 per cent the present large spread between 
butter and oleomargarine prices, would be of comparatively insignifi­
cant benefit to American dairymen. 

If the proposed duties raised the cost of coconut oil high enough 
to eliminate it from oleomargarine manufacture, or if its use were 
prohibited, the benefit to American producers of cottonseed, soya 
beans, and peanuts, or beef and pork is doubtful. Our exportable 
surplus of lard alone is more than twice the amount of coconut oil 
now used in oleomargarine. Cottonseed oil and oleo oil show export­
able surpluses. Also, the use of cottonseed oil in oleomargarine is lim­
ited because its characteristic flavor cannot be neutralized. In the 
United States soya bean oil is a relatively unimportant by-product, 
and the great bulk of the domestic peanut crop is grown for purposes 
other than oil production. Any attempt to raise the price level of 
all domestic oils and fats by increasing the price of the 128 million 
pounds of oleomargarine ingredients represented by coconut oil will 
be futile if for no other reason than the existence of large exportable 
surpluses in the United States of such prime oleomargarine ingre­
dients as oleo oil and lard. 

Possible Burdens. The proposed duties on coconut oil and 
copra would result in burdens to the American public greatly in 
excess of any possible benefits derived from them. In 1951, 867,-
911,000 pounds of coconut oil^' were used in the United Statesr 
Since more than 60 per cent of our consumption is in the manufac­
ture of soap^^, at least 520,747,000 pounds of this oil were used in 
soap-making in 1931. Assuming chat the 45 per cent ad valorem 
duty would be fully effective and increase the price of coconut oil by 
about 2.4 cents per p o u n d " , the burdens to consumers from the in­
creased cost of soap would amount to approximately ^12,500,000. 
Since the proposed duties would not materially check oleomargarine 
consumption nor benefit dairymen or producers of domestic oils and 
their raw materials, there is n o benefit to any home group sufficient 

1 - Represents f a c t o r y consumption. Talton froui U. S. D e p ; 3 r t i n e D t of A g r i ­
culture, Bureau of Agricultural Economics , Foreign Crops and Markets, July 2 5 , 
1932. p. 1 2 5 . 

13 See Wright, P, 0 . , op. cit., p. 87 , or U . S. Tariff Commission. Summary of 
Tariff Information, 1929 Schedule I, Chemicals Oils, and Paints, p. 277 . 

i> Based on 1031 prices of crude coconut oil at N e w York of 5.3 cents per 
pound. 



FARE 99 

to offset this burden''. 

Out of the 868 million pounds of coconut oil imported, only 
156 million were used in oleomargarine manufacture in 1931 and 
521 million pounds in soap manufacture, leaving approximately 191 
million pounds to be accounted for in other uses. About 5 per cent of 
our total consumption is used in making lard substitutes" and smaller 
quantities in the confectionery and baking industries, and in the prep­
aration of emulsions, cosmetics, and pertumes''. The increased cost 
of these products resulting from the proposed duties would amount to 
about ^4,584,000. In addition, the increased cost of oleomargarine 
in 1931 would have amounted to approximately ^3,744,000. Con­
sequently the total burdens to the American public in 1931 would 
have amounted to almost ^21,000,000. 

Conclusions 

The duties on animal and vegetable oils in the tariffs of I 9 2 I , 
1922, and 1930 have failed to fulfill the objects of dairymen in 
limiting the competition of oleomargarine. Access to adequate 
amounts of duty-free coconut oil and copra has largely offset any 
possible effectiveness of the duties on other fats and oils used in mak­
ing butter substitutes. The favored position of the Philippines en­
couraged increased production of coconut oil, so that it has become 
progressively cheaper both absolutely and in relation to other oils. 
The resulting increase in its use in recent years is the principal reason 
for the relative cheapening of oleomargarine compared with butter, 
which in turn largely accounts for the increased consumption of the 
substitute since the War. 

15 T h e argument has been advanced that i f the price of coconut oil were 
increased b y making all coconut oil and copra dulinblc, soap mnnufacturerc 
would shift to cottonseed oil and our southern cotton farmers would benefit. 
Soap manufacturers claim that they must h a v e coconut oil to nitike a white soap 
with the best lathering qualities obtainable . In liM2 the laundry soap busi­
ness Was a yellow soap business and cottonseed oil was its niOMt important single 
constituent. Since that t ime white soap has come to the fore and cottonseed oil 
is now used in very minor quantit ies . (Soe statement of F. M . Barnes in 
Tariff R e a d j u s t m e n t 1929 , V o l . I , Schedule I , Chemicals , Oi l s and T a l o t s , W a s h 
inplon, D . C . lHiO, p. 64(5). In 1012 . l , "^ million pounds of c o l t i m K e e d oil out of 
a total of 741 million pounds of oils were u s e d in the United States soap kett le . 
In 1928 only 20 million pounds out of a total of l.fi44 million pounds were U .M'I). 
A t Iho present t ime about 05 per cent of the cottonseed oil used in the United 
States is used for edible purposes, chief l j - in the manufacture of lard substi-
tiitfs. A s an edible oil it cofriniardls :i better price than when used for soap, 
and sinee cooonut oil i> b< ' t ter adapted to our present white soap re(^u^renvenI^. 
it IK highly improbitble that soap manufacturers would shift to cottonseed oil 
i f an increased tariff should raise the price of coeonut oil 2.4 lents a pound. 

18 Sec W r i g h t . 1'. (;., o p . d t . , p. 02 . 
>»See ('. Tariff Ooniiuissiou, o p . cit. , p. 277 . 
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However, it is reasonable to believe thac the consumption of 
coconut oil and oleomargarine would have been somewhat greater 
after the War than before even without this stimulus, since during 
the War oleomargarine consumption was greatly increased and a 
portion of its new users would probably have continued to use it. 
Nevertheless, the favored position of coconut oil and copra in our 
recent tariff acts has greatly stimulated consumption, and oleomar­
garine manufacturers have relied entirely upon it to expand their 
production. 

In order to protect the dairy industry from the competition of 
cheaper fats and oils, particularly those of foreign origin, the re­
striction not only of coconut oil, but peanut, palm kernel, palm, 
soya bean, and other oils would be necessary. In addition, the seeds 
and nuts from which these are secured would have to be restricted. 
From a tariff viewpoint, it should be realized that the fats and oils, 
domestic and imported, form a series of overlapping products—a 
homogeneous group. To secure protection for dairymen from such 
competition involves many difficulties, since many other industrial 
groups-—oil refiners, soap manufacturers, confectioners, bafcers,— 
besides the consuming public, would be opposed to it. The fact that 
the 1930 tariff left copra and palm kernels, as well as Philippine 
coconut oil and several inedible, oils on the free list is proof that this 
opposition was too powerful to be overcome. 

Even if it were possible to secure such legislation, it is doubtful 
that an effective duty of 45 per cent ad valorem on coconut oil 
would cause manufacturers to shift to other oils or would raise the 
price of oleomargarine enough to reduce consumption materially, 
and if they should shift, it is very unlikely that either dairymen or 
domestic producers of oils and their raw materials would be benefited 
appreciably, because we now have large exportable surpluses of 
prime oleomargarine ingredients. 

The burdens resulting from the proposed tariffs on coconut oil 
and copra would greatly outweigh any possible benefits received from 
them. In 1931 the total burdens to the American public resulting 
from the increased cost of those products in which coconut oil is 
used—principally soap, oleomargarine, and lard substitutes—would 
have amounted to at least ^21,000,000, and moreover, these bur­
dens would be borne chiefly by the poorer classes of our population. 
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Chapter VI. Cheddar Cheese 

Between 3.5 and 4 per cent of all the milk produced in the 
United States is manufactured into cheese. There are a great many 
varieties of cheese, and a considerable portion of the international 
trade in this product is in the nature of an exchange of varieties. 

The amount of cheese made in the United States has increased 
steadily from about 100 million pounds annually during the Civil 
W a r period to between 4 0 0 and 500 million pounds in recent years. 
Imports since 1922 have ranged from 60 to 80 million pounds an­
nually, with the trend generally upward to 1928 and downward since 

T A B L E 23 

United States Imports and Exports of Cheese, 1890-1932 
(Xn thousand pounds) 

T w ended Jam 30 | ImportB ] Exports I Tear endedJuno 30 1 Importa "| Exporta 
1890-
1891. 
1892. 
1893. 
1894., 
1895.. 
1896-. 
189". . 
1898.. 
1899.. 
1900. 
1901.. 
1902.. 
1903.. 
1904.. 
1905.. 
1906,. 
1907.. 
1908.. 
1909.. 
1910.. 
1911.. 
1912.. 

9,264 
8,864 
8,305 

10,196 
8,743 

10,276 
10,728 
12,319 
10,012 
11,826 
13,456 
15,329 
17,068 
20,671 
22,707 
23,096 
27,287 
33,849 
32,531 
33,548 
40,818 
45,569 
46,.'i42 

95,376 
82,134 
82,100 
81,351 
73,852 
60,448 
36,777 
50,945 
53,167 
38,199 
48,419 
39,814 
27,203 
18.987 
23,335 
10,134 
16,562 
17,285 

8,439 
6,823 
2,847 

10,367 
fi..3.18 

1913 
1914 
1915 
1916 
1917 
1918 
1919 
1920 
1921 
Year Ending 
December 31 
1921 -
1922 
1923 
1924 
1925 
1926 
1927 
1928. 
1929 
1930 
1931 
1932 

Source: V. S. D.-pjirfment of Cnnimorci' 
iii.r. .•, M o n t h l y and A n n u a l Reports. 

49,388 
63,784 
50,139 
30,088 
14,482 
9,839 
2,442 

17,914 
16,585 

26,866 
46,573 
64,420 
59,176 
62,403 
78,417 
79.796 
81,402 
76,382 
68,311 
61,991 
5.1.623 

2,599 
2,428 

55,363 
44,394 
6(i,0.")(l 
44.30;f 
18,795 
19,378 
10,826 

11,772 
5,007 
8,331 
4,299 
9,190 
3,903 
3,410 
2.60(t 
2,&46 
1.964 
1,673 
1,408 

Bureau of Foreign and Drimpstie Com-
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S. Imports and Exports of Cheese 

l a s o laos 1900 1905 taio 1915 lezo l e s s 1930 1935 

Figure 14. The TTnited States was on an export basis in cheese until lim.'. ^^inre 
that t ime imports h a v e exceeded exports exeept during the W o r l d W a r period 
when exports increased great ly . The iiicrea.sing importation of such types as 
Gorgonzola, Caciocavallo , E d a m , Gouda. Cameiiibert, and Roquefort since the war 
has resulted in a h e a v y net import balance. These types are imported over our 
" 7 1 / ^ cents per pound, but not less than 3 5 % ad v a l o r e m " tariff wall because 
we cannot, or at least have not , supplied them b y domestic production and con­
sumers are will ing to pay a considerable premium to obtain them. 

that time. Exports have steadily decreased from 66 million pounds 
in 1917 to less than 2 million pounds in 1932, (See Table 23 and 
Figure 14.) 

The principal hard cheeses on the American market are Ched­
dar, Swiss, Italian Parmesan and Gorgonzola, Roquefort, and Dutch 
Edam and Gouda. The principal soft cheeses are Limburger, Ca-
membert. Cream, and Neufchatel. Cottage cheese, although im­
portant, is, due to its perishability, chiefly a local product. In 1930 
about 80 per cent of the total United States output consisted of the 
Cheddar or American type; about per cent consisted of Brick 
and Munster; about 6Y2 per cent Cream and Neufchatel; about 5 
per cent Swiss; about 1 ^ per cent Limburger; about 1 J/̂  per cent 
Italian varieties; and about 1 per cent all others. 

Americans have never been as large consumers of cheese as 
are the people of many European countries. The 4 pound per 
capita consumption in the United States is low compared with 24 
pounds in Switzerland, 12 pounds in Italy, and 10 pounds or more 
in Norway, Germany, Denmark, and Great Britain. In Canada and 
New Zealand it is about 312 pounds.^ Thus, it would appear that 

1 These data are for either 1027 or 1028 and arc taken from Pirt le . T. E . , 
Supplement t o H a n d b o o k of D a i r y Statistics , W a s h i n g t o n , D . C , Apri l . 1030 . p. 6. 
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Y«ar Italy Swttser-
land France Nothar-

lauda Canada 

192-' 10,628 
1923 28,034 
1924 31,256 
1925 33,829 
1926 35,026 
1927 31,938 
192S 38,008 
1929 . 32.602 
1930 33,258 
1931 . ' 32,570 

12,011 
16,982 
13,6.32 
15,993 
16,736 
19,066 
18,564 
18,839 
17,947 
14,414 

3,259 
5,121 
4,444 
5,567 
5,424 
4,678 
6,663 
5,948 
4,983 
4,485 

2,254 
2,498 
2,899 
2,937 
3,471 
3,696 
3,712 
3,196 
2,541 
2,525 

6,351 
3,105 

984 
210 

11,835 
13,268 
7,488 
8,279 
3,143 
1,511 

Argaa- AU Total tina others Total 

3,913 2.157 46.573 
4,343 
1,048 

4,337 64,420 4,343 
1,048 4,913 59,176 

89 3,778 62,403 
232 5,693 78,417 
595 6,555 79,796 

6.968 ' 81,403 
7.518 76,382 
6,438 : 68,311 

233 6.253 61,991 
Source; 
iiii>riT. 

U. S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Foreign and Domestic Corn-
M o n t h l y reports. 

in the older European countries where many varieties are produced 
consumption is much greater than in the newer countries where pro­
duction is largely confined to a few varieties. 

From the standpoint of foreign competition (see Table 24) the 
numerous varieties of cheese consumed in the United States may be 
grouped into three general classes: 

( 1 ) Those types virtually the whole domestic consumption of 
which is produced in the United States. Such are American Ched­
dar, Limburger, block Swiss, and fancy processed cheese. 

(2) Cheese of the Emmenthaler or round Swiss type, of which 
abour half of our demand is supplied through imports and half 
through domestic production. 

(3} Those types of cheese which are mainly imported, such as 
Italian Gorgonzola and Caciocavallo, Dutch Edam and Gouda, 
French Camembert and Roquefort. American production of these 
types amounted to less than 2 per cent of total domestic production 
in 1931. Imports are nearly three times as large as domestic produc­
tion because there are people willing to pay a considerable premium 
to obtain them. They are imported over our tariff wall because we 
cannot, or at least have not, supplied them by domestic production. 
Although there is some direct competition between these types and 
corresponding types produced in the United States, they will not 
be considered in any greater detail here since they are of so little 
imoortance in domestic production. The two types most important 
from a tariff viewpoint are Cheddar and Swiss because both are pro-

T A B L E 24 

United States Cheese Imports, Classified by Country of Origin. 
1922-1931 

(In Thousand Pounds) 



duced i n this country in considerable quantities and because imports 
of each are appreciable.' Cheddar w i l l be discussed in this chapter 
and Swiss in Chapter VI I . 

The Domestic Industry 

The Cheddar Process. The term "Cheddar" designates a par­
ticular kind o f cheese, which is s o named from the village o f Cheddar, 
in Somersetshire, England, where it was first made. A n important 
point in its manufacture is the fact that the milk is allowed to develop 
some degree of acidity before it is converted. Rennet extract is 
added to cause coagulation o r curd formation and the curd is "ched-
dared," the chief distinctive feature of this method of manufacture. 
It consists essentially of two operations: (1) piling or matting and 
packing o f curd and (2) cutting curd into strips and continuing the 
operation o f piling and repiling. The object is two- fo ld : control of 
the moisture content by regulating the removal o f whey, and forma­
tion of a characteristic body and texture in the curd.' Cheddar cheese 
is made in many sizes and shapes, some of which are called Flats, 
Twin Daisies, Single Daisies, Young Americas, and Long Horns. 

Production. The United States produces more than twice as 
much Cheddar cheese a s any other nation. It can be successfully 
made under our factory system, so that the United States has a great­
er competitive advantage than in the manufacture o f some o f the 
fancy varieties requiring more hand labor and skill.* Approximately 
two-thirds o f the United States total production is Cheddar cheese, 
most o f which is made from whole milk. 

* T h e tJ. S. TarifE Commission has reepnlly fumjiletcd a study of cheese " e x ­
cept of American or Cheddar and Swis.s or Ennnenihaler t y p e n " and the reader 
referred to this report. See Report of TJ, S. Tariff Commission N o . 2 1 , Second, 
Series , W a s h i n g t o n , D . C , 1931 . 

3 F o r a discussion of the science and practice of making American Cheddar 
f h e e s e , see V a n S l y k e , I , . L . , and Price , W . V . . Cheese, N e w Y o r k . 1927 . For a 
description o f different variet ies of cheese, inclading Theddnr, see U . S . Tariff 
Commission, Tariff Information S u r v e y s — D a i r y Products , W a s h i n g t o n , D . C , 1P21, 
p. 49 . 

•1 T h e manufacture of the highest quality o f f a u i v varieties of elicese involves 
a difficult and delicate process calling for considerable patience and skill . There 
must be uniform and progressive development of the ripening afrent.s. and proper 
conditions of h u m i d i t y and temperature must he maintained, suhject t o regulation 
in order to develop the necessary bacteria, yeasts , and mold. In the case of Ro­
quefort cheese, the peculiar interior mold is developed b y interspersing layers of 
especially prepared moldy bvead with r-heese. { S e e U . S, Tariff Commission Re­
port . TarifT Information S u i - v e y s — D a i r y Proflucts, 1921 , p. 5 6 ) . Certain sections 
in Europe are especially adapted to making some varieties of f a n c y cheese be-
cau.se they h a v e favorable cl imatic conditions, wide dissemination of the acces­
sary nioldR and bacteria, comparatively cheap labor skil led in the handling of the 
cheese, and natural caverns where the cheese can be properly and cheaply cured. 

http://cau.se
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The Tariff Problem 

Competiiire Conditions. Cheese exports from the United 
States, in 1880 the largest in the world, have declined steadily, ex­
cept for the War years, until in 1932 less than two million pounds 
were exported. The average annual exports for the period 1880-
1884 were 123 million pounds. This very great decline was due 
largely to an increase of domestic consumption over production, but 
was also hastened by the export of filled cheese, which, made mostly 
of oleo oil and skimmed milk, greatly injured the reputation of all 
American cheese in foreign markets. Canada and New Zealand 
have replaced the United States as the source of supply for Great 
Britain, the world's greatest cheese importing country. 

What Cheddar cheese the United States imports comes chiefly 
from Canada. In 1931 the amount was about million pounds, 
or less than .4 per cent of our total production. 

Unlike the United States, Canada does not consume her entire 
production. In 1931 she exported about 85 million pounds, most 
of which was shipped to Great Britain. However, while Canada is 
still on a decided export basis, her exports are declining.' Industrial­
ization, with its attendant enlargement of the home market, was 
earlier and more complete in the United States than in Canada, but 
the process is still going on In Canada and domestic markets will con­
tinue to absorb more and more of the domestic output. 

Canada is declining not only in total exports but also in relative 
importance as a source of our imports. In 1922 approximately 14 
per cent of our imports came from Canada, but by 1931 they had 
dropped to less than 2^ j per cent (see Figure 15). The increase in 
the United States tariff on butter from 8 to 12 cents per pound, effect­
ive in April, 1926, caused a temporary shift from butter to cheese in 
Canadian exports to this country in 1926 and 1927.' 

A comparison of Montreal and New York prices alone is not 
sufficient to measure the effectiveness of the cheese tariff in checking 
imports. For instance, under our 7-cent tariff, if New York prices 
are 10 cents a pound above Montreal and London prices are only 

5 U. S. Tariff P..iiiiiii>sioii. op. clt.. p. 5 3 . 

«Tn 1926 Cannda pxported 1.15 million ponndt̂ , while in l!t:!0 she cxpurted only 
Sf) million ponnds. the lowest figure since 1SS8. In 10.11 esportM rose to S."i mil­
lion ponnds. 

'Totfil cheese imports from Tanada for the last six months of 1921! amounlcif 
to V2. million pounds, as compared with flfi.OOO poumis for the first six month;*. 
This heavy importation continued throughout 19:^7 with a total for thp year of 1-'. 
million pound.-i. In 1928, however, imports declim-d to 7 million pounds ami in 
19^1 totitllod only L.'i million pounds. 
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Canadian Exports and 
U. S. Imports of Cheese 

Figure 15 . Canada is declining not 
only in cheese exports b a t also in 
relative importance as a source of 
our imports . Industrial izat ion, 
with its attendant enlargement of 
the homo nmrket , began earlier 
and is more complete in the F n i t e d 
States than in Canada, but Canada 
is continuing to develop her indus­
tries and her markets will con­
tinue to absorb more and more of 
her oulput . 

7 cents above, Canada would ship her cheese to London, where she 
pays no duty.'' Obviously, New York prices must be compared with 
London prices in order to determine at what periods the New York 
price is high enough to induce Canadian producers to export to us 
over our tariff wall instead of shipping to Great Britain. 

Method of Measuring Effects of the Duties. Domest ic 
production and consumption of Cheddar cheese about balance. Im­
ports and exports are negligible. Consequently, the United States is 
for all practical purposes on a domestic basis in Cheddar cheese just 
as she is in butter. With the exception of a few imports from Canada 
the American producer has the American market. To what extent 
this is due to the duty and how much it benefits the producer will be 
considered in the following pages. 

s The American market is closer to C a n a d a than the London market and the 
difference in shipping charges from Canada to N e w Y o r k and from Canada to 
London amounts to between 1 and 2 cents a pound. A s s u m i n g this difference t o 
average about 1 % cents a pound, N e w Y o r k prices must average about 5^2 cents-
above London prices in order to induce Canadian shippers to ship to N e w Y o r k 
and p a y the 7-cent tariff, rather than to ship to L o n d o n . 
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T h e reader will recall that in measuring the effects of the butter 
duties, the price differential existing between domestic prices and 
foreign prices for a period before the duty was changed was com­
pared with that existing for a period after the duty was changed. It 
is not possible to measure the effects of the Cheddar cheese duty 
by the same method, since during the entire period of relatively stable 
prices from 1 9 2 5 to 1 9 2 9 the Cheddar cheese tariff was unchanged. 
Consequently, it will be necessary to attribute the price differential 
between domestic and foreign prices over a number of years to the 
influence of the tariff. T h e shortcomings of this method are set 
forth in Chapter I I I , where it is shown that since many circumstances 
affect the supply and demand and, therefore, the price of a product 
it is difficult, if not impossible, to determine to what extent price 
movements are due to the duty, or to say whether or not the prices 
are absolutely higher than they would be if the tariff did not exist. 
It is possible, however, to ascertain the extent to which domestic 
prices are relatively higher than foreign prices and to make some 
estimate of how much of the difference is due to the duty. T h e 
analysis will show that during the last decade the Cheddar cheese 
duty has been of some benefit to the American farmer. T h e benefit 
has been variable, and usually less than the amount of the duty. But 
the appraisal of the price-making factors is not the only problem 
involved in isolating the effect of the duty. It will be found that 
the differential between foreign and domestic prices has at different 
times been equal to, less than, or greater than the duty, and has at 
times disappeared entirely. 

It will be recalled that a partial differential was also found in 
the case of butter, and that it was explained by the fact that our 
markets are so balanced between an import and export basis that 
they are subject, for a time at least, to purely domestic factors. A 
similar condition exists in the case of Cheddar cheese.' T h e seasonal 
character of the differential is not so pronounced as in the case of 
butter, although the differential in favor of domestic prices tends to 
be greatest in the fall and winter months when domestic supplies are 

T h e Clioddtir cheeae problem cloaeiy resembles the butter tariff problem in 
nuother respect, namely , that both exports and imports are ordinarily recorded 
for each month in the year . A s in the case of butter, some of this trade is ac­
counted for b y established trade connections. M o s t of our exports go to M e x i c o , 
P a n a m a , C u b a , nod the Philippine I s l a n d s . 

T h e reader should al-*o keep in mind that there is a close relationship between 
prices of each of the principal dairy products , showing that changes in production 
from one product to another respond quite promptly from an oversuppl.v of one 
product to a shortage of another. For short periods there m a y be a disparity 
between relat ive changes in butter prices compared with relative changes in 
cheese prices but over long periods of t ime they fol low the same general trend. 
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lightest. During the spring and summer months our heavy domestic 
supplies may put us on an export basis and bring our prices to a 
]evel approximately equal to world market prices, or may even send 
them below. 

In the following pages the effects of each of the recent duties 
on domestic Cheddar cheese prices will be analyzed. The factors 
causing fluctuations in domestic and foreign prices will be considered 
in an attempt to explain why these prices do not by any means always 
fluctuate together. - „ . 

hrtects or Recent Duties 
The prices of comparable grades of Cheddar cheese in New 

York and London will be used to measure the price effects of the 
Cheddar cheese tariff. New York prices are quoted on No . 1 Fresh 
American Cheese (Single Daisies), and London prices are average 
top prices of Canadian cheese^" converted to American cents at 
monthly average rates of exchange as published in the Federal Re­
serve Bulletins. The gross differential between these prices will be 
shown by a comparison of monthly average prices." (See Table 25 
and Figure 16.) 

Wholesaie Prices of Cheddar Cheese at New York and Canadian 
Cheese at London, 1921-1932 

lENTS 

POUNO . « ' Of It! 

1933 1924 1927 1929 I930 1931. t93£ 

l,f.T,} ? ^""'^ P " ' * ' ' T ' i f ^ s b y an amount 1 X ^ * ^-tfr^' ^ P " " " ' ^ ^""f^ " -h^l lv without direct ef-?oLZ : ' ^ " ' " " ' ' « \ P " ; ^ « « - . fSfeipping charges from Canada to N e w Y o r k and to 
;:̂ rnlL '^"l" ̂  »̂ •̂'•r'̂ -) T h e tariff was A""^l^;r.r',o'f''''^/,'^""S the late wir.ter and spring months of 1923 . 1926, 

.nirnths'of'iL'fand'lJS ""^ ^^ '̂̂  
I " Neither Canadian N o . 1 or N o . 2 is exact lv compnrabI,i with A m e r i c a n N o . 

I . Canfldian N o . 1 scores froni 9 2 t o 9 4 . iinA "Canadian N o . 2 f rom 87 to 91 . 
American N o . 1 scores from 89 to 9 2 , A l s o , A m e r i c a n cheese, since it is cured 
differently from Canadian chpcso, nnd for a shorter t ime, does not suit the highest 
class London trade as well as Canadian cheese. 

11 The reader should keep in mind the fact that the differi-ntial between 
domestic and world market prices varies considerably within thn mouth . I n spite, 
of this shorlcominp these are the best data avai lable , since London dai ly quota­
tions arc not published. 
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Wholesale Prices of Cheddar Cheese at New York and London 
by Months, 1921-1932 

(cents per pound) 
^^•21 1 9 2 2 

Month 

Average 

•tainm ry 
February 
March 
April 
May 
June 
J u l y 
August---
September— 
October 
Novembt'r..-
liecember 

New jLondon 
W. Y . 

ILondor York 
N. Y . 

lUondorii abovf 
London 

Hiw 
V o r t 

_ 1 9 2 3 
I N. Y," ' 

jLondon' abovt i. 
Londonl, 

1 9 2 J 
New 

Vork 

21.5 1 22.8 1 -1 .3 21.6 I 21.2 I .4 24.9 
Lonilan 

N. Y. 
•bote 

London 

.Tanuary.-
February 
ilare.h 
April 
i fay 
June 
J u l y 
August 
Scptcmbtr... 
October 
November.... 
December 

25.7 
25.2 
25.7 
22.4 
17.2 
16.3 
19.7 
20.7 
20.6 
21.1 
22.0 
20.9 

27.4 
27.4 
27.0 
27.8 
26.4 
18.4 
20.9 
22.3 
19.3 
18.1 
18.6 
19.8 

-1 .7 20.7 
-2 . 2 20.4^ 
-1 .3 ; 21.7 
- 5 . 4 ; 18.6 
- 9 . 2 :17.7 
-2 .1 „ 19.5 
-1.2,(20.6 
- L 6 ' 2 0 . 1 

1.3 ,21.6 
3.0.25.0 
3.4 
1.1 

25.8 
27.4" 

18.5 
20.2 
21.6 
19.9 
19.0 
18.4 
19.2 
18.0 
18.4 
20.0 
24.9 
25.9 

2.2 28.0 ' 
.2 26.2 
.lj|25.7 

-1.3 ' '22.7 
-1 .3 23.8 

1.1 24.3 
1.4,23.6 
2.1 24.5 
3.2 25.6 
5.0.25.9 

.9 
1.5 

25.4 
23.6" 

21.5 

27.7 
28.0 
29.2 

19^5 
18.5 
19.8 
22.8 
25.2 
23.5 
21.7 
21.9 

3.4'21.4 

.3.24.4 
-1 .8 ,23 .8 
-3 .5 22.6 

'!20.2 
3.3 il9.1 
5.8 120.4 
3.8 20.3 
1.7 20.8 

.4 21.3 
2.4,20.8 
3.7 il 21.1 
1.7 '22,5 

19,9 I 1.5 
21.0 1 3.4 
21.01 2.8 
20.5 
20.6 

2.1 
- . 4 

20.4 I -1 .3 
17.41 3.0 
18.9) 1.4 
19.41 1.4 
19.0 
19.8 
20.1 
21.0 

1926 

Average 24.4 I 24.0 1 ,4 

24.4 
24.2 
24.4 
24.3 
23.7 
23.8 
23.8 
24.4 
24.4 
25.4 
25.3 
25.3 

22.1 
22.2 
23.4 
24.3 
23.7 
21.6 
24.1 
24.0 
24.6 
26.4 
26.1 
25.2 

1926 

23.3 

2.31(25.9 
2.0,; 25.5 
1.0 

0 
23.3 
20.8 

0!i20.7 
2.2 21.4 
- . 3 

.4 
21.7 
22.1 

- . 2 23.2 
-1.0 
- . 8 

.1 

24.2 
24.6 

;26.0 
1929 

Average 23.6 23.3 1 -3 [19.7 
•Taiiij«i-v 24.7 25.0 - . 3 21.4 
February 24.1 24.6 - . 5 21.3 
March..." 24.0 24.8 - . 8 21.0 
April 23.6 24.5 .9 20.3 
.May 23.0 24.5 -1 .5 20.0 

23.3 24.3 -1 .0 18.5 
July 22.6 24.1 -1 .5 17.9 
August 23.0 20.1 2.91 19.0 
September.., 23.9 21.4 2.5 20.0 1 
October 24.5 22.0 2.5 

19.4 1 \oveniber.... 23.9 22.3 1.6 19.2 1 
December 23.0 ] 22.3 .7 17.7 

22.1 

(28.0 
24.6 
24.5 
24.3 
24.1 
20.4 
19.8 
19.2 
19.4 
19.4 
19.6 
22.4 

1.2 

2.3 
1.0 
1.0 
1.5 

1927 

25.8 

-^2.1(26.4 
.9:26.3 

- 1 . 2 ! 24.5 
-3.5124.2 
-3 .4 

1.0 
1.9 
2.9 
3.8 
4.8 

23.9 
23.8 
24.0 
25.3 
26.7 
28.1 

5.0 27.5 
3.6 29.0 ' 

22.4 

22.3 
22.9 
22.1 
21.4 
21.4 
21.9 
21.5 
20.9 
23.1 
23.7 
23.8 
24.0 

3.4; 
1828 

25.4 
4.1126.8 
3.4 24.4 
2.4 ;24.6 
2.8.l'2:-!.6 
2.5 12.3.9 

2.5.9 1.9 
2.5 
4.4 

26.4 
26.3 

3.6 27.0 ' 
4.4 26.2 

24.7 3.7 
5.0 26.0" 

24.7 

23.6 
24.0 
24.3 
24.7 
25.0 
25.7 
24.3 
24.8 
25.5 
25.1 
24.8 
24.8 

3.2 
.4 
.3 

-1.1 
-1 .1 

2 
2.1 
1.5 
1.5 
1.1 
- . 1 
1.2 

1930 1931 

20.3] - . 6 15.4 115.4 0 
22.2 
22;5 
22.6 
22.4 
23.1 I 
22.6 I 
18.8 
18.5 
18.0 
17.8 
17.7 
17.6 

- . 8 
-1 .2 
-1 .6 
-2 .1 
-3 .1 
-1 .1 

- . 9 

17.0 
16.5 
16.0 
15.4 
13.8 
14.2 
14.6 

.5:16.1 
2.0 16.6 
1.6 15.9 
l.."! ,14.6 

.1:114.3 

17.8 
17.9 
17.6 
17.4 
17.2 
17.3 
17.1 
14.1 
13.2 i 
12.6; 
12.1 ( 
1A9J 

1932 

12.8 111.41 1.1 
- . 8 13.5 

-1 .4 12.9 
-1.6112.7 
-2.0112.0 
-3 .4 11.8 
-3.1111.3 
-2 .5i 'n .8 

2.0 13.8 
3.4 13.7 
3.3 1,3.4 
2.5 12.9 
3.4 ;i 13.4 

11.3 
11.6 
12.7 
13.2 
12.9 
12.4 
10.01 
10.01 
10.21 
10.51 
10.61 
10.7 [ 

2.2 
1.3 

.0 
-1 .2 
-1.1 
-1 .1 
-1 .8 

3.8 
3.5 
2 9 
2.3 
17 

• Flats 

Source: Now Y o r k prices are wholesale prices of No . 1 Fre.'^h American Cheese 
i Single Daisies) an.l London prices are average top prices of Canadian chees.' 
lJutn from IH-JI IKLTI for both N e w V o , k and Lond.m prices from V y Department 
of Agriculture. StfcUstical Bulletin No. 25 , pp. 1.12 154. I!l2ti 1932 data from U S 
D.-pnrtm.'nt of Agriiultwrr. Hnn-aii of Agricultural Economics. 

file:///oveniber
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Since N e w Y o r k is closer than London to Canada, shipping 
charges from Canada are lower. T h e y average about 1.5 cents a 
pound in favor of N e w Y o r k , and as a result, in the absence of 
tariff barriers, N e w Y o r k Cheddar cheese prices would normally 
average about 1.5 cents a pound below London. Consquently, when­
ever N e w York prices are below London prices by more than 1.5 
cents a pound it is obvious that the tariff is wholly without direct 
effect on American prices. W h e n e v e r the differential in favor of 
London is less than 1.5 cents, or is actually in favor of N e w Y o r k , it 
is necessary to determine, if possible, whether or not the higher N e w 
Y o r k prices are due to the duty. 

The Tariff of 1921. During the period in which the 1 9 2 1 
duty of 23 per cent ad valorem was in effect ( M a y 2 7 , 1 9 2 1 , to 
September 2 1 , 1 9 2 2 ) prices in N e w Y o r k and London were out of 
line due to readjustments following the W o r l d W a r . I n the dis­
cussion of the influence of the 1921 butter duty in Chapter I I I ic was 
shown that during such periods, when prices in both markets are 
falling but one more slowly than the other, a mere comparison of 
the differential between prices in the two markets gives no approx­
imation of the influence of the duty. N o t until after 1 9 2 2 did condi­
tions in che United States and England become sufficiently readjust­
ed to permit a fair evaluation of the price effects of the duty. 

The Tariff of 1922. O n September 2 1 , 1 9 2 2 , the Fordney-
M c C u m b e r Tariff A c t was passed, increasing the duty on cheese from 
23 per cent ad valorem to 5 cents a pound but not less than 25 per 
cent ad valorem. This duty was maintained until the passage of the 
Hawley-Smoot Tariff on June 17, 1 9 3 0 . 

For the entire seven years, 1 9 2 3 - 1 9 2 9 inclusive, under the 5-
cent tariff, N e w Y o r k prices averaged approximately 1.5 cents a 
pound above London prices, whereas under normal conditions and 
in the absence of any tariff barriers they would have averaged about 
1.5 cents a pound below. Consequently, it would appear that the 
tariff was about 6 0 per cent effective, on the average, in securing 
higher prices for American producers. 

T h e differential between domestic and foreign prices varied 
greatly from year to year within this seven-year period and from 
month to month within each year. I n 1 9 2 3 N e w Y o r k prices aver­
aged 3.4 cents a pound above London prices; in 1 9 2 4 , 1.5 cents; in 
1 9 2 5 . .4 cent; in 1 9 2 6 , 1.2 cents; in 1 9 2 7 , 3.4 cents; in 1 9 2 8 , .7 
cent; and in 1 9 2 9 , .3 cent. From these average yearly differentials 
it would appear that the duty was partially effective during these 
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years and for two years fully s o / " In order to determine why the 
differential varied as it did for these years and how much of the 
differential is due to the duty, it is necessary to analyze the domestic 
and foreign price factors at work during this period. 

T h e average differential of 3.4 cents a pound in favor of N e w 
Y o r k prices during 1 9 2 3 was due principally to a fall in London 
prices coupled with an increase in N e w Y o r k prices. Early in 1923 
London prices were higher than N e w Y o r k prices, but a relatively 
great fall in London prices without a corresponding decline in N e w 
York^ ' caused a spread in favor of N e w Y o r k of as much as 5.8 
cents a p o u n d in June. Increases in N e w Y o r k prices over the 1 9 2 2 
level'* kept them above London prices throughout the remainder of 
1 9 2 3 . T h e United States was recovering from depression and was 
embarking on a period of industrial prosperity, while England, al­
though she had begun to recover sooner than we, came upon a tem­
porary slump in 1 9 2 3 . T h e improved business conditions in the 
United States tended to increase domestic prices, while poorer busi­
ness conditions in London were tending to lower London prices. 
These factors largely account for the wide spread between cheese 
prices at home and abroad during 1 9 2 3 . Obviously the 5-cent duty 
was not the sole cause of the 5.8-cent differential which existed dur­
ing June. 

T h e decline in the differential in favor of N e w Y o r k from 3.4 
cents in 1923 to 1.5 cents in 1 9 2 4 was chiefly due to a drop in domes­
tic prices. N e w Y o r k prices averaged 3.5 cents per pound lower in 
1 9 2 4 than in 1 9 2 3 , while London prices averaged only 1.5 cents low­
er. T h e decline in N e w Y o r k prices was primarily due to a decline in 
business conditions in the United States in 1924.^^ A t the same time 
an improvement in general business conditions in England, coupled 
with a decided improvement in the German market, tended to keep 

i - 'Tho 3,4 cent.* average differential in favor of N e w Y o r k prices plus the 1.5 
cents a pound transportation differential makes the total spread between price? 
at home and abroad approximately 5 cents a pound. 

'3 London prices fell from 29.2 cents a pound in Starch to 18.5 cents in June, 
while N e w V o r k prices during the same period fell only from 25.7 cents to 24..^ 
ci'nts, 

1* N e w Y o r k prices averaged 24.!> cents a pound in 1023, as compared with 
21.li cents in 1922. 

' ^ T h e all -ciimmodity price index f iO ! nearly IV points from .Tunc, 1 9 2 " . lo 
.Tunc. Iil24. 
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London prices from falling."' These domestic and foreign factors 
evidently were sufficiently important to reduce the direct effect oi 

the tariff in 1924 by approximately 2 cents a pound. 
The further decline in the differential during 1925 to an average 

of less than .5 cent in favor of New York prices was due largely to a 
relatively great increase in London prices compared with New York 
prices. New York prices were approximately 3 cents a pound higher 
in 1925 than in 1924, but London prices were more than 4 cents a 
pound higher. The higher London prices were in turn due largely to 
the great strength shown by the German market,'' although general 
business conditions in England contributed to the rise. In response to 
the declining differential, Canadian shipments to the United Sts^tes 
declined from 3 million pounds in 1923 to 210,000 pounds in 1925. 
The small 1924 and 1925 differentials with a 5-cenc duty were not 
sufficient to induce Canadian producers to ship to us. 

In the summer of 1926 London prices dropped and New York 
prices rose, until in November there was a 5-cent differential in favor 
of New York. During the last six months of 1926 New York prices 
averaged 3.7 cents above London and during 1927, 3.4 cents above. 
The principal factors in this increase are three: (1) the improvement 
in general business conditions and demand in the United States, 
(2) a decrease in domestic supplies, and (3) the depressed business 
conditions and decreased demand in England and Germany. 

Business conditions in the United States improved in 1926 and 
a period of industrial prosperity sec in which continued through all 
of 1927. General purchasing power was high and demand firm. At 
the same time domestic production of Cheddar cheese declined.^' On 
the other hand, 1926 witnessed a depression in the London market. 
The English coal strike was a large factor in this reversal, which 
continued through 1927. In addition the German market was de­
cidedly weak; instead of continuing the increase of 1924 and 1925, 
imports in 1926 were actually lower than in 1925. 

|« The iitiprovi'd coiidilifin o f English hiisinos.* i s indicated b y the rise in 
steil ing e\.di:itige <luiing V.Vl-i fmin .'P4.27 in .Tanuaiy to $4.70 in December . E v i -
deiir-e. o f ihe inif innejoeni in thi' i}orin:iii umrki't is the increase in iheese ir\i-
|iorts wliieh totalled nearly !)7 miUi^in pounds in aw compared with less than 
25 T i i i l l i o n pound.H the previous year. M o r e specificaily and immediate ly , the 
pio,-.pect of resurirptioii of government payments , brought about b y United States 
loans m a d e t o Oerni;iny which enabled her t o s tabi l ize prices and return t o the 
goM standard, was the ma.ior influence. G e r m a n y is tlie second largest cheese 
importing nation in the world and an increase in her dem.ind reduces accordiagU-
the supplies which are l ikely to reach the English market . 

_ 1 ' G e r m a n y imported 14.0 miUion pounds of cheese in 1025 as compared with 
iiilUon pounds in 1324. 

i« United States Cheddar cheese production declined from 347 .240 .000 pounds 
02 : . to .5.^.'>,01.5.000 pounds in 1 0 2 6 and to 307 ,777 ,000 pound.s in 1027 . 
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In response to the increased differential between New York and 
London prices during 1926 and 1927, Canadian cheese shipments 
to the United States increased from the 210 ,000 pounds shipped in 
1925 to about 12 million pounds in 1926, and more than 13 million 
in 1927. Also, the increase in the United States duty on butter 
from 8 to 12 cents a pound in April, 1926, caused a shift in Cana­
dian exports to the United States from butter to cheese." 

The average differential of New York above London prices 
declined to .7 cent in 1928 and to .3 cent in 1929. The principal 
factors accounting for this decrease are: (1) an increase in domestic 
production,'" (2) a decrease in domestic demand,"' (3) a marked 
recovery of the English market, and (4) more favorable quotations 
for Canadian cheese than for other types in the London market." 
The first two of these factors fended to lower New York prices, the 
last two to raise London prices. 

With the decreased differential between New York and London 
prices during 1928 and 1929, caused largely by the above four 
factors, Canadian shipments to the United States declined from more 
than 13 million pounds in 1927 to 7.5 and 8 miUion pounds in 1928 
and 1929 respectively. 

^^•Thi' docUnt' in CiumdiaiL b u t t e r cx imit : - tlie t) 'nited States f r o m 3,(i2(t,00fi 
Ii'iumls i l l ti> ;'.40,t)(IO |i(iiiiids in 1!>2il i v u n i d t e n d t o i-onfirm the content ion 
that the inc rease in t h e b u t t e r d u t y caused a sh i f t in V'anailian e x p o r t s f r o m but­
ter t o i h r e s e . T h e d u t y o n eheese had remained u n c h a n g e d . M o r e o v e r , the in 
crease in the b u t t e r tariPT he lped t o k e e p out b u t t e r f r o m o ther countr i es which 
n n d o n h t e d h ' would h . T v e c / ' inc in u n d e r the . S - c e n t dut.v, in v i e w nf the depresseil 
• • • i i K l i t i o n o f t h e I . i m d o n r n : i r k e t d u r i n g the l a t t e r part o f Ifl^'i ivnd nil <'t' lil'JT. 
Th is shut t ing out o f b u t t e r iiiipiirls p e r m i t t e d pr i ces to he h igher than wi)uM 
) ( ; i v < ' f'i'cn po.ssible w i t h the prev ious S c e n t (tiity. H i g h e r but te r pr i ces t ended 
t.i int-rease TTnited Sta tes c h e i - s e pr i ces , because ord inar i ly there is a c lose rela­
t i onsh ip b e t w e e n pr i ces nf each o f the p r i m i p a l da i ry p r o d u c t s , and aO increase 
in htit ler pr i ces is usual ly ref lected in an increase in cheese pr i ces . 

"f U n i t e d Sta tes p r o d u c t i o n o f C h e d d a r cheese increased f rom 307,777.(1)10 
pounds in 1027 t o .•!;!5,25;i.0i)0 p o u n d s in 1028 and to 370,314.000 pounds in 1020. 

-1 P e r cap i ta c o n s u m p t i o n o f cheese o f nil var ie t ies in the Uni ted Sta tes de­
c l ined f r om 4.14 p o u n d s in 1027 to 4 . H pounds in 1028 and to ,1,70 p o u n d s in 1020. 

• • T h e increased c o n s u m p t i o n o f m i l k , c r e a m , and ice eream in t b e Unitei l 
K i n g d o m In the last f e w years has reduced (he p r o d u c t i o n o f Kngl ish anil S c o t c h 
Chediiar chee.-JV. and the ipmlit.v o f Canad ian I'heese is such as to m a k e it more 
su i tab le f o r s u p p l y i n g this s h o r t a g e than o ther i m p o r t e d cheese , so that its prici'.-^ 
in the last t w o <ir three years h a v e risen. In 1027 the spread be tween the prices 
o f Canadian cheese and pr ices o f N e w Zealand cheese in I. imdon ( N e w Zi-alan>l 
is C a n a d a ' s greateni c o m p e t i t o r ) a v e r a g e d 1.7 cents n pound , whi le in 1020 it 
a v e r a g e d 2.ii c ents n pound , 

--"-The increased spread b e t w e e n pr ices o f Canadian ami o ther cheese is a 
fdc tnr e x p l a i n i n g the decrea-^ed di f ferent ia l b e t w e e n N e w Vi i rk und T.nn<LOB prt«i"* 
dur ing 1028 and 1029. because the cheese used f o r the L o n d o n j>ricc in the annlv 
^is i - < 'anadian. 
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T/ie Tariff of 1930. The Hawiey-Smooc Tariff passed in 
Jane, 1930, increased the duty on Cheddar cheese from '"> cents a 
pound, not less than 25 pet cent ad valorem," to " 7 cents a pound, 
not iess than 35 per cent ad valorem." This increase has not raised 
domestic prices, nor has it increased the spread between domestic and 
foreign prices. New York Cheddar cheese prices declined from 18.5 
cents a pound in June, 1930, to 11.3 cents in June, 1932. averaged 
about equal to London prices during 193 I, and about one cent above 
in 1932. 

The decline in domestic prices in spite of the increase in the 
duty was due primarily to the depression which began in 1929. The 
purchasing power of the public was so reduced that it was impossible 
to move domestic supplies except at greatly reduced prices. This 
radical change in purchasing power was much more important in the 
price decline than was the slight increase in domestic production 
which occurred during 1930 and 1931. Prices of Canadian cheese 
in London were consistently higher than New York prices until the 
latter part of 1931, primarily because of the continued shortage of 
high quality Cheddar cheese in England. For the first eight months 
of 193 I, New York prices averaged 2.1 cents a pound below London 
prices. In other words, the 7-cent duty was completely ineffective 
in maintaining a differential in favor of domestic prices during this 
period."* 

For the last four months of 1931, New York prices averaged 
3.2 cents a pound above London. This sudden change in the differ­
ential is due chiefly to England's abandonment of the gold standard 
in September, which resulted in a decline in sterling exchange, and 
low London prices in terms of gold. The margin between New York 
and London prices was more influenced by fluctuations in exchange 
rates than by changes in prices in foreign countries.^' This condi­
tion continued during 1932 and, with reduced domestic production, 
enabled New York to average between 2 and 3 cents above London 
during the winter and fail months. 

While New York prices were low, and the spread between do­
mestic and foreign prices was narrow, Canadian shipments to the 
United States declined from 8 million pounds in 1929 to million 
pounds in 1931. New York prices were not enough higher than 

- * T h e reader should keep in mind that ordinarily, in the ahsenee oi a n y 
tariff barriers. N e w Y o r k prices would average about 1.5 cents a pound below 
London prices. 

25 The extent to which exchange rntcfi entered into margins between domestic 
and foreign prices during this period is indicated by the fact that the pound 
sterling on December 17, 1P:^1, was quoted at $3 .30 . or 70 per cent of par l^4.S7). 



London prices to attract Canadian cheese over our 7-cent tariff wall 
and Canadian producers shipped the bulk of their cheese to London 
duty-free.'" 

Benefits and Burdens of the Duties 
There have been times during the years 1 9 2 2 - 1 9 3 Z when the 

price factors discussed above have .so lowered domestic prices in re­
lation to London prices that the tariff has been completely without 
direct effect. At other times they have raised domestic above for­
eign prices by more than the duty. Obviously at such times the 
entire differential cannot be attributed to the duty. But a differen­
tial equal to or less than the duty can be taken as a measure of the 
direct or actual effect of the duty on domestic prices, since without 
the duty prices in domestic markets wot:ld tend to equal prices in 
world markets. From 1 9 2 2 to 1 9 3 2 the differential in favor of 
domestic prices was usually less than the amount of the duty. 

Method of Calculation. The method of calculating benefits 
and burdens of the Cheddar cheese duty will be the same as that 
used for the butter duty in Chapter IIL This method involves using 
monthly production or consumption figures and the average monthly 
differential except where the differential exceeds the duty, in which 
case the amount of the duty is taken as the average differential at­
tributable to the influence of the duty, with due allowance for trans­
portation costs. However, the reader should appreciate the short­
comings of this method'^ and realize that the results obtained by its 
use represent the maximum possible, not the exact benefits and bur­
dens. 

Benefits to Producers. The monthly and annual benefits to 
American farmers from the 1 9 2 2 Cheddar cheese duty were com­
puted for the 9 years 1 9 2 3 - 1 9 2 9 , 1931 and 1 9 3 2 , according to the 
above method. These benefits are shown in Table 2 6 , pages 1 1 6 - 1 1 8 . 

On the basis of these assumptions, farmers received an average 
annual benefit of ^ 8 , 9 2 3 , 0 0 0 , or 11.3 per cent of their total yearly 
income from Cheddar cheese from the 5-cent tariff in effect from 
1923 to 1 9 2 9 . They would have received $16,638,000, or 20 .8 per 
cent during the same period if the duty had been fully effective, that 
is, not offset by other supply and demand factors in the world and 

=8 W i t h t h p p r e s e n t tariff r a t e o f 7 c e n t s a p o u n d . N e w Y o r k p r i c e s m u s t b e 
Rpproiimatelv 5.5 c e n t s a p o u n d a b o v e L o n d o n p r i c e s in o r d e r t o TanJte i t ae 
p r o f i t a b l e f o r C a n a d i a n p r o d u c e r s t o s h i p t o N e w Y o r k a s - t o L o n d o n w i t h t h e 1.5 
c e n t tr j ) i i .<por(at ion c o s t s , 

- ' S e e t h e a n a l y s i s nf B e n e f i t s a n d B u r d e n s o f t h e B u t t e r I>uties in I ' i i a i d e r 
I I L 



TAHLK 2ti 
Benefits of the Cheddar Cheese Tariff to Farmers in the United States in Dollars and as a Percentage of 

Total Income Received from Cheddar Cheese, hy Months, 1923-1929, 1931 and 1932 
the 

Month 

.Inn. 
Feb. ' 
-Mar. 
A p r i l 
M a y 
J u n e 
July 
A u g u s t 
S e p t . 
Oel . 
N o v . 
D e c . 

.Tan. 
F e b . 
M a r . 
A p r i l 
M a y 
.Tune 
.Tuly 
A u g u s t 
S e p t . 
O c t . 
N o v . 
D e c . 

a 

P r o d u c t i u n 1 
(000 Ibi.) 

WhoK-

(c Ib.) 

Total (arm 
inconip Irom 

ctleddar cheoieS 
1 

; 5.0P2 

20 ,184 
24 ,014 
32,!I42 
41,.382 
38 ,288 
3 1 , 8 2 2 
28 ,648 
25,5(56 
18,236 
16,f>08 

3 0 8 , 1 0 8 

28.0» 
2R.2 
25.7 
22.7 
22 .8 
24 .3 
2S.6 
24 .5 
25.6 
2.5,9 
25.4 
23.*>'' 
24.9 

1023 
•Ii 4.22r,.7liO 

4 ,015 .412 
5 ,187,288 
5 ,451 ,178 
7 ,510 ,776 

10 ,055 ,826 
9 ,035,968 
7,796,.3 9 0 
7 ,333,888 
6 ,621,594 
4 ,631 ,944 
3 ,919 ,488 

$ 7 6 , 7 1 8 , 8 9 2 

16,8:) 4 
17 ,991 
21,.^it8 
2 6 . 8 8 9 
3 8 , 0 1 2 
4.'>.782 
43 ,706 
37,6.50 
3 1 , 5 4 8 
28,2.')3 
2 0 , 3 4 9 
18 ,619 

3 4 7 . 2 4 0 

24,4 
24 .2 
24.4 
24.:i 
23 .7 
23.8 
23.8 
24.4 
24.4 
25.4 
25.3 
2.5.3 
24 .4 

1925 
4 .107 .496 
4 .353 ,822 
5 .269 ,912 
6,.134,n27 
0,0(18,844 

10 ,896 ,116 
10 ,402 ,028 

9 ,188 .796 
7 ,697,712 
7 ,176 ,262 
.5,148,297 
4 ,710 ,607 

$ 8 4 , 7 2 6 , 5 6 0 

Diruct 
effect 

of 
duty 4 
(e lb.) 

Beneflti 
due to duty 

i 

1.8 
b 
b 
<: 

4.8 
o.Od 
5.0 d 
3.2 
1.9 
3.9 
5 .01 
3.2 

$ 2 7 1 , 6 5 6 

1 ,580,616 
2 ,069 ,100 
1 ,914,400 
1 ,018,304 

5 4 4 , 3 1 2 
9 9 7 . 0 7 4 
9 1 1 , 8 0 0 
5 3 1 , 4 5 6 

$ 9 , 8 3 8 , 7 1 8 

;i.8 
3.5 
2.5 
1.5 
1.5 
3.7 
1.2 
1.9 
1.3 

.5 

.7 
l.fi 

6 3 0 . 6 9 2 
6 2 9 , 6 8 5 
5.39,950 
4 0 3 , 3 3 5 
5 7 0 , 1 8 0 

5 2 4 , 4 7 2 
715 ,521 
4 1 0 , 1 2 4 
1 4 1 , 2 6 5 
1 4 2 , 4 4 3 
2 9 7 , 9 0 4 

$ 6 , 7 0 8 , 5 0 5 

T « f i l l 
beneAti 

•> "< 
or total 

(arm 
incomr 
trom 

C h e d d a r 

Month Production 1 
(000 lb).) 

Wholc-
price L' 
(c Ih.) 

Total 'Arm 
incomr Ironi 

Cheddar ch«e« 
I 

Direct 
effect 

of 
duty 4 
<e lb.) 

Beneflti 
due to duly 

S 

T a r l f l 
benefit I 

at ' „ 
ol total 

farm 
income 
from 

clicddar 
cheeie 

i 1924 
fi.4 l l a n . 17.718 24.4 * 4 .323 .102 4.0 $ 8 6 8 , 1 8 2 20.1 

! F e b . 18 ,886 • 23.S 4 ,494 ,868 4.3 812 ,098 18.1 
M a r . 2 2 , 9 5 5 22.6 5 ,187 ,830 3.6 826, . t80 ]5,it 
A p r i l 24 ,597 20 .2 4 ,968 ,594 1.1 2 7 0 , 5 6 7 5.4 

2J .0 M a y 3 3 , 6 5 7 19.1 6 .428 .487 •> 67 ,314 1.0 
20 . 6 •Tune 4 3 , 5 1 7 20 .4 8 ,877 ,468 4.5 1 ,958,265 22.1 
21 .2 J u l y 4 0 , 7 1 6 20 .3 8 ,265 ,348 2 .9 1,180,764 14.3 
13.1 A u g u s t 33 ,602 20.8 6 ,989 ,216 2.9 974,4.58 13.9 

7.4 S e p t . 3 0 , 5 3 9 21 .3 6,5114,807 3.8 1 ,160,482 17.8 
1.5.1 O c t . 2 6 , 2 1 0 20.8 5 ,451 ,680 2.5 6 5 5 , 2 5 0 12.n 
19.7 N o v . 17 .252 21.1 3 ,640 .172 2,5 4 3 1 , 3 0 0 11.8 
13 .6 D e e . 15 ,046 22 .5 3,3H5,:i50 3.0 4 5 1 , 3 8 0 13.3 
12.8 324 , 6 9 5 21 .4 $ 6 9 , 484 ,730 $ 9 , 6 5 6 ,440 13.9 

1.5.6 
14.5 
10.2 
6.2 
6.3 

15 .5 
5.0 
7.8 
5.3 
2.0 
2.8 
l>.3 
7.9 

p l u s 1.5 c e n t s e x c e e d s t h e d u t y , in w h i c h c a s e t h e a m o u n t o f 
••Flats. i> N o d i f f c i e u t i a l ( N e w Y o r k p r i c e s b e l o w T 
" N o L o n d o n q u o t a t i o n a v a i l a b l e , ' ' A m o u n t o f t h e 

t h e d u t y 
. o i i d o n p r 
dut.v-

1 H e p r e s e n t s w h o l e m i l k A m e r i c a n c h e e s e . D a t a o b t a i n c i l 
f r o m U . S. Depart i i i i ' i i t o f , \ g r i c n l t i i r c Vi -arbook. 1 9 3 1 , p . 9 2 3 . 

- R e p r e s e n t s w h o l e s a l e price.s o f N o . 1 f r e s h A m e r i c a n 
c h e e s e ( S i n g l e D a i s i e s ) a t N o w Y o r k . D a t a o b t a i n e d f r o m U . S . 
D r p . a r t m e n t o f A g r i c u l t u r e , B u r e a u o f A g r i c u l t u r a l K c o n o m i c s . 

3 W h o l e s a l e p r i c e s a r e u s e d t o c o m p u t e t o t a l f a r m i n c o m e . 
F a r m p r i c e s o f c h e d d a r c h e e s e a r e n o t a v a i l a b l e . 

T h e d i f f e r e n t i a l is t h e a c t u a l a v e r a g e d i f f e r e n t i a l b e t w e e n 
N o . 1 f r e s h A m e r i c a n c h e e s e ( S i n g l e D a i s i e s ) a t N e w V o r k a n d 
a v e r a g e t o p p r i c e s o f C a n a d i a n c h e e s e a t L o n d o n ( b o t h N e w 
Y o r k a n d L o n d o n p r i c e s o b t a i n e d f r o m U . S. Di ' par tment o f 
A g r i c u l t u r e , B u r e a u o f A g r i c u l t u r a l K c o n o m i c s ) p l u s 1.5 c e n t s 
( t r a n s p o r t a t i o n e o s t s ) e x c e p t in t h o s e c a s e s w h e r e t l ic d i f t ' . -n 'n t ia ! 

is t a k e n as t h e d i f f e r e n t i a l a t t r i b u t a b l e to the d u l y , 
i c e s b y m o r e Ihiin 1.5 c e n t s a p o u n d ) . 



TABLE 26 (Continued) 
— • TarilT Tirifl 

beneflti beneflli 

Month Praduclion 1 
(000 Ibi.) 

Whola-
Rri«« 'i 

T»t»l fsrm 
income tram 

chfddir tnittt2 

Direct 
effect 

of 
duly 1 

Benelltl 
due to duly 

" % 
oltotsl 

firm 
income 

M»nth Praducljan 1 
{oaa mi.i 

Whale-
sale 

prices 
(c Ib.) 

Total l«rm 
income from 

Cheddar cheese.' 

Direct 
eflect 

at 
dutyl 

Benellli 
due to duty 

t 

*9 ° « 
ol toul 
l*r<n 

income 
t fe lb.) froni 

Whale-
sale 

prices 
(c Ib.) S « Ih.) from fe lb.) 

chedd&r 
c h e e i e 

chtddRi 

.Ian. 
F . -b . 

Iil. ."l!) 2-1.9 
l e s c 

$ r),05.').421 Ii $ J a n , 1 6 . 6 6 0 26.4 
19Z7 

$ 4 ,398 .240 .5.0 <1 $ 833 ,000 18.9 . Ian. 
F . -b . 25 .5 5 ,095 ,920 2.4 4 7 9 , 6 1 6 9.4 F e b . 1 7 , 0 8 5 26 .3 4 ,493 ,355 4 .9 8 3 7 , 1 6 5 18.6 
M a r . 2r ) . L ' i6 23.;} 5 ,875 ,328 .3 75 ,648 1.3 M a r . 21 ,318 24 .5 5 ,222 ,910 3.9 8 3 1 , 4 0 2 15.9 
A p r i l 
M a y 
•7un»; 

20.8 6 ,077,968 b 
75 ,648 

A p r i l 2 4 , 5 3 3 24 . 2 5 ,936 ,986 4.3 1 ,054,919 17.S A p r i l 
M a y 
•7un»; 

n.s,.'ii!8 20 .7 7 ,989 ,786 i> M a y 3 4 , 7 0 4 23.9 8 ,294 ,256 4.0 1,388,160 16.7 
A p r i l 
M a y 
•7un»; 40.:;20 21.4 9 , 912 ,480 2.5 1,1.58,000 11.7 J u n o 4 1 , 4 8 9 23 .8 9 ,874 ,382 3.4 1 ,410,626 14.3 
J u l y 411,104 21.7 8 ,715,588 3.4 1.305,570 1.5.7 J u l y 3 8 , 1 9 5 24 .0 9 ,160 ,800 4.0 1 ,527,800 16.7 
.\ugust 1.2:1 SI 22 .1 7 , 3 4 5 , y l 9 4.4 1,462,.^16 19.9 A u g u s t 3 1 , 9 4 4 25 .3 8 ,081,832 5.0d 1 ,597,200 19.8 
Sr]>I. 
O c t . 

2H.H(J'.* 0^ 2 6 ,683 ,088 5.0 <i 1 ,440,450 21.<i S e p t . 2 5 , 7 8 3 26.7 0 .884,061 5.0 d 1 .289,150 18.7 Sr]>I. 
O c t . 23 ,1 (J4 24 .2 5,605,688 5 . 0 " 1,158,200 20.7 O c t . 23 ,012 28.1 6 ,406 .372 5 . 0 " 1,150,600 17.8 
N o v . 10,386 24.6 4 .030 .956 5 . 0 " 8 1 9 . 3 0 0 20 .3 N o v . 16,717 27 .5 4 ,597 ,175 ,5.01 8.35,850 18.2 
D . c . l. 'i .295 26.0 ; i .976 .700 5.0-1 7 6 4 . 7 5 0 19.2 D e e . 16 ,337 29 .0« 4 ,737 .730 .5.01 8 1 6 , 8 5 0 17 .2 D . c . 

335 ,915 23.3 5 7 8 , 2 6 8 . 1 9 5 $ 8 , 7 2 4 , 0 6 6 11.1 307 ,777 25.8 $79 , 406 , 466 $ 1 3 , 5 7 2 , 7 2 2 17.1 

, l :u i . 20.8 
1928 

$ 4 ,826 ,080 4.7 $ 846 ,470 17.5 J a n . 19 ,925 24.7 
192S 

$ 4 ,921 ,475 1.2 $ 2 3 9 , 1 0 0 4 .8 
F e b . l ! ) .0O3 24.4 4 ,637 ,220 1.9 3 6 1 , 0 9 5 7.8 F e b . 19 ,522 24.1 4 ,704 ,802 1.0 195 ,220 4.1 
M a r . 2.''.,4.')1 24 .0 0 .768 ,946 1.8 4 2 2 , 1 1 8 7.3 M a r . 2 4 , 0 5 9 24 .0 5 ,774 ,160 .7 168 ,413 2.0 
A p r i l 
M a y 

28.221 23.6 6 ,660 ,156 .4 112 ,884 1.7 A p r i l 3 0 , 1 8 1 23.6 7 ,122,716 2.4 7 2 4 , 3 4 4 10.2 A p r i l 
M a y 37 ,324 23 .9 8,920,436 .4 149 ,296 1.7 M a y 42 ,483 23 .0 9 ,771 ,090 0 

+.".,012 2.'i.U 11,653,108 1.7 705 ,204 6.6 J u n e 1 5 1 , 7 0 2 23.3 12 ,046,566 .5 2 5 8 , 5 1 0 2.1 
J u l y 10.072 20 .4 i n . 5 7 9 , 0 0 8 3.6 ] .442,5 ! I2 13.6 i J u l y 4 8 , 0 0 7 22.6 1 0 . 8 4 9 , 5 8 2 0 
A n y 11 si 
Mept. 
O c t . 

: ;4 .229 26 .3 9 , 002 ,227 3.0 1,026,871' U . 4 j A u g u s t .17,811 23 .0 S.696,530 4.4 1 ,663,684 10.1 A n y 11 si 
Mept. 
O c t . 

: ;o ,342 2 7 . 0 * 8 ,192,340 3.0 910 ,260 11.1 S e p t . 30 .824 23 .9 7 ,360 ,036 4.0 1 ,232,960 16.7 
A n y 11 si 
Mept. 
O c t . 2:-, 1.̂ 4 26 .2 0 ,585,108 2.6 6.5.'1,4,S4 9.9 O c t . ; 25 ,961 24 .5 6 ,360 ,445 4.0 1,038,440 16.3 
X . i v . 18,013 24.7 4 ,449 ,211 1.4 2.52,182 5.7 N o v . 19 ,655 23 .9 4 ,007 .545 3.1 6 0 0 , 3 0 5 13.0 
I l c c . 10,440 2 6 . 0 " 4 ,274 ,400 2.7 4 4 3 , 8 8 0 10.4 D e c . 20 ,184 23 .0 4 ,042 ,320 " 2 4 4 4 . 0 4 8 0.0 I l c c . 

335,253 25.4 $85,154,262 $7 ,386 ,335 8.7 1 370 ,314 23.6 $ 8 7 , 3 9 4 , 1 0 4 $6 , 574 ,024 7.5 

file:///ugust


T A B L E 26 (Contiimcd) 

Month Produclion 1 
(000 ibt.) 

Whol*. 
»le 

priCsa 
(c lb.) 

Total tarm 
income from 

Cheddar ch«eie3 
1 

Direct eflect 
of duly 4 

(c lb.» 

Benefit! 
due to duty 

t 

Tariff 
beneflti 
ai% 

ol totai 
farm 

incam* 
from 

Cheddar 
cheese 

Month 

] 

Production 1 
(000 lbs.) 

Whole, 
sale 

price 2 
(c lb.) 

Total farm 
Income from 

Cheddar oheese 3 
S 

Direct 
eflect 

of 
duty 4 
(clb.) 

Baneflti 
due to duty 

Tarifl 
beneflls 
ai « . 

ol total 
larm 

income 
trom 

ctieddar 
cheese 

1931 1932 
J a n . 22,0t)0 17.0 $ 3 ,751,730 .7 $ 154 ,483 4.1 J a n . 20 ,202 13.5 $ 2 ,727 ,279 3.7 $ 7 4 7 , 4 7 4 27.4 
F e b . 21,3J)5 16 .5 3 ,530 ,175 .1 2 1 , 3 9 5 0.6 F e b . 21 ,569 12.9 2 ,782 ,401 2.8 6 0 3 , 9 3 2 21 .7 
M a r . 28 ,068 16 .0 4 ,490 ,880 

2 1 , 3 9 5 
M a r . 2 5 , 3 3 7 12.7 3 ,217 ,799 1.5 3 8 0 . 0 5 5 11.8 

A p r i l 3 2 , 8 6 5 15.4 5 ,061 ,210 ( A p r i l 27 ,686 12.0 3 ,322 ,320 .3 83 ,058 2.5 
M a y 4 2 , 7 8 7 13.8 5 ,904 ,606 M a y 3 8 , 9 4 2 11.8 4 ,595 ,156 .4 155 ,769 3.4 
J u n e 50,ti98 14 .2 7 ,199 ,116 J u n e 45 ,718 11.3 5 ,166 ,134 .4 1 8 2 , 8 7 2 3.5 
J u l y 4 1 , 8 7 1 14.6 6 ,113 ,166 J u l y 3 5 , 9 2 4 11.8 4 ,239 , 032 3.3 ] ,18r) ,492 28 .0 
A u g u s t 34 ,023 16.1 5 ,477,703 3.5 1 ,190,805 21.7 A i igust 3 3 , 5 0 3 13.8 4 ,623 ,414 5.3 1,77 5.(1! 15 38.4 
S e p t . 2 8 , 3 3 2 16.6 4 ,703 ,112 4.9 1 ,388,268 29 .5 S e p t . 3 1 , 0 8 9 13.7 4,2.59,193 5.0 1 ,544,150 36 .5 
O c t . 29 ,218 15.9 4 ,645 ,662 4.8 1 ,402 ,464 30 .2 ' O c t . 2 7 , 5 8 4 13.4 3 ,096 ,256 4.4 l , 2 i ; ; , 0 i ) 6 32 .8 
N o v , 2 3 , 0 1 6 14.6 3 ,360 ,336 4 .0 9 2 0 , 6 4 0 27.4 i N o v . 2 1 , 8 8 0 12.9 2 ,822 ,520 3.8 8 3 1 , 4 4 0 29 .5 
D e c . 2 0 , 0 5 0 14.3 2 ,867 ,150 4.9 9 8 2 , 4 5 0 34 .3 D e c . 2 3 , 1 7 2 13.4 3 ,105 ,058 4.2 9 7 3 , 2 2 4 31 .3 

3 7 4 , 3 9 2 15.4 $ 5 7 , 1 0 4 , 8 4 6 $ 6 , 0 6 0 , 5 0 5 10 .6 1 3 5 2 , 6 0 6 12.8 $ 4 4 , 5 5 6 , 5 4 3 $ 9 , 6 8 7 , 1 2 1 21 .7 

1 R e p r e s e n t s w h o l e m i l k A m e r i c a n c h e e s e . D a t a o b t a i n e d f r o m U . S. D e p a r t m e n t o f A g r i c u l t u r e Y e a r b o o k , 1 9 3 1 , p . 9 2 3 . 
2 R e p r e s e n t s w h o l e s a l e p r i c e s o f N o . 1 f r e s h A m e r i c a n c h e e s e ( S i u g l e D a i s i e s ) a t N e w V o r k . D a t a o b t a i n e d f r o m U , S. D e p a r t m e n t 

o f A g r i c u l t u r e , B u r e a u o f A g r i c u l t u r a l E c o n o m i c s . 
3 W h o l e s a l e p r i c e s are u s e d t o c o m p u t e t o t a l f a r m i n c o m e . F a r m p r i c e s o f c h e d d a r c h e e s e a r e n o t a v a i l a b l e . 
^ T h e d i f f e r e n t i a l is t h e a c t u a l a v e r a g e d i f f e r e n t i a l b e t w e e n N o . 1 f r e s h A m e r i c a n C h e e s e ( S i n g l e D a i s i e s ) a t N e w Y o r k a n d a v e r ­

a g e t o p p r i c e s o f C a n a d i a n c h e e s e at L o n d o n ( b o t h N e w Y o r k a n d L o n d o n p r i c e s o b t a i n e d f r o m U . S. D e p a r t m e n t o f A g r i c u l t u r e , 
B u r e a u o f A g r i c u l t u r a l E c o n o m i c s ) , p l u s 1.5 c e n t s ( t r a n s p o r t a t i o n c o s t s ) e x c e p t in t h o s e c a s e s w h e r e t h e d i f f e r e n t i a l p l u s 1.5 c e n t s e x ­
c e e d s t h e d u t y , in w h i c h c a s e t h e a m o u n t o f t h e d u t y is t a k e n as t h e d i f f e r e n t i a l a t t r i b u t a b l e t o t h e d u t y . 

a F l a t s . b N o d i f f e r e n t i a l ( N e w Y o r k p r i c e s b e l o w L o n d o n p r i c e s b y m o r e t h a n 1.5 c e n t s a p o u n d ) . 
1̂  N o L o n d o n q u o t a t i o n a v a i l a b l e . ^ A m o u n t o f t h e d u t y . 

Source: M o s t o f t h e d a t a o b t a i n e d f r o m t h e U . S. D e p a r t m e n t o f A g r i c u l t u r e , B u r e a u o f A g r i c u l t u r a l E c o n o m i c s . 



Total Costs of the Cheddar Cheese Tariff to Consumers in the United States, in Dollars and as a Percentage of 
Total Amount Paid for Cheddar Cheese, by Months, 1923-1929, 1931 and 1932 

MMth 

.l;iri. 
F . b . 
M n r . 
A p r i l 
M a y 
Ji ini ; 
J u l y 
A u g u s t 
H--pt. 
o<-t. 
N o v . 
D i r . 

. r a n . 
Frl . . 
Ml i r . 
A p r i l 
M a y 
J u n e 
J u l y 
A u g u s t 
H r p l . 
O r t . 
X ( . v . 
]).'.-. 

Coniuntp-
llon 1 

(000 Ibt.) 

22,414 
21,lfi7 
2;j,783 
23,828 
2il,290 
2r.,S16 
22,278 
2r>,817 
31,1)17 
33,7fi5 
24,r>r)-
2',,DM 

3 0 8 , 7 3 5 

Priei 
par Pound i 

(c Ib.) 

Total paid by 
coniumin 

t 

Direct enect ol duty 
(c lh.)3 

Coitt at 
the duty 

1 

Tarift 
coitj 

• I °o ol 
total 

Month 
Coniump' 

tlon 1 
(000 Ibi.) 

Price 
per 

Pound! 
(c Ib.) 

Total paid by 
coniumen 

I 

Direct 
etiect 

ol duty 
(c lb.);i 

Colts of 
the duty 

t 

Tarllf 
coiti 

a* * . ol 
total 

37.3 
37.5 
37.1 
36.3 
35.5 
36.1 
36.2 
36.3 
37.0 
38.5 
37.7 
37.7 
36.9 

1 S 2 3 
$ 8,;i6(),422 

7 ,937 ,625 
8 ,823 ,493 
8 ,649 ,564 

10,: i97,95() 
9 ,319 ,576 
8,064,6:56 
9 ,371,571 

11,476,290 
12,999,.^.2ri 

0 ,257 ,089 
0,426,5(18 

»113,923,215 

1.8 

b 

4.8 
5.0 « 
5.0 = 
3.2 
1.9 
3.9 
5.0 <• 
3.2 

$ 4 0 3 , 4 5 2 

1 ,405,920 
3 ,290 ,800 
1 ,113,900 

8 2 6 , 1 4 4 
5 8 9 , 3 2 3 

l , : i l6 ,8 .35 
1,227,8.50 

800 ,128 
$ 8 , 9 7 4 , 3 5 2 

4.8 

13.5 
13.8 
13.8 

8.8 
.5.1 

10.1 
i3.;i 

8..1 
7.9 

J a n . 
•Feb . 
• M a r . 
; A p r i l 
M a y 

•.June 
Uuly 
' A u g u s t 
i S c p t . 
(Oct. 
N o v . 
Dec. 

2:t,9li) 
23, : i35 
27 ,709 
2S,1()3 
3 4 , 5 5 6 
31 ,034 
25 ,631 
27 ,319 
29 ,715 
34 ,986 
28 ,101 
26 ,886 

3 4 1 . 3 4 5 

35 .9 
36 .4 
36 .5 
36 .5 
36 .3 
36 .5 
36 .6 
36 .8 
37 .0 
37 .2 
37.4 
37..". 
86 .7 

1 0 2 5 
$ 8 ,583 ,690 

8 ,493 .940 
10 ,113 ,785 
10 ,279 ,495 
12 ,543 ,828 
11,327,4111 

9 ,380 ,946 
10 ,053 ,392 
10.994..5.W 
13 ,014 ,792 
10 .509,774 
10,1182,25(1 

$125,273,615 

3.8 
3.5 
2.5 
1.5 
1.5 
3.7 
1.2 
1.9 
1.3 

.5 

.7 
1.6 

$ 0 0 8 , 5 8 0 
81( i ,725 
6 9 2 , 7 2 5 
4 2 2 , 4 4 5 
5 1 8 , 3 4 0 

1,148,258 
3 0 7 , 5 7 2 
519 ,061 
-•; 86 .295 
174 ,930 
196 ,707 
4 3 0 , 1 7 6 

$6,521,814 

10.6 
9.6 
6.8 
4.1 
4.1 

30.1 
3.3 
5.2 
3.3 
1.3 
1.9 
4,3 
5.2 

2 5 , 2 8 9 
2 3 , 4 2 3 
2 8 , 6 6 5 
28,386 
3 1 , 3 4 9 
2 7 , 8 5 4 
2 2 , 4 4 9 
2 4 , 0 2 5 
3 3 , 7 8 5 
3 0 , 2 4 2 
2 7 , 4 7 3 
24 ,334 

327,235 

37 .4 
37 .2 
36.7 
35 .6 
34 .6 
34.4 
34.4 
34.4 
3 4 . 6 
34.8 
34.7 
34 .0 
35.3 

1 9 2 4 
$ 9 ,458 ,086 

8,713,.356 
30 ,520 ,055 
1 0 , 1 0 5 , 4 1 6 
30 ,846 ,754 

0 ,581 ,776 
7.722,4.56 
S.2(i4,600 

1 1 . 6 8 9 , 6 1 0 
1 0 , 5 2 4 , 2 1 6 

9,.53:i,131 
8 .492 ,566 

$115̂ 513,955 

4.9 $ 1 ,239,161 13.1 
4.3 1 ,007,189 11.6 
3.6 1 ,031,940 

3 1 2 , 2 4 6 
0.8 

1.1 
1,031,940 

3 1 2 , 2 4 6 : ; . i 
2 62 ,698 ' .6 

4.5 1 ,253,430 13.1 
2.9 651 ,021 

696,725 
M.4 

2.9 
651 ,021 
696,725 S.4 

3.8 1,283,830 11.11 
2.5 7 5 6 , 0 5 0 7.2 
2.5 6 8 6 , 8 2 5 7.2 
3.0 7 3 0 , 0 2 0 8.6 

$9,711,135 8.4 

b e l o w Lnn<loii p r i c e s b y " N o d i f f e r e n t i a l ( . V c w V o r k pr i 
more ; t h a n 3.5 c e n t s a | i o u u d ) . 

' ' N o L o n d o n f|Uotaliun availaliJe. 
- V m o u n t o f the d u t y . 

S o u r c e s : 
1 D a t a s h o w i n g c o i i s u n j p t i o n ol" c lu ' i l i l : ! r C I I C I ' M - .•^I 'paiali' I 'M 

c o n s u m p t i o n o f o t h e r c h e e s e s arc not a v ; i i l a b l e . T h e m o n t h l y fig­
u r e s r e p r e s e n t i n g c o n s u i n p t i o n o f c h c d i l a r c h e e s e w e r e c a l c u l a t e d 
b y t a k i n g t h a t p r o p o r t i o n o f t h e m o n t h l y c o n s u m p t i o n o f al l 
c h e e s e w h i c h I h r a n n u a l p r o d u c t i o n o f c h e d d a r c h e e s e m a k e s t o 
t h e a n n u a l p r o d u c t i o n o f c h e e s e o f al l v a r i e t i e s . F o r t h e s e v e n 
y e a r s 1 9 2 3 - 3 9 2 0 i n c l u s i v e , t h e p r o d u c t i o n o f c h e d d a r c h o e a c 
a i u o u n t c d to 72 [ler c e n t , 70 p e r c e n t , 7'i p e r I ' e n t . 6.8 J U T r e n t , 64 

j i c r c e n t , Ii4 |>er c e n t , a n d 64 p e r c e n t , r e n p e c t i v e l y . o f a l l c h c c . M - p r u d i i r e d . C o n s e < [ u c n l l y , t o o b t a i n n i o n l l i l y c h e d d a r idieesi- ' 'oti-
•lumption d u r i n g 1923 , ttie i i i o n l h l y c o i i s i i m p t i o t i f iuures o f alt c h e e s e ;ire n i i d t i p l i r d hy 72 p e r < 'onsi i t i ipt ion d;i1ii for all 
c h e e s e n c r u r c d f r o m U . S. D C J U L it l a e n t o f A g r i c n l l i i r e , B u r r a i i o f A g r i c i i l l o r a l Kronoi i i i i - s . 

- -•Vverage n ' t a l l prices sci -ured f r o m T . S. D e p a r t m e n t o f l - a b o r . B u r e a n o f L a b o r S t a l i s t i r s . 
3 T h e d i f f i - rent ia l is t l ie a i t u a l a v e r a g i ' d i f f i - ie t i t ia l b e t w e e n \ o . 1 f r e s h A n i e r i i a n C h e e s e (S i i i i i l r D a i M c s i at N e w Y o r k a n d 

a v e r u " e - t o p p r i r e s o f C a n a d i a n C h e e s e a t L o n d o n (Itoth N e w Y o r k a m i L o n d o n p r i c e s o b l a i n e d f r o m U. fS. D e p a r t m e n t o f A g r i c u l i itri'. 
B u r e a u o f A g r i c u l t u r a l l l c o n o n i i c s ) , p l u s the 1.5 (•{•nf t i ' a n s p o r t a t i o n c o s t e x c e p t , in t h o s e casr^s w h e r e t h e a c t u a l d i f f cre i i t i i i 1 p l u s l.,5 
c e n t s o."icecil8 t h e <lutv, ia w h i c h c a s e the a m o u n t o f t h e d u t y ia t a k e n a s t h e d i f f e r e n t i a l a t t r i b u t a b l e t o t h e d u t y . 



TABLE 27 (Continued) 

Month 
Contumii-

tlonl 
(000 lb».) 

price 
per 

Pound 2 
(c Ib.) 

Total paid by 
conaumen 

t 

Direct 
effect 

of duty 
(c ib.):i 

Coats of 
the duty 

TarilT 
cost* 

as % of 
total 

Month 
Con sum p-

tion 1 
(000 lbs.) 

Price 
per 

Pound 2 
l« Ib.) 

Total paid by 
consumers 

t 
Direct 
effect 

at duty 
( 0 lb.)3 

Coits ot 
the duty 

Tariff 
costs 

as % of 
total 

1926 1927 
Jan, 26 ,298 37.6 $ 9 ,888,048 s. $ Jan, 37 ,492 37 .6 .1514,096,992 5 .0 c $ 1,874,600 13.3 
F e b . 27 ,912 37.5 10 ,466 ,990 2.4 669 ,888 6.4 F e b . 35 ,047 37,6 13 ,177 ,672 4.9 1,717,303 13.0 
M a r . 29 ,250 37 .2 1 0 ,881,000 ,3 87,750 .8 M a r , 41,747 37.3 15,571,631 ,3.9 1,628,13.-! 10.5 
April 30 ,837 36.5 11 ,255,505 a Apri l 41,588 37.1 15,429,148 4,3 1,788,284 11.6 
M a y 33 ,305 36.0 11,989,800 a M a y 47,233 37 .0 17 ,476 ,210 4.0 1,889,320 10.8 
June 22 ,522 35.7 8 ,040,354 2,5 563 ,050 7.0 .June 44 ,352 37 , 0 16,410 ,240 3.4 1,-507,968 9.2 
July 27 ,065 35.6 9 ,635,140 3.4 920 ,210 9.6 July 33 ,957 36.9 12 ,530,133 4.0 1.358,280 10.8 
A u g u s t 29 ,347 35.7 1 0 ,476,879 4.4 1,291,268 12.3 A u g u s t 41,9.56 37 .0 15 ,523 ,720 5 .0 c 2 ,097,800 13.5 
Sept. 31 ,469 36.1 11,360,309 5.0 1,573,450 13.8 Sept . 43 ,641 37.7 16,452,657 5 .0 2.182,050 13.3 
Oct . 31 ,362 36.7 11,509,854 5.0<; 1 ,568,100 13.6 Oct . 47 ,212 38 .3 18 ,082 ,196 5.0« 2 ,360,600 13.1 
N o v . 28 ,766 36.9 10,614,6.54 5.01 1 ,438,300 13.6 N o v . 39 ,777 38 , 6 15,353,922 5.0 c 1,988,8.50 13,0 
Dec. 26,507 37 .4 9 ,913,618 5.0'^ 1,325,3.50 13.4 Dec. 37 ,101 39.0 14 ,469 ,390 5.0': 1,855,050 12.8 

3 4 7 ,126 36.6 $ 1 2 7 , 0 4 8 , 1 1 6 $ 9 , 4 3 7 , 3 6 6 7.4 4 9 1 , 1 0 0 3 7 . 6 $184 , 6 5 3 , 6 0 0 $ 2 2 ,248 ,238 12.0 
192B 1929 

.Tan. 24 ,476 39.2 $ 9,594,-592 4.7 $ 1 , 1 5 0 , 3 7 2 12 .0 Jan. 25,723 38 .4 $ 9 ,877,632 1.2 $ 308 ,676 .3.1 
>'eb. 24 ,457 39.2 9 ,587,144 1.9 464 ,683 4.8 F e b . 23 ,328 38 .2 8 ,911,296 1.0 233 ,280 2.6 
M a r . 26,608 38 .5 10,244,080 1.8 478 ,944 4 .7 M a r . 22 ,152 38.2 8 ,462 ,0W ,7 1.". 5,004 1.8 
Apri l 28 ,098 38.2 10 ,733 ,436 .4 112 ,392 1.0 Apr i l 25 ,527 38.1 9 ,725,787 2.4 612,648 6.3 
M a y 29 ,729 .38.1 11,326,749 .4 118,916 1.0 M a y 26 ,009 38 .0 9 ,883 ,420 0 
Jnne 27 ,529 

22 ,055 
38.1 10 ,488 ,549 1.7 467,1*93 4.5 June 24 ,720 38 .0 9 ,393,600 .5 123 ,600 1.3 

July 
27 ,529 
22 ,055 38 .3 8 ,447 ,065 3.6 "9:;,!i.S() 9.4 July 23 ,428 37.9 8 ,879,212 0 

123 ,600 

A u g u s t 23 ,386 38 .4 8 ,980,224 3.0 701.:-,S0 7.8 A u g u s t 25 ,250 37.8 9 ,544,500 4.4 1,111,000 11.6 
Sept . 31 ,142 38,7 12 ,051 .954 3.0 934 ,260 7.8 Sept . 24 ,585 38 .0 9 ,342,300 4.0 983 ,400 10 .5 
Oct. 27 ,854 38.8 10 ,807,352 2.6 724,21)4 6.7 Oct . 27 ,091 37.9 10 ,267 ,489 4.0 1,083,640 10.6 
N o v . 27 ,204 38 .5 10,473,540 1.4 380,S,">li 3.6 N o v . 23 ,752 37.8 8 ,978,256 3.1 736 ,312 8.2 
Dec . 2 3 ,402 38 .5 9 ,009 ,770 2.7 631 ,S,'>4 7.0 Dee . 22 ,845 

2 9 4 , 4 1 3 
37.7 8 ,612,565 2 .2 502 ,590 5.8 

3 1 5 , 9 4 0 3 8 . 6 $ 1 2 1 , 6 3 6 , 9 0 0 $ 6 , 9 6 0 ,034 5.7 -

22 ,845 
2 9 4 , 4 1 3 38.0 $111 , 8 7 6 , 9 4 0 $ ^ 8 6 0 , 2 1 0 5.2 



T A B L E 27 {Continued) 
C«niuin*- Pric* Totil paid by Direct 

Ftteet 
of duty 
{c lb.):; 

Cotit of Tariff 
cotti 

at ol 
total 

Coniump- Price Total paid tiy Direct 
effect 

of duty 
(c lb.):[ 

Colli al Tariff 
CO 111 

ai ol 
total 

Manth tion t 
<000 Ibi.) 

Wr 
Pounds 
(c Ib.) 

coniumm 
t 

Direct 
Ftteet 

of duty 
{c lb.):; 

the duty 
1 

Tariff 
cotti 

at ol 
total 

1 Month 
1 

tionl 
(000 Ibi.) 

per 
Pound 2 
(c Ib.) 

contumen 
t 

Direct 
effect 

of duty 
(c lb.):[ 

the duty 
$ 

Tariff 
CO 111 

ai ol 
total 1031 1032 

•I nil . 3 1 , 7 0 2 32.1 $10,176. .342 .7 $ 2 2 1 , 9 1 4 21.8 •Tail. 28 .897 25 .5 $ 7 ,364 ,145 3.7 $ 1 ,068 ,523 14.5 
F e b . 2n,2(i6 31 .2 0 ,130 ,002 .1 29 ,266 0.;; F e b . 3 2 , 0 4 0 24 .4 7 ,817 ,760 2.8 8 9 7 , 1 2 0 11 .5 
M a r . 3fi,273 30 .3 10 ,900 ,719 M a r . 2 4 , 2 4 1 23 .8 8 ,149 ,358 1.5 5 1 3 , 6 1 5 6.3 
A p r i l 3(i,r>93 20.3 10 ,721 ,749 A p r i l 3 3 , 6 2 3 • 23 .3 7 ,149 ,358 .3 1 0 0 , 8 6 9 1.3 
M a y 4 2 , 1 5 0 27 . 4 11 ,551 ,566 M a y 4 0 , 3 7 5 22 .5 0 ,084 ,375 .4 161 ,500 1.8 
.Tune 38 ,053 26 .5 1 0 , 0 8 4 , 0 4 5 .Tune 35 ,541 22 .3 7 ,925,643 .4 1 4 2 , 1 6 4 1.8 
J u l y .33,410 26 .2 8,7.55,778 J u l y 31 ,170 2 2 . 0 - 6 ,857 ,400 3.3 1 ,028,610 15.0 
A u g u s t 34.(150 26 .5 9 ,184 ,635 3.5 1 ,213,065 13.2 A u g u s t 34 ,371 22 .6 7 ,767 ,846 5.3 1 ,821,663 23.5 
S e p t . 34 .884 27.0 0 ,418 ,680 4.9 1 ,700,316 

1 ,774,032 
18.1 S e p t . 3 4 , 0 9 9 22.7 7 ,740,473 5.0 1 ,704,050 22.0 

O e t . 3fi ,059 27 . 1 10 ,015 ,889 4.8 
1 ,700,316 
1 ,774,032 17.7 O e t . 34 ,588 22.6 7 ,816,888 4.4 1,521,872 19.5 

N o v . 30 ,117 26.8 8 ,071,356 4.0 1 ,204,680 14.9 N o v . 31 ,476 22 .4 7 ,050 ,624 3.8 1 ,106,088 17.0 
D e e . 2 8 , 3 2 0 26 .2 7 ,421 ,412 4.9 1,387,974 18.7 D e c . 3 1 ,295 2 3 . 3 " 7 .201 ,735 4 .2 1 ,314,390 18.0 

4 1 2 , 4 1 1 28.1 $ 1 1 6 , 6 2 3 , 1 6 3 $ 7 , 5 4 0 , 2 4 7 6.5 4 0 1 , 6 9 9 2 3 . 1 $92 ,700 , 4 0 6 $ 1 1 , 4 7 1 , 3 6 4 12.4 

• N o i l i f f c r e n t i a l ( N e w V o r k p r i i i ' s b e l o w L o n d o n p r i c e s b y m o r e t h a n 1.5 c e n t s a p o u n d ) , 
t* N o L o n d o n q u o t a t i o n a v a i l a b l e . c A m o u n t o f t h e d u t y . 

Sources: 
1 D a t a s h o w i n g c o n s u m p t i o n o f c h e d d a r c h e e s e s e p a r a t e f r o m c o n s u m p t i o n o f o t h e r c h e e s e s a r c n o t a v a i l a b l e . T h e m o n t h l y figures 

r e p r e s e n t i n g c o n s u m p t i o n o f c h e d d a r c h e e s e w e r e c a l c u l a t e d b y t a k i n g t h a t p r o p o r t i o n o f t h e m o n t h l y c o n s u m p t i o n o f a l l c h e e s e 
w h i c h t h e a n n u a l p r o d u c t i o n o f c h e d d a r c h e e s e m a k e s t o t h e a n n u a l p r o d u c t i o n o f c h e e s e o f al l v a r i e t i e s . F o r t h e s e v e n 
y e a r s 1023 -1929 i n c l u s i v e , t h e p r o d u c t i o n o f c h e d d a r c h e e s e a m o u n t e d t o 72 p e r c e n t , 70 p e r c e n t , 70 p e r c e n t , 68 p e r c e n t , ()4 
p e r c e n t , 64 p e r c e n t , a n d 64 p e r c e n t , r e s p e c t i v e l y , o f a l l c h e e s e p r o d u c e d . C o n s e q u e n t l y , t o o b t a i n m o n t h l y c h e d d a r c h e e s e c o n ­
s u m p t i o n d u r i n g 1923 . t h e m o n t h l y c o n s u m p t i o n f i g u r e s o f a l l c h e e s e a r c m u l t i p l i e d b y 72 p e r c i ' i i t . ("Consumption d a t a f o r all 
c h e e s e s e c u r e d f r o m U . S. D e p a r t m e n t o f A g r i c u l t u r e , B u r e a u o f A g r i c u l t u r a l E c o n o m i c s . 

2 A v e r a g e r e t a i l p r i c e s s e c u r e d f r o m U. S. D e p a r t m e n t o f L a b o r , B u r e a u o f L a b o r S t a t i s t i c s . 
.3 T h o d i f f e r e n t i a l is t h e a c t u a l a v e r a g e d i f f e r e n t i a l b e t w e e n N o . 1 f r e s h A m e r i c a n C h e e s e ( S i n g l e D a i s i e s ) at N e w Y o r k a n d 

a v e r a g e t o p p r i c e s o f C a n a d i a n C h e e s e a t L o n d o n ( b o t h N e w Y o r k a n d L o n d o n p r i c e s o b t a i n e d f r o m U . 8 . D e p a r t m e n t o f A g r i c u l t u r e , 
I tureau o f A g r i i - u l t u r a l K f o n o n i i c s ) , p l u s t h e 1.5 c e n t t r a n s p o r t a t i o n c o s t e x c e p t in t h o s e ca.ses w h i T c t h e a c t u a l d i f f e r e n t i a l p l u s 1.5 
c i ' r i t s c x c c i ' d s t h e i l n l v , in w l i i c h c a s e t h e a m o u n t o f l lu- d i i t v is t a k e n as t h e d i f f e r e n t i a l a t t r i b u t a b l e t o t h e c lutv . 
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domestic markets."* In 1931 and 1932 American farmers received 
benefits from the 7-cent tariff to the extent of ^6,060,505, and 
^9,687,121, or 10.6 and 21.7 per cent respectively of their total in­
come from Cheddar cheese. They would have received ^31,823,320, 
and ^29,971,5 10, or 55.7 and 67.3 per cent respectively during these 
same years had the duty been fully effective. 

Burdens to Consutners. The monthly and annual burdens t o 
American consumers from the 1922 Cheddar cheese duty, computed 
for the 9 years 1923-1929, 1931 and 1932 according to the method 
discussed above, are shown in Table 27. 

The 5-cent duty cost consumers an average of ^9,958,000, or 
7.4 per cetit of the total cose of their Cheddar cheese annually dur­
ing the period 1923-1929. It would have cost them ^17,328,000, or 
13.5 per cent, had the duty been fully effective. In 1931 and 1932 
the 7-cent duty cost consumers ^7,540,247, and ^11,471,364, or 6.5 
and 12.4 per cent respectively of the total cost of their Cheddar 
cheese. It would have cost them ^35,054,935, and $34,144,415, or 
30.3 and 36.8 per cent, had the duty been fully effective. 

\et Benefits to Producers. In calculating the t ie t benefits ac­
cruing to American farmers as a class from the duty, that part of the 
increased cost resulting from the duty borne by farmer consumers 
must be subtracted from the benefits accruing t o them from the high­
er prices they receive because of the duties. Table 28 shows these 
coses and benefits, together with net benefits t o farmers for the years 
1923-1929, 1931 and 1932. 

Farmers received an average annual net benefit of $6,510,000, 
or 8.2 per cent of their total income from Cheddar cheese, for the 
period 1923-1929 from the 5-cent duty. They received a net benefit 
of $4 ,190,524, and $6,842,223, or 7.3 and 15.4 per cent of their 
total income from cheese, during 1931 and 1932 respectively from 
the 7-cent duty. In other words, these are the profits accruing to 
farmers as a class from the 5- and 7-cent duties. 

Conclusions 

The differentials of domestic over foreign prices maintained by 
the duties from 1922 to 1932 have amounted, on the average, to 
only a part of the duties. W e are so nearly on a domestic basis in 
Cheddar cheese that for the greater part of the year our prices are 
determined by purely domestic factors, and the tariff is not complete­
ly effective. 

- s T h i s ful l effect w o u l d h a v e been poB.sible only w i t h N e w Y o r k prices con­
stant ly 3,5 cents a b o v e London. 
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TAliLK 28 
Net Benefits to Farmers from the Cheddar Cheese Tariff 

1923-1929, 1931 and 1932 

CoBtB O f the D u t y 
Y e a r i 

T o A U T o F a r m e r 
CODE timers Consumers i 

1923 $ 8,974,:i.52 $2,548,711) 
1924 9,711,135 2,709,407 
1925 6,521,814 1,786.977 
1920 9,437,366 2,529,214 
1927 22,248,238 5,851,287 
1928 6,960,034 1,795.689 
1929 5,850,210 1,480.103 
19.31 5,601,000 1,869,981" 
1932 11,471,364" 2,844,898" 

Benefits to 
F a r m e r s from 

the D u t y 

N e t benefits 
to farmers 
as > class 

Net henefita 
as '"e ot 

total farm 
income trom 

Cheddar 
cheese 

* 9.838,718 $7,290,002 9.5 
9,(>5(i,440 6,9-tr,(W3 10.0 
6,708,505 4,921,528 
8,724,056 6,194,842 i 7.9 

13,572,722 7,721,435 1 9.7 
7.386.335 5,,'i90.646 1 6.6 
(i,574,024 5,0<>3,!>21 1 r}.H 
(;,060,505 4,l90,.-)24 7.3 
9,C87,12r 6,842,223 i 15.4 

• E s t i m a t e d from prel iminary consumption figures, obtained from TJ. S. Depart ­
ment of Agriculture , Bureau of Agricultural Economics . 

b Assuming tliat the farm population comprised 24.8 per cent of the total . This 
ia the 1930 census ligure, the last year for which data are available. 

•^Esfiinaled from prel iminary production figures obtained from IJ. S. Dcpavt-
nicnt o f Agriculture , Bureau of AgricuJiuraf Economies . 
Sources: ^ T h e cost to farmer consumers was determined b y taking th.Tt proportion 
of the tota l co.it which the f a r m population is of the total United States populntion. 
According to the Bureau of the Census, the farm population comprised 29.9 per cent 
of the total population in 1920 and 24.8 per cent in 1930 . T h e percentages for the 
voar.s between the.se two censn.f ye.ir.« tvere c m i p u t e d b y .straight interpolation. 

The duties tend to affect cheese prices most in the fall and winter 
months and least in the spring and summer months, although the 
seasonal characteristic of the differential is much less pronounced 
than in the case of butter. 

The 1922 tariff of 5 cents a pound was an important factor in 
keeping domestic prices, on the average, somewhat above world mar­
ket prices while it was in effect. During months when domestic sup­
plies were not sufficient to meet domestic requirements {usually in 
the fall and winter) the duty kept domestic prices higher above world 
market prices than they would have been without the duty. It pre­
vented domestic and world prices from adjusting to each other by re­
stricting importation until domestic prices were above world market 
prices by approximately the amount of the tariff minus 1 ' _• cents. 
This restriction kept domestic prices above world prices much of the 
time from 1923 to 1929, even though the principal factors in each 
market were local demand and supply. The duty was a comple­
mentary factor, which together with demand and supply conditions 
made possible the difFerential. 

The 1930 duty of 7 cents a pound was ineffective in maintain­
ing a differential during the first eight months of 1931, principally 

http://co.it
http://the.se
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because the depression in the United States made it impossible to 
move domestic supplies except at greatly reduced prices. Reduced 
purchasing power resulting from this depression was a much greater 
factor in the lower cheese prices than was the increase in production, 
which was very slight. Better prices are dependent upon increased 
general purchasing power and not until normal purchasing power is 
restored can demand and supply relationships bring the 7-cent duty 
again into full play. 

In September, 1931, England's abandonment of the gold 
standard resulted in a decline in sterling exchange, and New York 
prices were high in relation to London in terms of gold. Without the 
7-cent duty Canada would have diverted shipments of cheese from 
London to New York in order to take advantage of the higher New 
York prices, thereby increasing domestic supplies, which would have 
tended to pull domestic prices down even to the level of London 
prices. But the 7-cent duty did restrict importation, with the result 
that New York prices averaged considerably above London prices 
for the last part of 1931. 

The effectiveness of the duty in 1932 enabled American farm­
ers to receive about ^9,687.000, or 27.8 per cent more than they 
would have received for their Cheddar cheese without the duty. They 
received net benefits to the extent of ^6,842,223, or 15.4 per cent of 
their total 1932 income from Cheddar cheese. The question remains 
whether in the future the duty will be of greater, or less, importance 
to dairymen. 

Business conditions all over the world are unsettled, apparently 
in the process of adjusting to lower general price levels. England, the 
leading cheese importing nation, has left the gold standard, and as a 
result her prices in terms of gold are considerably below ours. If 
our tariff were removed, therefore. United States imports of Cheddar 
cheese, principally from Canada, would undoubtedly greatly increase. 

If, in the future when general business conditions have re­
covered, the present 7-cenr cheese duty is maintained, it may be said 
that American farmers need have no apprehensions about losing 
their home market to foreign producers. Canadian exports of cheese 
are declining and will probably continue to do so as the process of in­
dustrialization continues in that country. Moreover, those to the 
United States have declined sharply in the past few years because of 
the increasingly favorable quotations in London. The increasing 
consumption of milk, cream, and ice cream in England is reducing 
the production of English and Scotch Cheddar cheese and opening 
up a relatively large market for the Canadian product. Under these 



conditions it would seem that competition from Canada will continue 
to decline. 

New Zealand, the largest cheese exporting country in the world, 
appears to be a source of great potential competition, although at 
present most of her cheese goes to England. Our tariff has been 
sufficient to keep out imports from this source but in the absence of 
a duty New Zealand would probably export to us, especially when 
English markets were depressed. 

The tendency of western and southern farmers to shift into 
dairying in the past few years indicates that we may expect to con­
tinue virtually on a domestic basis in Cheddar cheese, particularly 
since the special adaptation of this variety to our factory methods 
gives us a greater relative advantage in competition with other coun­
tries than we have in the manufacture of any other variety. If for 
anv considerable period our production does not meet domestic de­
mands and our prices should rise above world market prices by the 
amount of the duty, production would undoubtedly increase in re­
sponse to such a stimulus, which would lead back to a lower level. 
Under average conditions, however, we are likely to be very close to 
the boundary line between an export and an import basis, so that the 
differential for any given year will tend to equal only a part of the 
dut^'. or disappear altogether. 
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T A I i L K 29 

United States Swiss Cheese Production by States, 1923-1931 
(In thousand pounds) 

state 1 9 2 3 1 9 2 4 1 9 2 5 1 D 2 6 1 0 2 7 1 9 2 8 1 9 2 9 1 9 3 0 1 9 3 1 

AVibcoiisiii |18,277 
Oiiio I 2,864 
New- Y o r k I 1,590 

859 
518 
411 

12 
4 

I l l inois 
Cal i fornia 
Pennsylvania . 
Indiana 
Oregon . . -
Idalio _ 
Micli igan 
Texas 
No . Carolina..-. 
W v o m i n g 
Total U. S 24,555 

15,870 
2,810 
1,;105 
1,175 

94 
303 

10 

21,844 

19,321 
2,308 

753 
789 
176 
110 

17,200 
1,809 

504 
846 
179 

6 
1 

23,457 

260 

20,883 

14.891 
2,184 

383 
294 
163 

168 

18,141 

'13,761 
1,659 

436 
346 
234 

8 
47 

227 

16,718 

16,419 
1,053 

381 
519 
239 

79 
245 

23,744 22,844 
9 1 4 ' 2,483 
271 ' 128 
702 ! 592 

337 
35 
99 

19,406 

76 
226 

420 

40 

78 
18 

104 
887 

205 
742 

26,393 128,234 
Source: U . S. Department of Agriculture, Bureau of Agricultural Economics . 



Chapter VII . Swiss Cheese 

The most important cheese imported into the United States is 
the Emmenthaler type, known in this country as Schweitzer or Swiss 
cheese. It is distinguished by its large holes, or eyes, which are about 
the size of a dime and are from one to three inches apart. These 
eyes are caused by the action of certain bacteria, which also give the 
cheese its peculiarly mild, sweetish flavor. 

The Domestic Industry 

Production. Swiss cheese is produced in the United States in 
two forms—the original round or millstone shape and the rectan­
gular block. The entire production in Switzerland and the bulk of 
that in the United States is of the round or millstone type. 
The block form is considered a lower grade and commands a much 
lower price than round cheese of good quality. 

A n industry has developed for the processing of Swiss as well 
as other varieties. In this process, cracked, "blind", or otherwise de­
ficient cheese may be remixed, pressed into small forms, wrapped in 
tin-foil, and marketed under a trade name. 

About 5 per cent of the total United States production is Swiss 
cheese, which is manufactured from less than .2 per cent of the total 
milk produced. Domestic production in 1928 amounted to less than 
17 miUion pounds, the smallest annual output since 1917, but since 
then has mcreased until it reached more than 28 million pounds in 
1931. 

United States production is concentrated in Wisconsin. In 193 i 
this state produced approximately 81 per cent of the domestic out­
put; the remaining 19 per cent was produced in varying amounts in 
Ohio. Illinois, Idaho, Wyoming, New York, Indiana, Pennsylvania, 
and North Carolina. (See Table 2 9 ) . 

Consu nip tion. Domestic consumption far exceeds produc­
tion. Large importations are necessary, therefore, to supply domes­
tic requirements. Consumption in 1930, the largest year on record, 
amounted to more than 44 million pounds,' of which approximately 

1 Roprosents domestic production pUis net imports, or the supplies A v s i l s b l e 
r.ir ••i>n-uiiiption during that yenr. 

Prifie 137 
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TABLE 30 

Production of Swiss Cheese in the United States and General 
Imports of Cheese from Switzerland, 1909-1931 

Tear 
(TiBcal) 

1909 
1910 
1911 
1912 
1913 
1914 
1915 
1916 
1917 

(Calendar) 

1918 
1919 
1920 
1921 
1922 
1923 
1924 
1925 
1926 
1927 
1928 
1929 
1930 
1931 

Production 

15,317,000" 
15,434,000*' 

19,363,000 
21,602,000 
20,430,000 
22,678,000 
19,983,000 
24,555,000 
21,844,000 
23,457,000 
20,883,000 
18,144,000 
16,718,000 
19,406,000 
26,393,000 
28,234,000 

Total Imports 
from 

Switzerland 

12,438,000 
14,105,000 
15,508,000 
15,147,000 
17,372,000 
22,490,000 
14,767,000 

9,514,000 
1,641,000 

12,000 
802,000 

2,359,000 
12,011,000 
16,982,000 
13,632,000 
15,993,000 
16,736,000 
19,066,000 
18,564,000 
18,839,000 
17,947,000 
14,414,000'^ 

Consumption 
(Production 

plus Imports) 

Imports aa 
percentage of 

production 

24,831,000 
17 ,075,000 

19,363,000 
21 ,614,000 
21,232,000 
25,037,000 
31,994,000 
41,537,000 
35,476,000 
39,450,000 
37,619,000 
37,210,000 
35,282,000 
38,245,000 
44,340,000 
42 ,648,000 

62.11 
10.63 

M 
3.9;^ 

10 .40 
60.11 
69.11) 
6 2 . 4 ] 
68.1 S 
80.14 

105.00 
112.60 

97.0'^ 
68.00 
51 .05 

a Product ion figures not avai lable prior to 1916, 
^ Calendar years. 

*: A total o f 15,683,108 pounds of cheese o f the Emmenthaler or Swiss type WF RO 
imported in 1931, the first complete year for which data are avai lable showing im­
ports o f this variety . Approx imate ly 13 million pounds were imported f rom Switzer­
land and the balance f rom G w m a a y , Finland, J?eamark, Austr ia and France . 
Source : Product ion data f rom U. S. Department of Agriculture , Bureau o f Agri ­
cultural Economics . Import data from U. S. Department o f Commerce , Bureau of 
Foreign and Domestic Commerce. 

18 million pounds, or 68 per cent, was itnported from Switzerland. 
In 1927 and 1928 imports actually exceeded domestic production, 
and in 1929 were approximately equal to the amount produced at 
home. (See Table 3 0 ) . 

The principal markets for Swiss cheese in rhe United States are 
Chicago and New York. Domestic cheese predominates on the 
Chicago market and imported cheese on the New York market. It 
is in New York that domestic and imported Swiss cheese meet in com­
petition in greatest volume. 



The Tariff Problem 

Competitive Conditions. Akhough some cheese of the Swiss 
or Emmenthaler type is produced in France, Italy, Finland, Sweden, 
Germany, Austria, and perhaps in a few other countries, it is import­
ed into the United States in substantial quantities only from Switzer­
land. 

In spite of her small area, Switzerland is one of the leading 
cheese exporting countries of the world, being surpassed only by the 
Netherlands, New Zealand, Canada, and Italy, The United States 
and Germany are her principal markets, usually absorbing more 
than half her total exports, which average from 60 to 70 million 
pounds annually. While each country imports about the same 
quantity, the American market takes a larger proportion of the high­
er grades. 

Switzerland offers very strong competition to the United States 
industry. Italy is the only country exporting more cheese to this 
country than does Switzerland. The Swiss dairy industry is to a large 
extent devoted to cheese production; the output amounts to approxi­
mately five times that of butter, whereas in the United States about 
four pounds of butter are produced for every one of cheese.' 

Since 1905 che Swiss have increased their output of dairy prod­
ucts about 25 per cent, more because of increased yield per cow than 
a rise in the total number of cows.^ The Central Union of Swiss 
Milk Producers and the Swiss Cheese Union together have a great 
influence on the price of both milk and cheese in Switzerland. Swiss 
producers make special efforts to satisfy the American market by ex­
porting only the best of their cheese, which is high in quality, light in 
color, with large "eyes" and a mild, sweet flavor. 

Imported Swiss cheese regularly sells on the American market 
at a price materially higher than that of the most nearly comparable 
domestic grade, chiefly because it is superior in flavor, color, and tex­
ture. This quality differential results from more uniform feeding,^ 
better care of the raw milk used,^ and longer aging of the cheese. 

2 Sot- V. p. TnrifF Cimiiiiisslon. B e p o r t t o the President of the Uni ted S t a t e s -
Swiss Cheese, W a s h i n g t o n , D. C , 1927 , p. 6. 

^ Ibid., p. 6. 

* In the V n i t e d States eows are usnally kept in pasture during most of the 
rear, while Swiss eows are stable-fed almost the year round, permitting a more 
•nrt'fu] seleetion of feed, and espeeially tbe elimination of pa.=ture weeds and 
dnnts that injure the flavor of the cheese. Ibid., p. 9. 

5 In Switzerland, more frequently thnn in the United States , the milk is 
lauled to the cheese factory immediate ly after both morning and evening milk 
ng in order to prevent the growth of undesirable bacteria. Ibid., p. 9. 



Method of Measuring Tariff Effectiveness. T h e method 
of measuring the effects of the duty by comparing the spread be­
tween domestic and foreign prices before and after the duty was 
changed seems particularly applicable in the case of Swiss cheese, 
since the four changes made in tariff rates within a few years serve 
to make the influence of the duties discernible. 

T h e tariff on Swiss cheese was raised from 2 0 per cent ad va­
lorem to 2 ? per cent ad valorem in 1 9 2 1 ; to 5 cents a pound, but not 
less than 25 per cent ad valorem in 1 9 2 2 ; to 7.5 cents a pound, but 
not less than 3 7 . 5 per cent ad valorem in 1 9 2 7 ; and dropped to 7 
cents a pound, but not less than 3 5 per cent ad valorem in 1 9 3 0 . 
T h e years 1 9 2 3 - 1 9 2 6 and 1 9 2 8 - 1 9 2 9 represent two periods of rela­
tively stable price levels. T h e duty during the first of these periods 
was 5 cents, and in the latter 7.5 cents. A n appraisal of the principal 
price-making forces during these two periods should determine the 
approximate influence on domestic prices of each duty. 

I n the case of both butter and Cheddar cheese, the United 
States is virtually on a domestic basis, but Swiss cheese is distinctly 
on an import basis. T h e favorable differential between domestic and 
foreign butter prices represents, on the average, only a portion of the 
duty, since during the spring and summer months the United States 
ordinarily produces more than enough to satisfy domestic require­
ments, while during the fall and winter months she does not. O n the 
other hand, we are dependent u p o n foreign sources for a large part 
of our supply of Swiss cheese throughouc the year. U n d e r such con­
ditions a constant differentia! between domestic and foreign prices 
equal to the amount of the duty plus transportation costs, about 2 
cents a pound from Basel to N e w York, ' ' would ordinarily b e expect­
ed to prevail. A n analysis of prices will show whether or not this has 
actually been the case under the duties in effect from 1 9 2 2 to 1 9 3 1 . 

But the differential in this case is not the measure of the benefit 
secured by producers from the duty, because Swiss cheese continues 
to come in over the tariff wall. T h e tariff does not establish two in­
dependent markets as it would if it were prohibitive, nor does the 
continuance of imports insure that the American price will be higher 
by the atnount of the duty. T h e duty does shut out some imports 

^ T h e 17. S. T a r i f f C o m m i s s i o n in 192."! f o u n d thp t o t a l o s t o f s fr ippinf i e h o o s o 
f r o m S w i t z e r l a n d t o N e w Y o r k a m o u n t e d t o 2.3 c e n t s a p o u n d . T h i s t o t a l w a s 
d i v i d e d a n m n g t h e f o l l o i v i u g i t em.s : ( 1 ) p a c k i n g c o s t , .7 c e n t ; ( 2 ) i n t e r n a l ra i l 
f r e i g h t t o B a s e l ( B e r n e , S w i t z e r l a n d , i s t h e c h i e f c o n c e n t r a t i n g a n d e x p o r t i n g 
c e n t e r f o r S w i s s c h e e s e , a l t h o u g h p r a c t i c a l l y a l l o f It g o e s o u t o f t h e c o u n t r y 
t h r o u g h B a s e l ) , .2 c e n t ; ( 3 ) o c e a n f re ight " , 1.3 c e n t s ; ( 4 ) i n s u r a n c o , .1 c e n t . 
I b i d . , p . l 3 . 



which might otherwise come in because it raises the price of Switzer­
land cheese. This in turn enables American producers to get a 
higher price, although just how much higher is difficult to say. 
However, if there were no tariff whatever, it is not likely that 
Switzerland and American Swiss cheese would sell at the same price 
in New York, plus the cost of transporting the imported product. 
Switzerland cheese under these conditions would undoubtedly sell 
at a premium because of its superior quality. Therefore, the differ­
ential measures the greatest possible benefit of the duty which actual­
ly is probably smaller than the differential. 

Effects of Recent Duties 
Comparable grades of Swiss cheese quoted in New York and 

Basel are used for price comparisons to measure the effect of the 
Swiss cheese tariff on domestic prices. Both prices are quoted on 
round fancy large-eyed cheese, which is the highest grade both in the 
United States and Switzerland, and is also the grade usually import­
ed. Basel prices are converted to American cents by using monthly 
average rates of exchange as quoted in the Federal Reserve Bulletin. 
The gross differential is shown by a comparison of monthly average 
prices.^ (See Table 31 and Figure 17.) 

Prices OF Swiss Cheese at New York 

19?l' '322 I ^ ^ J ' 9 2 5 1936 li^J 1*29 

F i g u r e 17. W h e n N e w Y o r k p r i c e s a r e a b o v e B a s e l p r i c e s b y an a m o u n t o n l y 
I 'tjual t o o r l e s s t h a n 2 c e n t s a p o u n d t h e tar i f f i.s w h o l l y w i t h o u t d i r e c t e f f e c t on 
. \ m e r i c a n p r i c e s . ( S b i j i p i n g c l i a r g e s f r o m S w i t z e r l a n d t o N e w Y o r k a v e r a g e 
Hbout 2 c e n t s a p o u n d , > W h i l e t l ie d u t y h a s b e e n less t h a n 5 0 % e f f e c t i v e , o n 
the a v e r a g e , d u r i n g t h e p e r i o d c o v e r e d b y t h e l i g u r e , i t h a s been f u l l y i n e f f e c t i v e , 
w i t h t h e e x c e p t i o n o f an o c c a s i o n a l m o n t h o r t w o , in o n l y t w o p e r i o d s : ( 1 ) t h e 
fall a n d lu te s u m m e r m o n t h s o f 1922 , a n d ( 2 ) t h e l a t e w i n t e r a n d s p r i n g m o n t h s 
IF 1 9 3 1 . 

1 T h e r e a d e r s h o u l d k e e p in m i n d t h e f a c t t h a t t h e d i lTerent ia l b e t w e e n N e w 
VotV nnd B a s e l p r i c e s m a y v a r y c o n s i d e r a b l y w i t h i n t h e n i o n t h , but d a i l y q u o -
H l i o n s in t h e s e m a r k e t s a r e n o t a v a i l a b l e . 
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Manth 

January 
February. . . 
Marcli 
Apr i l 
May 
Jnne 
Ju ly 
August........ 
September. 
Oetober 
November. . 
December. . . 

1921 
N. Y . 
above 
Bnsel 

January 
Tebruary. . . . 
Mai'cli 
Apr i l 
May 
Jnne 
Ju ly 
August 
September. . 
October . 
November. . . 
December,.-

57 
60 
61 
61 
61 
63 
54 
53 
51 
50 
50 
52 

54 
56 
58 
57 
58 
56 
46 
46 
47 
47 
48 
49 

1922 
New 

Y o r k Baiel 
N. Y . 
above 
Basel 

1923 

Y o r k 

1924 
N. Y , I 
above! N e * 
Basel I l^or'' 

1 9 2 S 

January 
FebiTiaiy 
March.... . 
Apr i l 
May. . . 
June 
Ju ly 
August. . . 
September.. . 
October. . 
November. . . . 
December . 

36 
36 
37 
39 
38 
39 
39 
39 
37 
38 
39 
39 

34 
34 
34 
34 
34 
34 
34 
34 
34 
34 
34 
34 

Bai«l 
N. Y . 
above 
Basel 

49 
46 
46 
41 
37 
35 
32 
32 
31 
31 
32 
35 

44 
44 
44 
32 
32 
32 
32 
32 
31 
31 
31 
32 

1926 

1929 

39.50131 
37.50131 
37.50]31 
37.50i31 
37.50131 
37.50|31 
37.50131 
37.50131 
37.50131 
37.501-31. 
37.50131, 
37.50131, 

,50 
,.50 
.50 
.50 
.50 
.50 
.50 
.50 
,50 
.501 6 
501 6 
50] 6 

39.0 
39.0 
38.5 
38.5 
38.5 
38.5 
38.5 
35.0 
35.3 
35.0 
35.0 
35.0 

34 
34 
31 
31 
31 
31 
31 
26 
26 
26 
27 
27 

5.0 
5.0 
7.5 
7.5 
7.5 
7.5 
7.5 
9.0 
9.3 
9.0 
8.0 
8.0 

33 
34 
34 
37 
38 
39 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 

31 
31 
31 
31 
30 
31 
32 
33 
33 
34 
34 
33 

1927 

1930 

34.501.31.50 
34.50131.50 
34.50131.50 
34.50131.50 
34.50l31.50  
34.50i31.50 
34.00|31.00 
34001-31.00 
34.00l28.60 
.3400128.70 
34.00128.60 
34.00128.60 

3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
5.4 
5.3 
5.4 
5.4 

35.00 
35.00 
35.00 
35.00 
35.00 
35.00 
35.00 
36.50 
36.62 
38.12 
38.50 
38.75 

28.2 
28.0 
28.0 
29.7 
3}.5 
31.5 
-31.5 
31.5 
31.5 
31.5 
31.5 
31.5 

6.8 
7.0 
7.0 
5.3 
3.5 
3.5 
3.5 
5.0 
5.1 
6.6 
7.0 
7.1 

40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
39 
37 
37 
37 
37 
36 

33 
33 
33 
34 
34 
34 
35 
36 
33 
34 
34 
34 

1928 

.00 

.00 

.00 
-00 
00 
-25 
50 
50 
50 
50 

31.50 
31.50 
31-50 
31.50 
31.50 
31.50 
31.50 
31.50 
31-50 
31.501 

50131.50 
50131,50 

7.50 
7.50 
7.50 
7.50 
7.50 
7-75 
8.00 
8.00 
8.00 
8.00 
8-00 
8.00 

1931 

34.0 
30.0 
30.0 
32.0 
30.0 

28.6 
28.5 
28.4 
31.1 
31.1 

5.4 
1.5 
1.6 

.9 
- 1 . 1 

Source: New York and Basel prices from 1921-1928 secured from U S Tariff Com­
mission. New York prices from 1929 to 1931 from V. S. Department of Agriculture, 
Bureau of Agricultural Economies. Basel prices from 1929 to 1931 from Emmanthal 
Cheese Corporation, (i Harrison Street, New York City. This source is also the 
original source of U. S. Tariff Commission's Basel price data (Data not available 
after May, 1931.) 

TABLE 31 
Comparison of New York and Basel Prices of Swiss Cheese, 1921-1931 

http://34.50l31.50
http://34.50i31.50
http://34.00l28.60
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CCNTS 

1021 •922 1923 lS24 I92i IS26 1927 r M » IS20 IB30 
Figuro It*. D 'H iK ' s t i i - Swiss choese regularly sells at a considerably lower prir,. 
than the must nearly comparable imported variety . Prices of the imported prod 
uct nveragcfl H cents a pound above the domestic product from 1923 to lO.'iO and 
corresponding I.V reduced the effectiveness of the duties in maintaining a differ 

inl in favor of domestic prict's. ent 
" T h i s is Ihc only t ime that a duty has been provided which did not applv 

to all varieties of cheese. The rate proclaimed b y President Coolidge applied 
onlv to cheese of the Swiss or Emmenthaler type . T h e Hawler-Sntoot Tarift of 
Juiie, I W O , did not differentiate bMween varieties. 

" T h e average Ba.sel price during the perio,! l<l2.1-UI2fi was about 32 cent -
and the 2.'> p*'T cent ad valorem rate made the duty approximately ,Sc a ib. 

The Tariff of 1922. The Fordney-McCumber Tariff of 1922 
increased the duty on all varieties of cheese from 23 per cent ad va­
lorem to 5 cents a pound, but not less than 25 per cent ad valorem. 
This duty applied to Swiss cheese until President Coolidge, under the 
provisions of the flexible tariff clause, increased the duty to 7.5 cents 
a pound, but not less than 37.5'< ad valorem, effective July 8, 1927.^ 

For the four year period 1923-1926 inclusive, under the 1922 
duty. New York prices averaged about 5.5 cents above Basel prices. 
In the absence of any tariff, transportation costs would ordinarily 
raise them about 2 cents above, so that about 3.5 cents can be attrib­
uted to the influence of the tariff. Since a duty of approximately 8 
cents a pound was in effect during this period,' the tariff was less 
than 50 per cent effective in maintaining a differential. 

This small differential can be explained by the fact that domestic 
Swiss cheese regularly sells at a considerably lower price than the most 
nearly comparable imported variety. During the four years 1923-
1926 the Swiss product ranged from 3 to 12 cents a pound above 
the American in the New York market, averaging about 7.5 cents 
higher (see Table 32 and Figure 18) . A tariff of about 8 cents a 

N*'W Vork and Basel Pricfts of Swiss Cheese 
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TABLK 32 

Comparison of Prices of Imported and Domestic Swiss Cheese at 
New York, 1921-1931 

Moutli 

Average... 

January 
February 
March 
Apr i l _. 
M a y 
June.-
Ju ly 
August 
September.. . , 
October 
November. . . . 
December 

Average 

January 
February 
March-
Apr i l 
M a y _ 
June 
•July -
August 
September . 
October 
November-..-
December.. . . . 

Average 

January 
February 
March 
Apr i l 
M a y 
June 
July-
August 
S e p t e m b e r -
October . 
Noviember.... 
December. . - -

1921 1922 1 9 2 3 

Imp. I Dom. i Imp- |l I I Imp. I 
Above Imp. IDom.'Above Imp. 
Dom.il I IDom.i: 

65.5 ! 56.1 I 9.4 
57 . . . . 60 49 11 

74 60 14 57 46 11 
74 61 13 56 46 10 
71 61 10 50 41 9 
69 61 8 45 37 8 
74 63 9 44 35 9 
80 54 26 44 32 12 
66 53 12 43 32 11 
65 51 14 43 31 12 
65 50 15 43 31 12 
64 50 14 43 32 11 
60 52 8 ) 43 35 8 

Dom. 
Imp. I 

Above 
Dom.: 

1924 
Imp. Dom. [Above 

I Dom. 

47.6 I 37.2 110.4 jj 46.6 | 37.9 | 8.7 I 46.3 i 38.6 I 7.7 

1925 
47.5 1 38.0 

48 
48 
48 
48 
47 
47 
47 
48 
48 
47 
47 
47 

36 
36 
37 
39 
38 
39 
39 
39 
37 
38 
39 
39 

9.5 

12 
12 
11 

9 
9 

9 
11 

9 

1926 

43 
43 
43 
44 
47 
48 
49 
49 
47 
49 
49 
48 

33 
34 
34 
37 
38 
39 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 

10 
9 
9 
7 
9 
9 
9 
9 
7 
9 
9 
8 

1927 
42.0137.11 4.9 

1929 

47.0 
46.5 
44.0 
42.5 
42.5 
42.9 
43.5 
39.5 
38.6 
38.5 
39.0 
39.0 

,39.0 
38.8 
38.5 
38.5 
38.5 
38.5 
38.5 
35.0 
35.3 
35.0 
35.0 
35.0 

8.0 
7.7 
5.5 
4.0 
4.0 
4.4 
4.0 
4.5 
3.3 
3.5 
4.0 
4.0 

1930 
48.5 1 37.7 110.8 47.3 134.2113.1 
47 
47 
47 
47 
48 
48 
48 
48 
49 
49 
49 
49 

39.5 
37.5 
37.5 
37.5 
37.5 
37.5 
37.5 
37.5 
37,5 
37.5 
37.5 
37.5 

7.5 
9.5 
9.5 
9.5 

10.5 
10.5 
10.5 
10.5 
11.5 
U . 5 
11.5 
11.5 

49.0 
49.0 
49.0 
48.0 
48.0 
48.0 
48.0 
47.5 
47.5 
45.0 
45.0 
45.0 

34.5 
34.5 
34.5 
34.5 
34.5 
34.5 
34.0 
34.0 
34.0 
34.0 
34.0 
34.0 

14.5 
14.5 
14.5 
13.5 
13.5 
13.5 
14.0 
13.5 
13.5 
11.0 
11.0 
11.0 

44 .1136 .1 ) 8.0 

38.8 
38.5 
39.9 
41.3 
43.0 
44.6 
46.1 
46.7 
48.0 
47.0 
47.7 
48.0 

35.0 
35.0 
35.0 
35.0 
35.0 
35.0 
35.0 
36.5 
36.6 
38.1 
38.5 
38.8 

3.8 
3.5 
4.9 
6.7 
8.0 
9.6 

11.1 
10.2 
12.4 

8.9 
9.2 
9.2 

44 
45 
45 
45 
46 
46 
47 
49 
47 
47 
48 
47 

40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
39 
37 
37 
37 
37 
36 

1928 

1931 

45.0 
45.0 
45.0 
48.5 
48.5 

34.0 
30.0 
30.0 
32.0 
30.0 

11.0 
15.0 
15.0 
16.5 
18.5 

47.21 39.3 I 7,9 

48.0 
47.2 
46.5 
46.5 
46.5 
46.8 
47.8 
48.0 
47.5 
47.5 
47.5 
47.0 

39.0 
39.0 
39.0 
39.0 
39.0 
39.3 
39.5 
39.5 
39.5 
39.5 
39.5 
39.5 

Source: Data to August, 1929, from U. S. Tariff Commission, and from that date 
to May, 1931, from U. S. Department of Agriculture, Bureau of Agricultural Eco­
nomics. Data not available after May, 1931. 
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pound was in effect during this period, but because of the 7 ' j - c e n t 
spread in favor of the Swiss product, American importers could pay 
nearly as much for foreign as for American Swiss, pay the duty and 
transportation charges, and still make a profit. In other words, ap­
proximately 7-5 cents of the total duty plus transportation charges 
was ineffective in causing a differential, because American consum­
ers were willing to pay that much more for the imported product. 
This premium, amounting to more than half of the duty, explains 
why the 1922 tariff was less than half effective in maintaining a dif­
ferential from 1 9 2 3 to 1 9 2 6 . ' " It also explains why the duty did 
not reduce imports. Swiss producers found it profitable to export 
to the United States in spite of the tariff. Imports from Switzerland 
during this period averaged nearly 16 million pounds annually, or 
approximately 7 0 per cent of h o m e production. 

T h e differential between N e w Y o r k and Basel prices varied 
greatly from year to year within this four-year period. In 1923 
N e w Y o r k prices averaged 6 cents above Basel; in 1 9 2 4 , 4 .7 cents; 
in 1 9 2 5 , 4 cents; and in 1 9 2 6 , 7.6 cents. These fluctuations were 
largely the result of fluctuations in domestic prices compared with 
relatively stable Switzerland prices (see Figure 1 8 ) . N o t until the 
Utter part of 1 9 2 6 , when they fell from 31 to 2 6 cents a pound, 
was there any considerable variation in Basel prices. This fall was 
due largely to the weakening in European markets, principally Great 
Britain and Germany (see the discussion of the 1922 butter duty in 
Chapter I I I ) . 

N e w Y o r k prices show greater fluctuations than Basel prices 
because: ( 1 ) the industry in Switzerland is much more highly organ­
ized than that in the United States; and (2 ) the Swiss product enjoys 
a higher reputation for quality than the American. 

Swiss producers are powerfully organized under one centralized 
g r o u p — t h e Swiss Cheese U n i o n . This organization and the Central 
U n i o n of Swiss Mi lk Producers together have a large influence on 
the prices of both milk and cheese in Switzerland. In some years the 
producers get a small premium or dividend above the determined 

•••Tho stntcmpnt that that portion of the duty equal t o the amount of the 
premium could have n o possible effect in increasing American Swiss cheese prices 
can he chHllenged on the grounds t h a t if there had been no d u l y more foreign 
Swi.ss cheese would have been imported and the increased supplies in the domes­
tic market would have depressed American prices. B e t a t i v e l y good business 
condition - i a n d purchasing power enabled AmericaDS t o purchase t b e for 
eign product at tlie higher prices during the years 1923-1926 . but this docs not 
disprove the- argument that without the d u t y and the resulting lower p r i c o 
more of the product would h a v e been consumed, y e v e r t h e l e s s . the superior ipial 
ity of the imported product largely accounts for the partial d i f f e r e n t i H l ti. '(wciii 
N«"w Vork and Basel prices. 
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price; in other years the central organizations must draw upon reserve 
funds established to maintain prices in periods of depression." The 
Swiss are able to hold their prices at certain levels for long periods, 
which tends to greatly reduce wide year-to-year variations. In the 
LJnited States no such central organization exists and prices tend to 
fluctuate within a wider range, rising when general business and de­
mand conditions are good, and falling to comparatively low levels 
with business depression and reduced purchasing power. 

Only the highest grade cheese, which runs very uniform in 
flavor, color, and texture, is exported by the Swiss Cheese Union. 
This uniform product has established itself among American con­
sumers and sells at a much more stable price than the domestic prod­
uct, which has not been standardized as to quality and grade. This, 
together with the operations of the Swiss central organizations, ex­
plains the greater stability of Basel prices and the resulting fluctua­
tions in the differential between New York and Basel. 

The Flexible Tariff of 1927. The tariff on Swiss cheese 
was increased by presidential proclamation to 7-5 cents a pound, but 
not less than 37.5 per cent ad valorem, effective July 8, 1927. This 
duty remained in effect until the passage of the Hawley-Smoot Tariff 
in June, 1930. 

During 1928 and 1929 New York prices averaged ahom 7 
cents a pound above Basel, about 5 cents of which is attributable to 
the tariff. Since a duty of approximately 12 cents a pound was in 
effect during these two years,^' the 1927 duty, like the 1922 duty, 
was less than 50 per cent effective, on the average, in securing higher 
prices for American producers. 

The differential of New York above Basel prices averaged 7.8 
cents in 1928 and 6.2 cents in 1929. The variation in these two 
years was due entirely to fluctuations in domestic Swiss cheese prices, 
because Basel prices remained stationary at 32.5 cents a pound 
throughout the period. New York prices did not fluctuate greatly; 
they averaged 39 cents for the first five months of 1928 and 39.5 
cents for the last six months. They were stationary at 37.5 cents for 
all of 1929 except January, when they went to 39.5 cents. A de­
cline in domestic purchasing power and an increased demand for the 
Swiss product are the principal reasons for the decrease in the dif-

13 S e e TJ. S. T a r i f f C o m m i s s i o n , o p Cit., f o r a m o r e c o m p l e t e d i s c u s s i o n o f t h e 
o p e r a t i o n o f t h e s e c e n t r a ! o r g a n i z a t i o n s . 

1 2 T h e a v e r a g e B a s e l p r i c e d u r i n g t h e s e t w o y e a r s w a s c e n t s , s o t h a t 
t h e p e r c e n t a d v a l o r e m r a t e m a d e t h e d u t y a p p r o x i m a t e l y 12 c e n t s a 
p o u n d . 
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ferential in favor of New York prices in 1929.' 
Prices of imported Swiss cheese at New York in 1928 averaged 

about 7.9 cents a pound above prices of the domestic product and 
in 1929 about 10.9 cents above. This premium, amounting to more 
than half of the duty" during 1928 and 1929, explains why the 1927 
tariff was less than 50 per cent effective in increasing American 
prices. It also indicates why the duty did not reduce imports. Swiss 
producers found it profitable to export to us, in spite of our increased 
tariff, 18^2 million pounds in 1928 and nearly 19 million pounds in 
1929, or 112 per cent and 97 per cent, respectively, of home pro­
duction. 

The Tariff of 1930. The Hawley-Smoot Tariff of June, 
1930, increased the duty on cheese from 5 cents per pound, but not 
less than 25 per cent ad valorem, to 7 cents per pound, but not less 
than 35 per cent ad valorem. Since no special provision was made 
for Swiss cheese, the duty of 7.5 cents a pound, but not less than 
37.5 per cent ad valorem proclaimed in 1927 was slightly reduced 
in the 1930 tariff. 

Imported Swiss cheese at New York has continued to com­
mand considerably higher prices than the domestic product and the 
1930 duty, like those of 1922 and 1927, has been less than 50 per 
cent effective in keeping domestic prices above foreign prices. For 
the latter half of 1930 New York prices averaged somewhat less 
than 6 cents a pound above Basel prices. Had the tariff been fully 
effective they would have averaged about 12 cents above.' 

The business depression with its resultant unemployment and 
reduced purchasing power in the United States caused domestic 
Swiss cheese prices to decline from 39.5 cents a pound in January, 
1929, to 30 cents in May, 1931. During the same period prices of 

' ' ' D o m e s t i c domaml wcakt-nOfl considerably in li)29. especially toward the 
latter part of the year when the stock market crnsh. decreased indnslvial 
act iv i ty , and incroa.ied nneniployment reduced the purchasing power of the 
puliiic. A lso , the KnuTienthal Cheese Corporation inaugurated a nntion-wicle 
magazine nilvertising campaign after the increase in the duty in 191.'7. This 
rnmpaigQ emphasized the iiuaVHy of Switzerland cheese and the name " S w i l z c r 
land C h e e s e " was stampeii conspicuously on the rind of the imported product BO 
that buyers would not fail to distinguish it from the domestic cheese. This cam 
paign increased the price of imported Swiss cheese at N e w Y o r k and maintained 
Swias cheese imports in spite of the increased duty . Imported Swiss eheese nt 
New Y o r k averaged approximately l..'j cent.i a pound higher in 1929 than in 192^. 
(See TT, S. Tariff Conunission, Summary of Tariff Information, 1929—Schedule 7, 
Agricultural Products a n d r r o v i s i o n * . Wn-thington, D . C 192SI. p. 1072 . ) 

i« W h e n the 2-eent fr.in.sjjorfation charge i.s subtracted from the differentiul. 
the amount of the 12-eent duty made ineffective by the premium was 6 centa in 
1928 and 9 cent.* in 1929. 

> s T h e a v e r a g e Basel price during the last ^tx month.* of 1 9 3 0 was 2fr.4 cents, 
and the 3S per cent nd valorem rate mad* the duty approximately 10 cent* a 
pound. T o thin must be added the 2'Cent transportation differential. 
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imported Swiss cheese increased from 47 to 48.5 cents. In other 
words, an increasingly large portion of the duty has been made in­
effective by the large premium on imported cheese during this 
period. In May, 1931, the imported product averaged 18.5 cents 
above the American and the importer could pay even more for the 
Switzerland product than for the American, pay the entire duty of 
about 11 cents and the 2-cent transportation charge, and still make a 
good profit. When the entire duty can be offset in this way the tariff 
is ineffective in maintaining domestic prices above foreign prices. 

Benefits and Burdens of the Duties 

Method of Calculation. The method of calculating benefits 
to producers that was used for butter and Cheddar cheese is here 
used for Swiss cheese. This method involves the use of monthly pro­
duction figures and the average monthly differential except where 
the differential exceeds the duty, in which case the amount of the 
duty is taken as the differential attributable to the influence of the 
duty, allowing for transportation charges. As indicated a b o v e , t h e 
results obtained by this method represent the maximum possible, not 
the actual benefits. 

The burdens of the butter and Cheddar cheese duties were 
measured by the method described above, substituting monthly con­
sumption for monthly production data. However, figures are not 
available for either monthly Swiss cheese consumption or average 
monthly retail prices. Consequently, the exact cost of the Swiss 
cheese duties to consumers or its relation to the total cost of Swiss 
cheese cannot be calculated. 

Benefits to Producers. The monthly and annual benefits to 
American farmers were computed for the years 1923-1926 and for 
1928 and 1929 by the method mentioned above. These benefits are 
shown in Table 33. 

Farmers benefited from the 1922 tariff, on the average from 
1923 to 1926, to the extent of about ^888,000, or 10.5 per cent of 
their annual income from Swiss cheese. If the duty had been fully 
effective, they would have received about ^1,885,000, or 21.5 per 
cent. In 1928 and 1929 benefits amounted to about ^979,000 and 
^780,000, or 14.9 and 10.7 per cent respectively. Farmers would 
have received about ^1,964,000, and ^2,280,000, or 29.9 per cent 
and 31.2 per cent, during the same years had the duty been fully 
effective (that is, not offset a t all by other supply and demand fac­

i e S e e t l ie analvsi.*; o f B e n e f i t s a n d B u r d e n s of t h e B u t t e r D u t i e s in C h a p ­

t e r I I I . 
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Benefits of the Swiss Cheese Tariff to Farmers in the United States in 
Dollars and as a Percentage of Total Income from Swiss Cheese, 

by months, 1923-1926, and 1928 and 1929 

Produc. WhBl*. 
Hsnth tian 1 Ml* 

(000 l lH . I IT lb.) 

J a n . 19ti 33 
Feb. 199 3 4 
M a r . 298 34 
April 1,018 37 
M a y 2,948 38 
June 3,468 39 
July 4,015 4 0 
August 3,683 4 0 
U»pt. 3,368 4 0 
O c t . 2 ,756 4 0 
N o v . 1,855 4 0 
Dec. 751 4 0 

2 4 , 666 37.9 

J I I I I . 184 :\G 
Feb. 174 36 
Mur. 219 37 
.\pril 503 39 
M a y 2,460 38 
.luiiu 3,868 39 
July 4,240 39 
August 4 ,110 39 
Sept . 3,170 .^7 
tJct. 2 ,592 38 
N o v . 1,332 3 0 
Dec. 6 0 5 39 

23,4f i7 38 

Total I arm 
lncDin« f r o m 

8wl» chre*t 3 
i 

1 9 2 3 
6 4 , 6 8 0 
67 ,660 

1 0 1 , 3 2 0 
3 7 6 , 6 0 0 

1 ,120,240 
1,352,520 
1 ,606,000 
1,473,200 
1 ,347,200 
1,102,400 

7 4 2 , 0 0 0 
3 0 0 , 4 0 0 

9 9 , 3 0 6 , 3 4 6 

1925 
66 ,240 
6 2 , 6 4 0 
8 1 , 0 3 0 

196 ,170 
9 4 3 , 8 0 0 

1,508,520 
1,653,600 
1,602,900 
1,172,900 

98 4.!) 60 
5 1 9 , 4 8 0 
2 3 5 , 9 5 0 

98 , 6 3 3 , 6 6 0 

Dtract 
eflect 

at 
duty i 
(t lb.) 

B E N C K I T 
DI d u l y 

Beneflt* 
ai a % 
of total 
income 

a 

1 1,990 2.0 
1 2 ,980 2.9 
4 4 0 , 7 2 0 10.8 
6 170 ,880 15.8 
6 2 0 8 , 0 8 0 15.4 
6 2 4 0 , 9 0 0 15.0 
5 184 ,150 12 .5 
5 168 ,400 12 .5 
4 110 .240 10.0 
4 74 ,200 10.0 
5 3 7 , 5 5 0 12 ,5 

$ 1 , 2 4 6 , 0 9 0 13.4 

a 

Ik 
1 2 ,190 2.7 
3 15 ,000 7.7 

4 9 , 2 0 0 5.3 
3 l l ( i ,0-tO 7.7 
3 127,200 7.7 
3 123.H00 7.7 
1 : u , 7 0 0 2.7 
2 51 .840 5.3 
3 7.7 
3 18 ,150 7.7 

9 5 7 4 , 6 7 0 6.7 

Month 

J a n . 
i F e b . 
Miir. 
A p r i l 
M a y 

', J u n e 
i J u l y 
A u g u s t 
S e p t . 
O e t . 
N o v . 
D e c . 

J a n . 
F e b . 
M a r . 
A p r i l 
M a j ' 
J u n e 
J u l y 
A u g u s t 

! S e p t . 
t O c t . 
N o v . 
D e c . 

Produc-
tlon 1 

1000 Ibi.) 

Whole-
sale 

pries 2 
(c lb.) 

Total farm 
income Irom 

Swlu checie 3 
S 

Direct 
•tTBtt 

oT 
duty 4 
(c lb.) 

2 9 3 
2 9 9 
3 2 5 
727 

2 ,862 
.1,873 
4 ,095 
3 ,577 
3 ,016 
1,881 

699 
1 9 7 

2 1 , 8 4 4 

189 
1 7 5 
252 
8 4 7 

3 ,128 
4 ,035 
3 ,749 
3,231 
2 .635 
1.627 

7 9 5 
2 2 0 

2 0 , 8 8 3 

4 0 
4 0 
4 0 
4 0 
4 0 
4 0 
3 9 
37 
37 
37 
37 
36 
3S.6 

39 
39 
38 .5 
38 .5 
38 .5 
.38.5 
38 .5 
3 5 
35 .3 
3 5 
3 5 
3 5 
3 7 . 1 

1924 
117 .200 
1 1 9 , 6 0 0 
1 3 0 , 0 0 0 
2 9 0 , 8 0 0 

1 ,144,800 
1 ,549,200 
1 ,597,050 
1 ,323,490 
1 ,115,920 

6 9 5 , 9 7 0 
2 5 8 , 6 3 0 

7 0 , 9 2 0 
S8,431,784 

19-26 
7.1,710 
6 8 , 2 5 0 
9 7 , 0 2 0 

3 2 0 . 0 9 5 
1 .204 ,280 
1 ,553,475 
1 ,443,365 
1,130,850 

9 3 0 , 1 5 5 
5 6 9 , 4 5 0 
2 7 8 , 2 5 0 

7 7 . 0 0 0 
9 7 , 7 4 7 . 5 9 3 

5 
5 
5 
4 
4 
4 
2 

3 
3 
5.5 
5.5 
5.5 
5.5 
5.5 
6.5 f 
6.51> 

c 
6 

Benefltt 
ot duty t 

14 ,650 
1 4 , 9 5 0 
16 ,250 
2 9 , 0 8 0 

114 ,480 
154 ,920 

8 1 , 9 0 0 

60 ,320 
18 ,810 

6 ,990 

9612 , 3 5 0 

5,670 
5 ,250 

13 ,860 
4 6 . 5 8 5 

1 7 2 , 0 4 0 
2 2 1 , 9 2 5 
2 0 0 , 1 9 5 
2 1 0 , 0 1 5 
1 7 1 , 2 7 5 
105 .755 
4 7 , 7 0 0 
13 ,200 

9 1 , 2 1 9 , 4 7 0 

Bsnaflt* 
•* a % 
ot total 
Income 

12.5 
12 .5 
12 .5 
10.0 
10.0 
10.0 

5.1 

5.4 
2.7 
2.7 

6.1 

7.7 
14.3 
14.3 
14.3 
14 .3 
14.3 
18.6 
18.4 
18.6 
17 .1 
17.1 
1 5 . 7 

file:///pril
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TABLE 33 (Continued) 

Month 
Produo-
tJon 1 

<iiao ibi.) 

Wholg. 
•ale 

price •> 
le lb.) 

Total farm 
incotne from 

Swiss ch«i« 1 
S 

D.rect 
effect 

of 
duty 1 
(c lb.) 

Benefit) 
ot duly 

t 

Baneflti 
as a %. 
of total 
Income 1 

Month 
Produe-
tion 1 

(000 rbi.) 

Whole. 
tale 

price 
(« lb.) 

Total farm 
income from 

Swiis cheese :i 
t 

Direct 
eflect 

of 
duty 4 
<C lb.) 

Benefit* 
of duty 

t 

Bencflti 
as a 
of totll 
income 

I92B 1 1029 
.Tan. 22 r> .'ilt 8 7 , 7 5 0 5.5 12 ,375 14.1 •Tan. 181 39.,̂ ) 7 1 , 4 9 5 6 1 0 , 8 6 0 15.2 
Feb. 224 39 87,:iiio 5.5 12 ,320 14.1 F e b . ISO 37 .5 6 7 , 5 0 0 4 7,200 10.7 
M; i r . :j.S2 .'i9 1 2 9 , 4 8 0 5.5 18 ,260 14.1 M a r . 241 37 .5 9 0 , 3 7 5 4 9 ,640 10.7 
A p r i l 762 39 2 9 7 , 1 8 0 .5.5 4 1 , 9 1 0 14.1 A p r i l 8 5 0 37 .5 3 1 8 , 7 5 0 4 3 4 , 0 0 0 10.7 
J l a y 2,1(11 39 8 1 9 , 3 9 0 5.5 115,5.55 14.1 1 M a y 3 ,037 37 .5 1 ,138,875 4 1 2 1 , 4 8 0 10.7 
.Tiine 2,fl55 39 .3 1,161,.115 5.8 1 7 1 , 3 9 0 14.8 1 J u n o 3 ,894 37.5 1,460,2,50 4 1 5 5 , 7 6 0 10.7 
.Tilly 2 ,758 39 .5 1,089,410 6 1 6 5 , 4 8 0 15 .2 1 .July 3 ,448 37 ,5 1 ,293,000 4 137 ,920 10.7 
Aiigu.st 2 ,402 39 .5 9 4 8 , 7 9 0 1) 144 ,120 15.2 , A u g u s t 2,795 37 .5 1 ,048,125 4 111 ,800 10.7 
S e p t . 2 ,094 39 .5 8 2 7 , 1 3 0 fi 1 2 5 , 6 4 0 15 .2 . S e p t . 2,342 37 .5 8 7 8 , 2 5 0 4 9 3 , 6 8 0 1D.7 
O c t . i ,75f ; 39 .5 693,f>20 (> 1 0 5 . 3 6 0 15 .2 , O c t . 1,456 37 .5 5 4 6 , 0 0 0 4 5 8 , 2 4 0 10.7 
N o v . 39 .5 3 2 1 , 1 3 5 (i 4 8 , 7 8 0 15 .2 i N o v . 6 8 9 37 .5 2 5 8 , 3 7 5 4 2 7 , 5 6 0 10.7 
D o c . 29(i 39 .5 1 1 6 , 9 2 0 6 1 7 , 7 6 0 15 .2 D e c . 293 37 .5 1 0 9 , 8 7 5 4 11 ,720 10.7 

16,718 39.3 $6,570,174 $978,950 14 9 19,406 37.7 $7,280,870 $779,860 10.7 

« N o d i f f e r e n t i a l ( N e w Y o r k p r i c e s a b o v e B a s e l p r i c e s b y 2 c e n t s o r l e s s ) . 
•i A m o u n t o f t h e d u t y . 
S o u r c e s : 

1 S w i s s Ghee.«e ( i n c l u d i n g B l o c k ) . D a t a o b t a i n e d f r o m U . S. D e p a r t m e n t o f A g r i c u l t u r e , M o n t h l y S u p p l e m e n t o f C r o p s and M a r ­
k e t s . 

^ W h o l e s a l e p r i c e o f d o m e s t i c r o u n d f a n c y l a r g e - e y e d S w i s s C h e e s e a t N e w Y o r k . D a t a o b t a i n e d f r o m v a r i o u s r e p o r t s o f t h e U . S-
T a r i f f C o m m i s s i o n . 

3 W h o l e s a l e p r i c e s a r e u s e d t o c o m p u t e t o t a l f a r m i n c o m e . P a n n p r i c e s a r e n o t a v a i l a b l e . 
•1 D i f f e r e n t i a l o f N . Y . o v e r B a s e l p r i c e s r e p r e s e n t i n g d i r e c t e f f e c t o f d u t y . T h e d i f f e r e n t i a l is t h e a c t u a l a v e r a g e d i f f e r e n t i a l 

• m i n u s t r a n s p o r t a t i c m c o s t s e x c e p t in t h o s e c a s e s w h e r e t h e d i f f e r e n t i a l e x c e e d s t h e d u t y , in w h i c h c a s e t h e a m o u u t o f t h e d u t y is 
u s e d . 
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Ooats 
to aU 

cDQGumers i 

COBtB 
to farmer 

consumers 

1923 
1924 
192.5 
192(i 
1928 
1929 
1930-

$2,118,000 
832,000 
906,000 

2,194,000 
2,07.5,000 
i.r):!B,ooo 

974,000 

$001,,'>12 
2.32,128 
264,684 
.587.992 
535,350 
388,608 
241,552 

Benefits 
to farmers 
as a class 

Net 1>«neflts 
to farmers 
as a class 

Net benefits 
as a per­

centage of 
total farm 

income from 
Swiss dieese 

$1,246,090 $644,578 6.9 
.512,-350 280,222 3.3 
.574,670 30.<),.<)76 3.6 

1,219,470 631,478 8.1 
978,950 443,600 fi.8 
779,800 391,252 5.3 
671,900 430,348 8.0 

' L a s t six months only . 
1 Tariff hcnrfits per pound multipl ied b y total domestic consumption, 
- t'oiiiputed by usiag the pr<ip(>rtii)n of farmers to total pupulaticm as a rough 

>-.timate of the proportion of their Swiss cheese consumption to the total . I t is 
unlikely that the proportion of farm to total Swiss Cheese consumption is the same 
as the proportion of farmers to total population, but accurate data are unavailable 

I ' M ! theiw' iigurefl are used as estimates. 

IT Iniports in 1023 were 69 per cent ; in <>2 per cent ; in 192.5, tiS per 
•lit; and in 102ti. SO per cent of domestic pnnluetion. C(msc»)uehtly, the costs 

couKumi-rs can he roughly est imated as *2.11H.miO. $K;i2,nM0, $9rtti.00ft. an.l 
-i.)94.iiOO for the four years, respectively. 

tors in the world and domestic markets.) 

For the last six months of 1930 farmers received a benefit of 
^671,900, or 12.5 per cent, of their total income from Swiss cheese. 
If the duty had been fully effective they would have received ^1,654,-
200, or 30.3 per cent, during the same period. 

liiirdens to Coii.sutners. Burdens cannot be calculated by 
the above method since average monthly consumption data and re­
tail prices of Swiss cheese are not available. However, burdens to 
consumers include (1) the cost of the duty on the Switzerland cheese 
imported, and (2) the amount by which the price of American Swiss 
is raised by the duty. Benefits consist only of the second- Since 
imports of Swiss cheese averaged about 70 per cent of domestic 
production from 1923 to 1926, the total costs of the 1922 tariff to 
consumers may be roughly estimated as amounting to about 70 per 
cent more than the total benefits accruing to farmers. On this basis, 
the cost to consumers averaged about ^1,527,000 annually during 
this period.' 

Imports from Switzerland were 112 and 97 per cent respective­
ly of the 1928 and 1929 domestic production. Consequently, the 

TABLE 34 

Net Benefits to Farmers from the Swiss Cheese Tariff, 
1923-1926, 1928, 1929 and 1930 
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total costs of the 1927 duty to consumers can be roughly estimated 
as twice the benefits to producers during these two years or about 
^ 2 , 0 7 5 , 0 0 0 , and ^ 1 , 5 3 6 , 0 0 0 , respectively. Imports declined in 1 9 3 0 
and during the last six months of that year amounted to but 4 5 per 
cent of home production. Consequently, the total cost of the 1 9 3 0 
duty to consumers for these six months can be estimated as amount­
ing to 4 5 per cent more than the benefits, or about ^ 9 7 4 , 0 0 0 . 

Net Benefits to Farmers. T o arrive at net benefits to A m e r ­
ican farmers as a class the increased costs borne by farmer consum­
ers must be subtracted from the benefits accruing to them from 
higher prices received for their Swiss cheese under the duties. Table 
3 4 shows these costs and benefits, together with net benefits to farm­
ers for the years 1 9 2 3 - 1 9 2 6 , 1 9 2 8 , and 1 9 2 9 . 

Farmers received an average annual net benefit of about ^ 4 6 7 , -
0 0 0 , or about 5.5 per cent of their total income from Swiss cheese 
during the period 1 9 2 3 - 1 9 2 6 , and a net benefit of about ^ 4 4 4 , 0 0 0 , 
in 1 9 2 8 , ^ 3 9 1 , 2 5 2 , in 1 9 2 9 , and ^ 4 3 0 , 3 4 8 for the last six months 
o t 1 9 3 0 which amounted to 6 .8 . 5 .3 , and 8 .0 per cent of their total 
income from Swiss cheese in those years. These net annual benefits 
represent the maximum value of the 1 9 2 2 , 1 9 2 7 and 1 9 3 0 duties 
to farmers as a class. 

Conclusions 

T h e Swiss cheese duties were less than 50 per cent effective in 
maintaining domestic prices above foreign prices during the period 
1 9 2 3 - 1 9 3 1 , chiefly because American consumers were willing to pay 
considerably higher prices for imported than for domestic Swiss 
cheese. These higher prices, which averaged about 8 cents a pound 
above the domestic product from 1923 to 1 9 3 0 , correspondingly re­
duced the effectiveness of the duties in maintaining a differential in 
favor of domestic prices. 

T h e duties have failed either to check imports or develop a 
domestic industry competent to take care of domestic needs. A n in­
creasingly large portion of the duties has been made ineffective since 
the beginning of 1 9 2 9 because the premium placed on imported 
Swiss cheese has increased. In the spring of 1 9 3 1 the premium 
equaled the entire duty plus transportation costs. In M a y , 1 9 3 1 , 
imported Swiss cheese averaged 18 .5 cents a pound higher than the 
domestic product. T h e tariff under these conditions could not main-



tain domestic above foreign prices.'" 

Since Americans are willing to pay a premium for imported 
Swiss cheese principally because of its superior quality, it would seem 
necessary to improve the quality of the domestic product in order to 
check importations. Past increases in the tariff have not checked 
the competition from Switzerland; they have only burdened con­
sumers to a degree out of all proportion to the benefits secured by 
producers. If American producers improve their competitive posi­
tion through better production and care of the milk and longer agmg 
of the cheese, by the organization of strong centralized producing 
and selling agencies, by acquainting the public with improvements in 
quality, and otherwise attempting to remove the present quality 
differential existing between the domestic and foreign product, they 
will place themselves in a position to secure the full possible benefits 
of the duties in terms of higher domestic prices. 

It is true that such improvement in quality would involve addi­
tional cost, but the price spread which prevails between high and low 
grades of Swiss cheese more than warrants it. Most of the domesti 
product is low grade. Only about 14 per cent of our output grades 
Fancy.*** Consequently, there is much room for improvement. 
There is no good reason to believe that American producers cannot 
produce a cheese comparable with the Swiss product if they adopt -
definite program of quality improvement, but until such a program 
is instituted the Swiss cheese duties probably will continue to be less 
than 50 per cent effective in maintaining domestic prices above 
foreign prices. 

I t w o u l d n o t bo c o r r e c t t o ssiy t l ia t t h e d u t y w a s c o m p h ' t o J y i n e f f e c t i v e 
e v e n in tlie s p r i n g o f l O S l , I f t h e r e l iad b e e n n o d u t y m o r e f o r e i g n c h e e s e p r o b 
a b l y w o u l d h a v e b e e n i m p o r t e d n n d t h e incre f laod s u p p l i e s in t h e d o m e s t i c m s r -
ke t w o u b l h a v e d e p r e s s e d A m e r i c a n p r i c e s . H o w e v e r , the f a c t t h a t n e a r l y 16 
la i i l i ou p ( U i n d s o f chee.se o f t h e E m m e n t h a l e r t y p e w e r e i m p o r t e d d u r i n g 1 9 3 1 , a 
y e a r o f b u s i n e s s d e p r e s s i o n a n d l o w p u r c h a s i n g p o w e r , c o m p a r e d w i t h a b o u t 18 
m i l l i o n p o u n d s i m p o r t e d in 192S , a y e a r o f g e n e r a l b u s i n e s s p r o s p e r i t y a n d h i g h 
p u r c h a s i n g p o i i e r . i n d i c a t e s t h a t t h e d e m i t n d f o r t h e i m p o r t e d p r o d u c t is re la ­
t i v e l y i n e l a s t i c n n d t h a t t h e d u t y w o u l d h a v e t o b e i n c r e a s e d l o e x t r e m e l y h i g h 
l e v e l s t o k e e p out i m p o r t s . 

10 In an a d d r e s s , W i s c o n s i n Swiss Cheese Industry at Part ing ot the W a y s , 
l iy W i l l i a m O l s o n a t t h e S o u t h e r n W i s c o n s i n C h e e s e m a k e r s a n d D a i r y m e n ' s C o n ­
t e n t i o n , S / o n r o c , W i s c o n s i n , D e c e m b e r 9 , 1927, if w a s s t a l e d that w i t h r e s p e c l t o 
D r u m S w i s s c h e e s e d u r i n g t h e f o u r y e a r s ] 9 2 : i - 1 9 2 6 , o n l y 14 p e r c e n t g r a d e d 
F a n c v , w h i l e 4 2 p e r c e n t g r a d e d N o . 1 a n d 44 p e r c e n t g r a d e d N o . 2 . ( S e e S i l c o x . 
W . B . . a n d R a k k e n , H . H . , T h e Foreign T y p e Cheese I n d n s t r y in Wiscons in , U n i 
v o r s i t y o f W i s e o n s i n R e s e a r c h B u l l e t i n 103 , D e c e m b e r , 1930 , p . 3 3 . ) 

http://chee.se


P A R T V . 

MILK, C R E A M , CASEIN, A N D O T H E R D A I R Y P R O D U C T S 

Chapter VIII . Milk and Cream 

Before the development of our large cities there was virtually 
no interstate trade in milk and cream. Each town depended upon its 
own supply or supplemented it to a small extent by wagon receipts 
from near-by territory.^ But with the growth of industry, especially 
in the eastern part of the United States, and the concentration of 
more than one-fourth of our population in an area only 5 per cent 
of out total (New England and the Middle Atlantic States), the 
territory supplying our eastern cities continually widened. At first 
the dairy industry in the eastern states was able to shift from butter 
and cheese production to the supply of milk and cream tjuickly 
enough to meet the increasing demand of the cities for fresh milk 
and cream, but as these demands have grown cream has had to be 
supplied from greater and greater distances, until today it is shipped 
to the great cities from all over the New England and Middle At­
lantic states and from Canada and the Middle West. 

The Domestic Industry 

Production. The trentj of domestic production of milk and 
cream has been upward since 1920. Milk production increased from 
90 bii/ion pounds in 1920 to 121 billion pounds in 1926. In more 
recent years, 1928 to 1932, cows and heifers 2 years old and over 
kept on farms for milk increased from 22,129,000 to 24.379,000. ' 

The principal dairy states according to their importance in pro­
duction are; Wisconsin, New York, Minnesota, Iowa, Pennsylvania, 

1 Bi'fnn- t ) H ' ilavs nf niiJk Irnn.sportfttion b y rail the prinripal wour'r <>f Xi-w 
Vork C i t y ' s milk ami crcani suppJr irns from cows kept in Oic NtabJpN of brow-
t'rioa or ilistillnrics. .siipiili'monti'ii to a .suiall extent b y wagon reeciptg from Long 
Inland and Westchester County. Orange County was producing milk in volume, 
but it was consumed priniipiilly in b u t t e r uiaking. ( S e e Department of Agricul­
ture and Markets of the Stnl.- of N e w Y o r k . Bulletin 241 . Statist ics B « l a t l v e t o 
the D a i r y Industry In N e w Y o r k State . 1929. A l b a n y , N e w Y o r k , 1930 . p. 173.) 

- C S, Departm<'Ut of .\grii-ti(ftjn'. Bureau o f Agricultural KcoBomic.*, Sup 
plement to H a n d b o o k of D a i r y Statistics . W a s h i n g t o n . D. C., Apri l , 1932 . p. in 



Pant 14(i 

Illinois, Ohio, Michigan, and California. Milk production is de­
cidedly seasonal, with the peak in May and June and the low point 
in the winter months. 

Consumption. Nearly half of all the milk produced in the 
United States is consumed as fluid milk and cream; about a third is 
used for the manufacture of butter; the manufacture of cheese, con­
densed and evaporated milk, and ice cream each consume from 3 to 
4 per cent; less than .5 per cent is used for all other dairy products; 
about 4 per cent is fed to calves; the rest (about 3 per cent) is ap­
parently wasted. 

The demand for iduid milk is comparatively stable throughout 
the year but cream consumption rises and falls with the consumption 
of ice cream and cream for berries. The peak of domestic deman i 
comes during the summer months, somewhat later than the peak o'̂  
production. The per capita consumption of whole milk and the 
whole milk equivalent of cream used as fluid cream is about 55 gal­
lons annually in the United States. This is considerably higher than 
in most other nations, but less than in Finland and Switzerland.' 

Prices. Much has been done by producers' organizations to 
adjust miik prices so as to encourage a shift from surplus production 
in summer to increased production in the winter. In addition to the 
use of a flat price, two plans are in use: (1) the "Basic Rating Plan," 
and (2) the "Use Plan." The Basic Rating Plan involves the estab­
lishment of 3 basic quantity for each producer upon which the basic 
price determined in conference by dealers and representatives is paid. 
Any milk delivered in excess of the basic quantity is paid a lower 
price.' The Use Plan makes the dealer pay for the milk according 
to the use which is made of it. Production is divided into the fol­
lowing classes; (1) fluid milk; (2) milk for cream and ice cream; 
(3) condensed milk; and (4) milk for butter and cheese. Fluid 
milk, the most valuable product, is always in the first class. Swee 
cream is always in the second class. These two prices are determineH 
by the supply and demand conditions of the individual milk shed. 

3 P e p (T .pita c o n s u m p t i o n a m o u n t s t o less t h a n o n e - h a l f g a l l o n in J a p a n , a b o u t 
7 g a l l o n s in C h i l e , 14 in S p a i n , 25 to 27 in G r e a t B r i t a i n , F r a n c e , a n d G e r m a n y , 
37 in A u s t r a l i a a n d N e w Z e a l a n d , 4 5 in A u s t r i a a n d Czecho . «Jova ) ; i a , 5 0 in 
C a n a d a , 5 5 in the U n i t e d S t a t e s , 70 in S w i t z e r l a n d , and a b o u t 84 in F i n l a n d . 
I b i d . , p . 4. 

^ T h i s p l a n is u s e d b y t h e c o o p e r a t i v e s s u p p l y i n g n i i l k t o B a l t i m o r e a n d 
P h i l a d e l p h i a , T h e b a s i c q u a n t i t y u s e d is t h e a v e r a g e p r o d u c t i o n b y e a c h p r o ­
d u c e r f o r t h e m o n t h s o f O c t o b e r , N o v e m b e r , a n d D e c e m b e r . T h e p r o d u c e r r e ­
c e i v e s fbe b a s i c p r i c e on t h i s a m o u n t f o r t h e f o l l o w i n g n i n e m o n t h s a n d a " s u r ­
p l u s p r i c e " on a n y e x c e s s , w h i c h is c a l c u l a t e d o n t h e p r i c e o f 9 2 - s e o r e b u t t e r 
p l u s a 20 p e r c e n t p r e m i u m . ( S e e IT. S. T a r i f f C o m m i s s i o n , R e p o r t t o t h e P r e s i ­
d e n t o f t h e U n i t e d S t a t e s — M i l t e a n d C r e a m . W a s h i n g t o n , D . C , 1 9 2 9 , p . 9 . ) 
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but the price in the last class must be determined on a national or 
world market basis.' 

The Tariff Problem 

Canadian Competition. Milk and cream are highly perish­
able products and only a neighboring country can effectively com­
pete with the United States by exporting these products in the fresh, 
raw state to her markets. Virtually all of the United States imports 
of milk and cream are from Canada.'' 

Imports of both milk and cream are insignificant when compared 
with the total domestic production, but these imports are concen­
trated in one or two large markets. The only areas in the United 
States which are unable to satisfy their own requirements in milk 
and cream are the three eastern regions supplying Boston, New 
York, and Philadelphia. Practically all of our imports from Canada 
originate in Quebec and Ontario within a zone of about 20 miles 
contiguous to the border, and no imported milk is ordinarily shipped 
as far south as Philadelphia. About two-thirds of these imports are 
either separated for cream or manufactured into other dairy products 
at receiving border plants, and New York City and Boston receive 
most of the balance for fluid use.' 

The Shift to the Mid-lFesl. Ordinarily the supply of fluid 
milk and cream in Boston, New York, and Philadelphia is scarce dur­
ing the late summer and early fall months, and until recent years 
this scarcity has been met largely by imports from Canada. In the 
past few years, however, an increasingly large part of the regular 
seasonal shortage of cream, caused by the greater diversion of the 

^•FoT ii flisi'ussimi of l!io TIsi* i ' lan. see Rihoonfclii , W . Some Economic 
Aspects of the M a r k e t i n g of M i l k and Cream in N e w England, V. 8 . D o p a i h o m t 
of -AgririiJliin', ington. D. C., rirculiir Hi, ]!H'7. 

In J020 a total of 4,246,000 gallons of milk and 2,970.000 gallon.s of cwnm 
were imported b y the Unitod States , 4.169,418 gallons, or 98.2 per cent of the 
totnl mi lk innpotted. and 2.963,ri49 gallons, nr 99.8 per cent of the total rrenm 
imported, came from Canada. The remaining 1.8 per cent of the milk and .2 
per cent of the cream eame from N o r w a y , the r.'nited K i n g d o m . Mexico , and 
other countries. ( S E E S t a t e Di'pnrtment of .\griciilture :»nd Markets . Bulletin 
N o . 241. Stat ist ics Relat ive to the D a i r y Industry in N e w Y o r k State, 1929. 
p, 

T T h e V. S. Tariff Commission made n study of the disposal of mi lk imported 
from Canada through the V e r m o n t and St . Lawrence customs districts from M a y 
1, 1925, to Apri l 3 0 . 1926, and found that 2.84 per cent of the tolat milk im­
ported through these districts during this period was shipped to Boston for fluid 
consumption, 3l>.S6 per cent iviis shipped to N e w Y o r k City fur fluid consumption, 
and 60.30 pet cent was separated or otherwise manufactured at receiving border 
plants. ST>e the Commi!isi "n "s B e p o r t t o the President o f the UNITED STATES: 
M i l k and CRFLMM. p. ]!>. 
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eastern production from cream to fluid millc market channels, has 
been supplied by fresh cream shipments from the Middle W e s t / 
This shift in the source of supply from Canada to the Middle West 
has been encouraged by {1) improvement in transportation facilities, 
and (2) our tariff policy on milk and cream. 

It is now possible with proper handling to ship sweet cream long 
distances. As early as 1925 and 1926 fresh table cream moved in 
express car lots of 200 40-quart cans each from points in Kansas, 
Iowa, Minnesota, Wisconsin, and Michigan to Springfield and Bos­
ton, Massachusetts. The maximum distance so hauled was 1,700 
miles and the running time of the trains, including time spent switch­
ing in Chicago, ranged from 30 to 40 hours." This is approximately 
the same as the running time from the farthermost Canadian supply 
points to Boston.'" However, the rates from the mid-western points 
to Boston ranged from ^1.85 to ^ 2 . 2 8 / 2 per 40-quart can while the 
rates from the farthermost Canadian points ranged from 56 to 60 
cents.'^ Thus, in spite of his ability to ship sweet cream in good 
condition to Boston as rapidly as his Canadian competitor, the mid-
western shipper had to pay from 13 to 16 cents a gallon more for 
transportation to Boston than the Canadian. As a result, without 
the United States tariff policy to offset this transportation differential 
in favor of the Canadian producer, the shift from Canada to the 
Middle West as a source of part of the cream supply for the East 
would not have occurred to the extent that it has. 

The Fordney-McCumber Tariff of September, 1922, placed a 
duty of 20 cents per gallon on cream, which in May, 1929, was in­
creased by presidential proclamation to 30 cents per gallon. Conse­
quently, Canadian producers from 1922 to 1929 had to pay 20 cents 
a gallon, or slightly more than their transportation advantage over 
middle-western producers. But many Canadian farmers are enough 
closer to the United States than to the Canadian markets to permit 
them to ship to us, pay the 20-cent duty, and still net more than by 
shipping to Canadian markets. In spite of a 20-cenr duty during 
the years when the Canadian advantage in transportation costs over 
mid-western producers was only 13 to 16 cents a gallon, Canadian 
exports of cream to the United States increased, reaching a peak of 
more than 5 million gallons in 1926. 

M i l k is n o t s h i p p e d t o e a s t e r n m a r k e t s f r o m the M i d d l e W e s t in s i g n i f i c a n t 
(Quant i t ies b e c a u s e o f i t s e o m p a r - . i t i v e l y l o w u n i t v a l u e . C h e a p e r f e e d a n d o t h e r 
l o w e r c o s t s o f p r o d u c i n g c r e a m in t h e M i d d l e W e s t o f f s e t , t o s o m e e x t e n t , t h e 
f r e i g h t c h a r g e s t o e a s t e r n m a r k e t s . 

a S c h o c n f e M , W . A . , S o m e E c o n o m i c A s p e c t s o f t h e Marketing o f Milk a n d 
C r e a m i n N e w E n g l a n d , p . 1 9 . I b i d . , p . 20. n l b i d . , p p . fi4 a n d 66 . 
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But great increases in the tariff since 1 9 2 6 have more than off­
set any advantages the Canadians may have had in transportation or 
other costs, and imports have decreased. I n 1 9 3 1 , with a duty of 
5 6 . 6 cents a gallon, only 7-9,435 gallotis of cream were imported 
from Canada, and in 1 9 3 2 , 1 1 8 , 0 0 0 gallons. Thus, by heavy in­
creases in the tariff, the transportation advantages of Canadian pro­
ducers over mid-western producers have been more than offset, and 
the shift from Canada to the Middle W e s t as a source of supply for 
the eastern states has been largely completed.^" 

Effects of Recent Duties 

Recent Milk Duties. Table 35 shows average prices paid to 
producers for milk at N e w Y o r k and Montreal, 1 9 2 2 - 1 9 3 1 . For 
the five-year period 1 9 2 2 - 1 9 2 6 N e w Y o r k prices averaged about 6 .4 
cents a gallon above Montreal.^^ T h u s the 2.5-cent per gallon duty 
of 1922 was not sufficient to offset the differentials between A m e r ­
ican and Canadian prices, and imports were the largest on record.^^ 
N o r was it sufficient to equalize the milk, butter, and cheese duties 
during this period, and Canadian producers found they could ship 
milk into the United States cheaper than they could ship in the 
manufactured products, butter and cheese."^ 

' 2 I n 1 9 2 5 o n l y 2 1 7 , 0 0 0 q u a r t ? o f c r r a m w e r e r e c e i v e d at B o s t o n f r o m s t a t e a 
w e s t o f B u f f a l o , w h i l e in 1931 n e a r l y 6 m i l l i o n q u a r t s w e r e r e c e i v e d . R e c e i p t s 
f r o m m i d - w e s t e r n p o i n t s a t N e w Y o r k C i t y i n c r e a s e d f r o m l e ss t h a n 2 m i l l i o n 
( juarta in 1927 t o n e a r l y 4 m i l l i o n q u a r t s in 1 9 2 9 , b u t i n 1931 d e c l i n e d t o a b o u t 
the 1 9 2 7 l e v e l . O n t h e o t h e r h a n d , t h e t o t a l U n i t e d S t a t e s i m p o r t s d e c r e a s e d 
f r o m 5 ,374 .000 g a l l o n s in 1 9 2 6 , t o 4 ,843 ,000 g a l l o n s in 1 9 2 7 , t o 3 ,621 ,000 g a l l o n s 
in 1928 , t o 2 ,970 ,000 g a l l o n s in 1 9 2 9 , t o l ,585,0OD g a l l o n s in 1 9 3 0 , t o 79 ,000 g a l ­
l o n s in 1 9 3 1 , a n d t o i l 8 , 0 0 0 g a l l o n s in 1932 . ' T h e e m b a r g o p l a c e d o n m i l k a n d 
c r e a m f r o m t h e M o n t r e a l d i s t r i c t b y t h e U n i t e d S t a t e s b e c a u s e o f t h e t y p h o i d 
e p i d e m i c in 1 9 2 7 u n d o u b t e d l y w a s t h e c h i e f r e a s o n f o r t h e 1927 d e c r e a s e in i m ­
p o r t s . I n 1 9 2 8 t h e d e c l i n e w a s d u e t o a l a r g e e x t e n t t o t h e s a n i t a r y r e g u l a t i o n s 
o f t h e L c n r o o t - T n b c r A c t . B u t t h e g r e a t d e c l i n e in 1931 a n d 1932 w a s d u e pr i ­
m a r i l y t o t h e i n c r e a s e in t h e d u t y f r o m 30 t o 56.6 c e n t s a g a l l o n i n J u n e , 1930 . 

13 N e w Y o r k p r i c e s a v e r a g e d $2 .88 p e r h u n d r e d p o u n d s c o m p a r e d w i t h an 
a v e r a g e o f $ 2 . 1 3 , o r 7 5 c e n t s l e s s , f o r M o n t r e a l . S i n c e o n e g a l l o n c o n t a i n s 8.6 
p o u n d s , N e w Y o r k p r i c e s a v e r a g e d a b o u t 6.4 c e n t s a g a l l o n a b o v e p r i c e s a t 
j f o n t r e a t . 

i » A b o u t 4 .5 m i U i o n g u l l o n s o f m i l k w e r e i m p o r t e d in 1 9 2 3 ; o v e r 5 m i l l i o n 
in 1 9 2 4 ; o v e r 7 m i l l i o n in 1925 nnd 1 9 2 6 ; 4.5 m i l l i o n in 1 9 2 7 ; a n d a b o u t 5.5 m i l ­
l i o n in 1 9 2 8 . 

'••'In 1926 , fiO p e r c e n t o f t h e m i l k i m p o r t e d f r o m C a n a d a w a s s e p a r a t e d o r 
o t h e r w i s e m a n u f a c t u r e d a t b o r d e r r e c e i v i n g p l a n t s a n d o n l y 40 p e r c e n t w a s 
p a s t e u r i z e d , o f w h i c h 37 p e r c e n t w a s s h i p p e d to N e w Y o r k a n d 3 p e r c e n t l o 
B i ' s t o n f o r f l u i d c o n s u m p t i o n . A c o n s i d e r n l i l e q u a n t i t y o f t h e 6 0 p e r c e n t t h a t 
w a s s e p a r a t e d o r m a n u f a c t u r e d at b o r d e r r e c e i v i n g p l a n t s w a s m a d e i n t o c o n ­
d e n s e d m i i k f o r e x p o r t , u p o n w h i c h d r a w b a c k w a s a l l o w e d . ( S e e R e p o r t o f 
v. S . T a r i f f Con imis t i i on t o t h e P r e s i d e n t o ! t h e U n i t e d S t n l i - s , M i l k aufl Cream. 
1929. p . 19.1 
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TABLE 35 

Average Prices Paid to Producers for Milk 
at New York and Montreal, 1922-1931 

S e a s o n 

1922, s p r i n g & summer^. 
1922-23 , f a l l & w i n t e r K -
1923, s p r i n g & suinnier.... 
1923-24 , f o i l & w i n t e r 
1924, s p r i n g & summer. . . . 
l924-2r>, f a l l & w i n t e r 
1925, s p r i n g & sumrnfir.-.. 
1925-26 , fa l l & w i n t e r 
1926, s p r i n g & s u m m e r 
1926-27 , fttli & w i n t e r 
1927, sprit ig & .summer..,. 
1927-28 , fa l l & w i n t e r 
1928, sprint ; & s u m m e r - . 
1928-29 , f a l l & w i n t e r 
1 9 2 9 , s p r i n g & s u m m e r - . 
1929-30 , fa l l & winter . . 
1 9 3 0 , s p r i n g & s u a i m e r 
1930 -31 , f a i l & wintf i i - . .— 

New York i 
<c per cwt) 

Montreal 2 
(c per cwt) 

Average. 

237 
3 1 4 
283 
287 
238 
307 
280 
315 
2 8 5 
316 
307 
347 
308 
340 
336 
3 3 9 
314 
3 0 7 
303 

195 
213 
195 
250 
195 
195 
195 
250 
195 
250 
203 
280 
203 
280 
25S 
290 
232 
234 

Oiffereu'i in favor N . y 

( c p e r c w t ) I ( c p e r g a l ) 

228 

42 
101 

88 
37 
4 3 

112 
85 
65 
90 
66 

104 
6 7 

105 
60 
80 
49 
82 
73 

3.6 
8.6 
7.5 
3.1 
3.6 
9.6 
7.3 
5.5 
7.7 
5.6 
8.9 
5.7 
9.0 
5.1 
6.8 
4.2 
7.0 
6.2 

75 6.4 
Sources : 

1 P o o l e d prices o f mi lk f. 0 . b . N e w Y o r k City , f rom the D a i r y m e n ' s League 
Cooperat ive Assoc iat ion . Data f o r 1922-1920 inclusive, taken f rom U. S. Tariff 
Commission, R e p o r t to the President o f the United States : M i l k and Cream, 1929, 
p . 20. Data f o r 1927-19^11 are basic pr ices f o r fluid uulk and were taken f r o m U . S . 
Department o f Agr icul ture , Crops and Marke t s . 

2 Dea le rs ' quotations o f prices paid to producers . Data for 1922-1926 inclusive, 
t.iken from U. S. Tariff Commission, R e p o r t t o the Pres ident o f t h e United S t a t e s : 
M i l k and Cream, 1929, p. 21. Data for 1927-lfi;U taken f j om Canadian M o n t h l y 
Bul let in o f Agricultural Statist ics , February , 3952, p . 58. Quoted in cents per I m ­
perial gallon and converted to pounds b y using 8.6 pounds as the we ight o f a United 
S la tes gal lon and five-fourths or 1.20032 times 8.6 pounds as the we ight o f an I m ­
perial gal lon. 

3 A v e r a g e o f the 6 months Apri l , M a y , June, Ju ly , August and September . 
« Average o f the 6 months October , N o v e m b e r , December , January , February , 

and March . 
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T e w 

1918 
1919 
1920 
1921 
1922 
192.? 
1924 
1925 

Imports 
Milk 

865 
2 ,753 
2,521 
2,579 
2,023 
4 ,473 
5 ,160 
7,366 

Cream 

9 3 1 
1 ,597 
2 ,034 
2 ,124 
3,025 
4 ,198 
5 ,171 

Exports 
(Milfc& 

Cream) i 
T e a i 

1 9 0 
1 0 4 

67 
8 6 

1 9 2 6 
1 9 2 7 
1 9 2 8 
1 9 2 9 
1930 
1931 
1 9 3 2 

Imports 
Cream 

7,386 
4,493 
5,499 
4 ,246 
1,837 

6 1 2 
1 0 5 

5 ,374 
4,843 
3 ,621 
2,970 
1,585 

79 
118 

Exports 

Creajn) i 
59 
65 

125 
180 
189 
101 
36 

iNot 
Source: 
liji'rcc. 

r e p o r t e d s e p a r a t e l y . 
U. S. D e p a r t m e n t o f 
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l i g u r e l5i. I m p o r t s o f bo t l i m i l k und c r e a m are ins ign i f i cant w h e n c o m p a r e d w i t h 
tlie total d o m e s t i c p r o d u c t i o n , but these impor ts are c o n c e n t r a t e d in t w o or 
three Jarge nm r kets . Ord i t ia r i l y (he s u p p l y o f f lu id m i l k aud c r e a m in B o n t o n , 
N e w Y o r k , nnd P h i l a d e l p h i a is scarce d u r i n g the late summer and fa l l m o n t h s , 
nnd unt i l r e c e n t v e n r s th is s c a r c i t y h a s b e e n m o t l a r g e l y b y i m p o r t s f r o m Cnnadu. 
In the past f ew" y e a r s , h o w e v e r , an i n c r e a s i n g l y large par t o f the regular sea­
sonal s h o r t a g e o f c r e a m h a s b c e u BoppUcd b y f r e s h c r e a m s h i p m e n t s f r o m the 
M i d d l e W e s t . 

TKe milk duty was increased to 3.75 cents a gallon by President 
, Hoover on May 14, 1929, effective June 13, 1929, and on June 18, 
' 1930, was raised to 6.5 cents a gallon in the Hawley-Smoot Tariff. 

The present rates are approximately sufficient to equalize the duties 
on rnilk and on butter and cheese (see Table 1). They are also 
sufficient to offset the differential of New York prices above Mon­
treal prices which existed, on the average, from 1922 to 1930. The 
large decrease in milk imports in 1931 and 1932 is evidence that the 
present tariff is sufficient virtually to prohibit imports in significant 
amounts (see Table 36 and Figure 19) . 

TABLE 36 
V. S. Imports and Exports of Milk and Cream, 1918-1932 

(In thousand gallons) 
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Recent Craini Duties. Table 3 7 shows wholesale prices per 
gallon of 4 0 per cent cream at N e w Y o r k and Montreal , by months, 
1 9 2 6 - 1 9 3 1 . For the years 1 9 2 6 , 1 9 2 7 , and 1 9 2 8 , N e w Y o r k cream 
prices averaged approximately 3 0 cents a gallon above Montreal 
prices. T h u s the 1922 duty of 2 0 cents a gallon could not offset the 
differential between N e w Y o r k and Montreal prices and imports were 
relatively l a r g e . N o r was it sufficient to equalize the cream duty 
with the 12-cent per pound duty on butter in effect during this 
period. 

T h e cream duty was increased to 3 0 cents a gallon by presi­
dential proclamation on M a y 14, 1 9 2 9 , (effective June 13, 1 9 2 9 ) 
and to 56 .6 cents a gallon in the Hawley-Smoot Tariff of June 18 , 
1 9 3 0 . 

T h e present duty of 5 6 . 6 cents a gallon is approximately suffi­
cient to equalize the cream tariff and the present 14-cent per pound 
duty on butter. It is also more than sufficient to offset the average 
differentials between N e w Y o r k and Montreal prices existing froni 
1 9 2 6 to 1 9 3 1 . In no month since December, 1 9 2 6 , have N e w Y o r k 
prices been above Montreal prices by an amount equal to this rate. 
T h e present cream duty, with the small differentials existing since 
1 9 2 9 , is high enough to prohibit significant imports. 

Benefits and Burdens of the Dudes 

T h e present duties on milk and cream have succeeded in re-
tricting imports of these products to insignificant quantities. This 
shutting out of Canadian milk and cream from the eastern markets 
(the only significant deficit areas in the United States) simply means 

that the source of part of the required supply for these markets has 
been shifted from Canada to the mid-western dairy states. T h e prob­
lem thus becomes one of determining how and to what extent this 
shift, brought about largely by the duties, has been of benefit to 
American dairymen. 

i « I n 192fi, 5 .^74,000 galloti .s o f c r o u m w o r e i m p o r t e d i n t o t h e U n i t e d S t a t e s . 
Thin is the largest on r e c o r d . I n 1927 i n i p o r t s d r o p p e d t o 4 ,843 ,000 g a l l o n s i n 
s p i t e o f an a v e r a g e di i ferent i . - i l o f 4 2 cent.s a gallon between New Y o r k a n d 
M o n t r e a l p r i c e s , b e c a u s e o f t h e e m b a r g o p l a c e d o n M o n t r e a l m i l k a n d c r e a m on 
a c c o u n t o f t h e t y p h o i d e p i d e m i c . I m p o r t s d e c r e a s e d f u r t h e r t o ,3,021,000 g a l l o n s 
i n 1 9 2 8 in s p i t e o f an a v e r a g e d i f f e r e n t i a l o f 2 5 c e n t s a g a l l o n b e t w e e n N e w 
Y o r k a n d M o n t r e a l p r i c e s , p r i n c i p a l l y b e c a u s e o f t h e s a n i t a r y r e g u l a t i o n s o f 
t h e L e n r o o t - T a b e r A c t . 

1 ' N e w Y o r k c r e a m p r i c e s a v e r a g e d b u t 6 c e n t s a g a l l o n a b o v e M o n t r e a l 
p r i c e s i n 1 9 2 9 a n d 1930 a n d o n e c e n t a b o v e in 1 9 3 1 . 1 ^ m i l l i o n g a l l o n s w e r e i m ­
p o r t e d in 1 9 3 0 , o n l y 79 ,000 g a l l o n s in 1 9 3 1 , a n d 1 1 8 , 0 0 0 g a l l o n s in 1932 as c o m ­
p a r e d w i t h a n a v e r a g e i m p o r t a t i o n of m o r e t h a n 4 m i l l i o n g a l l o n s a n n u a l l y d u r ­
i n g t h e t h r e e y e a r s 1 9 2 6 , 1 9 2 7 , a n d 1 9 2 8 . 
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TABLE 37 

Wholesale Price per Gallon of 40 Per Cent Cream, by Months, 
at Montreal and New York, 1926-1931 

Uaatb 

Average 
January 
February-
March 
April 
May 
June 
July 
August 
September... 
October 
N o v e m b e r . . . 
Deeomber 

1926 

Vork 1 Mun- N. Y. 
over 

1B27 
New Man-- I Mont'i fork i ] traal 2 over J**^ 

192B 
Mon­

treal 2 
1.74 11.50 I .24 2 . 0 1 ; 1.59 1 . 4 2 TssTTeO 

H. Y. • 
over I 

Moflt'l 
Hen I Hon-

York 1 irtai 

1.75 
1.75 
1.67 
1.51 
1.59 
1.66 
1..59 
1.63 
1.75 
L83 
2.00 
2.16 

1.70 .05 1.91 1.72 .19 1.91 
1.70 .05 2.03 1.65 .38 1.83 
1.64 .03 L96 1.81 .15 1.91 
1.64 -.13 1.96 1.60 .36 1.79 
1.39 .20 1.71 1.56 .15 1.75 
1.48 .18 1.67 1.48 .19 1.71 
1.35 .24 1.63 1.39 .24 1.75 
1..35 .28 1.63 1.48 .15 1.83 
1.35 .40 1.83 1.60 .23 1.91 
1.39 .44 1.87 1.65 .22 1.87 
1.45 .55 1.96 1.56 .40 2.00 
1.60 .56 2.03 1.56 .47 1.96 
1930 1931 

1.42 1.36 .06 1.07 1.06 .01 
1.42 1.62 -.20 1.08 1.32 -.24 
1.39 1.58 -.19 1.07 1.36 -.29 
1.44 1.48 -.04 L09 1.36 -.27 
1.50 1.42 .08! .98 1.28 -.30' 
1.36 l.,30 .06; .88 .88 ()' 

1.27 1.22 .05 .87 .85 .02 
1.37 1.22 .15 i .94 .93 .01 
1.52 1.22 .30' 1.06 .97 .09 
1.56 L30 .26 1.24 1.00 .24 
1.57 1.34 .23 1.30 1.00 .30 
1.40 1.34 .06 1.17 .93 .24 
1.24 1.30 -.06, 1.14 .85 .29 

1.48 ! 
1.48 
L70 
1.65 
1.45 
1.53 
1.56 
1.60 
1.70 
1.65 
1.70 
1.70 

.25 

.43 

.35 

.21 

.14' 

..30: 

.18' 

.19 

.23 

.21 

.22 

.,30 

.26 

1.77 i 1.71 
1.89 
1.97 
1.92 
1.79 
1.71 
1.71 
1.66 
1.73 
1.82 
1.80 
1.68 
1.61 

1.74 
1.80 
1.84 
L83 
1.57 
1.57 
1.63 
1,66 
1.70 
1.74 
1.74 
1.74 

N. Y. 
over 

Monl'l 

.06 

.15 

.17 

.08 
-.04 

.14 

.14 

.03 

.07 

.12 

.06 
-.06 
-.13 

A v e r a g e 

-Tamun-y 
F e b r u n r y 
M a r e 11 
A p r i l 
i f n y 
June 
•Tuty 
A u g u s t 
Septcnibci'. . 
October. 
November... 
December.... 
Sonroes: 

1 T h e pr i ces o f don i c s t i c nnd Canad ian cream are based on the pr ice o f but ter . 
T h e m e t h o d of c o m p u t a t i o n is as f o l l o w s : f r o m the who lesa l e pr i ce o f 02 score 
butter is s u b t r a c t e d 5 c e n t s f o r m a n u f a c t u r i n g c o M s . T h e result is mult ip l ied b y 
120 per cent f o r churn over - run . T o the pr i ce o f b u t t e r f a t thus o b t a i n e d is added 
.'i.5 cents p e r p o u n d as a p r e m i u m for b u t t e r f a t in sweet c ream. N e w Y o r k butter 
p r i c e s a r e f o r '. '2-scorD a n d w e r e secured f r o m V . D e p a r t m e n t o f A g r i c u l t u r e , 
Hureau o f A g r i c u l t u r a l E c o n o m i e s . F o r a d iscuss ion o f m e t h o d see Tl. B. Tar i f t 
' 'nmmisaion. Report to the President of the U. S. : Milk and Cream, p . .13. 

• T h e j )r ices f o r butter f i i l p;iid at Montrea l are usually de te rmined b y subtrac t ­
ing f r o m till- p r i c e o f N o . 1 MoiitTi-al b a i t e r ci'Ut'* f o r m a n u f a c t u r i n g costs . T h e 
result ing a m o u u t is then nmlti]ilieil b y lUi.7 per cent f o r churn o v e r run. T o the 
pr i ce o f b u t t e r f a t thus o b t a i n e d 4.5 cents per pound is added a.s a premium paid f o r 
but ter fa t in .twect c ream. M o n t r e a l but te r pr i ces a re f o r " f r e a i i i e r y Hid i i l s ' ' and 
w e r e HFI-ured f r o m the D o m i n i o n o f CRnn<la, Bureau o f L a b o r , Monthly Bulletin of 
Agricultural Statistics. 
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Benefits to Kastern Dairymen. United States duties on 
miilc and cream tend to benefit American producers situated close to 
the three large eastern markets—Boston, New York, and Philadel­
phia—whether or not they are sufficient to benefit mid-western 
dairymen. Even if the duties are not sufficient to cause this shift to 
the Middle West, and imports continue, it is logical to believe that 
imports under the duties would be somewhat less than would occur 
in the absence of any tariff barriers. Prices in eastern markets, espe­
cially during the late summer and fall months when domestic supplies 
are relatively smallest, should tend to maintain a differential above 
prices in foreign markets by the amount of the duties. 

If the duties restrict imports enough to shift the source of 
supply to the Middle West, eastern dairymen will still tend to receive 
benefits, although these are not necessarily equal to the full amount 
of the duties. The cost of transporting cream from the Middle 
West to the eastern markets averages about 15 cents a gallon more 
than from Canada.''' Consequently, any duty high enough to cause 
a shift to the Middle West will tend to raise prices in eastern markets 
by tbe amount of the differential in shipping costs. When this hap­
pens, shipments from the Middle West occur in sufficient quantities 
to meet the requirements of eastern markets. If the tariff is con­
siderably higher than the transportation differential, supplies from 
the Middle West will replace Canadian shipments because importa­
tion will be unprofitable. This is exactly what has occurred in the 
past two years under the high milk and cream duties of the Hawley-
Smoot Tariff of 1930. Eastern dairymen receive a benefit of about 
15 cents a gallon from the 1930 cream duty—the average trans­
portation differential between the Middle West and Canada. 

This increase in cream prices is reflected in better milk prices, 
because tbe price of milk is determined largely by its butterfat con­
tent. Assuming an average butterfat content of 3.5 per cent, milk 
prices in eastern markets are increased by about 15 cents per hundred 
pounds.^" Since about 12,000,000,000 pounds of milk are pro­
duced in the Boston, New York and Philadelphia regions,'" the bene-

is S h i p p i n g c o s t s f r o m t h e M i d d l e W e s t r a n g e f r o m a b o u t ¥1.85 t o $2.28 p e r 
4 0 - q u a r t c a n in c a r l o a d l o t s (8 ,5 f i0 q u a r t s e q u a l s o n e e a r ) , c o m p a r e d w i t h f r o m 
57 .5 t o lis c e n t s f r o m C a n a d i a n b o r d e r p r o v i n c e s t o e a s t e r n U n i t e d S t a t e s m a r ­
k e t s , o r a d i f f e r e n c e o f f r o m 1^.7 t o 1G.3 c e n t s a g a l l o n , 

13 A g a l l o n o f 40 p e r c e n t e r e a m w e i g h s a b o u t 8 .4 p o u n d s , a n d c o n t a i n s , 
t h e r e f o r e , a b o u t 3.4 p o u n d s o f b u t t e r f a t . 100 p o u n d s o f 3.5 p e r c e n t m i l k c o n ­
t a i n 3,5 p o u n d s of b u t t e r f a t . C o n s e q u e n t l y , t h e 1 5 - c e n t p e r g a l l o n b e n e f i t o n 
c r e a m i n c r e a s e s t h e p r i c e o f m i l k b y a b o u t 15 c e n t s p e r h u n d r e d p o u n d s . 

20 U. S . T a r i f t C o m m i s s i o n , Report to t h e President of the United States: 
Milk and Cream, p . 7. 



fits to eastern dairymen from the cream duty amount to about ^18,-
000,000 annuady. 

It is difficult to estimate the benefits from the milk duty be­
cause, even though the 6.5-cent duty keeps out appreciable impor­
tations, milk is not shipped to eastern markets from the Middle West. 
The restriction of imports means that the milk produced near the 
eastern markets, which would otherwise be skimmed for sweet cream, 
must be used as fluid milk; this increases the proportion of sweet 
cream which must be shipped from the Middle West to supply the 
demands of eastern markets; the milk duty, therefore, indirectly 
adds to the effectiveness of the cream rate, in securing better prices 
for eastern dairymen. 

Benefits to j\lid-JJ'estern Dnirynien. The milk and cream 
duties have frequently been classified as nuisance tariffs on the 
ground that freight rates absorb any possible benefits to mid-western 
dairymen. This is largely true, particularly in the case of milk, but 
dairymen in the Middle West may benefit somewhat from better but­
ter prices as a result of shipping to eastern markets cream which would 
otherwise be manufactured into butter. While this benefit cannot 
be quantitatively measured, the data available indicate that it is ex­
tremely small. If all imports of Canadian milk and cream during 
the period 1920-31 had been shut out, and the entire amount sup­
plied from the Middle West, it would have removed, on the average, 
the equivalent of only 15 million pounds of butter from the butter 
market each year. This is Jess than .8 per cent of the United States 
annual domestic butter consumption. 

Burdens to Consumers. Consumers living in Boston, New 
York, and Philadelphia pay about ^18,000,000 a year more for their 
milk and cream than they would if no duties were in effect. This 
estimate is based on the transportation differential between the Mid­
dle West and Canada to eastern markets, which is about 15 cents per 
100 pounds. More than 12 billion pounds of milk are consumed 
annually in these cities. 

Conclusions 

The present duties of 6.5 cents a gallon on milk and 56.6 cents 
a gallon on cream are sufficient to equalize the rates on dairy prod­
ucts, prevent the importation of butter and cheese in the form of 
cream or milk, and offset the differentials that have existed between 
domestic and Canadian milk and cream prices since 1926. 
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Producers in the Canadian border provinces have an advantage 
over Middle Western producers in transportation costs to the east­
ern markets of about 15 cents a gallon on cream, but the present 
cream duty more than offsets this advantage. A s a result, the source 
of a part of the cream supply of eastern United States markets has 
shifted from Canada to the Middle W e s t , netting a benefit to eastern 
dairymen of about 15 cents a gallon on cream, which, reflected in 
better milk prices, amounts to about ^ 1 8 , 0 0 0 , 0 0 0 annually. M i d ­
western dairymen may have benefited to a very slight degree by 
better butter prices as a result of shipping to N e w England sweet 
cream which would otherwise have been manufactured into butter. 

T h e present milk duty restricts imports to an insignificant 
amount and increases the amount of sweet cream which must be 
shipped from the Middle W e s t to supply eastern demands. It 
complements the cream duty in securing better cream and milk 
prices for eastern dairymen. 

T h e rates in the Hawley-Smoot Tariff were high enough vir­
tually to shut out milk and cream imports into the United States in 
1 9 3 1 and 1 9 3 2 , and the shift to domestic supplies is almost com­
plete. In view of these facts and the large potential supplies of mid-
western milk and cream, it is obvious that any further increases in 
the duties would be entirely ineffective in raising cream or milk 
prices in eastern United States markets. 



chapter IX. Casein 

Casein is one of the three major proteins of milk. In its pure 
state it is snow-white, odorless, and tasteless, although in its com­
mercial form it is a yellowish-white substance. It is commercially 
prepared by adding dilute acids to skimmed milk or buttermilk, 
usually the former, and then heating to separate the curd from the 
whey.' Milk contains approximately 3 per cent casein, although 
only Z.75 per cent is commercially recoverable. 

The Domestic Industry 

Production. More than 40 billion pounds of skimmed milk 
and buttermilk are availabie from butter manufacture in the United 
States each year for potential casein production. Only about 1.5 
billion pounds, or less than 4 per cent of the total skimmed milk 
available in the United States, was so used in 1930, when the do­
mestic production was the largest ever recorded. 

Domestic production increased from 8 million pounds in 1916 
to 14 million pounds in 1919, then decreased to 7 million pounds in 
1922. From that time, with the exception of 1925, production 
steadily increased, until in 1930 approximately 42 million pounds 
were produced. In 1931, 35 million pounds were produced (See 
Table 38 and Figure 2 0 ) . 

California, Wisconsin, New York, and Vermont together pro­
duced 82 per cent of the total domestic output in 1931. Most of 
the remaining 18 per cent was produced in Illinois, Idaho, Min­
nesota, Pennsylvania and Utah. The output of California and Wis­
consin alone comprised two-thirds of the total. 

Consu mption. Casein finds a wide use in industry. The 
manufacture of coated paper takes 75 per cent of the total domestic 
consumption. The next most important use is as an adhesive in the 
manufacture of plywood veneer products, such as doors, desks, 
chests, and aeroplane propellers. The manufacture of such prod­
ucts as combs, brush backs, umbrella handles, buttons, cigarette 
holders, insecticides, paints, artists' colors, shoe polish, mucilage. 

I S P O Ecki . 's . r . H . . Combs. W , B . . ami M s c v . H , , M i l k and M i l k Products, 
N'.-w Y-irk I ' i r v . i;*2!». \\ 1'. 

P»Kt> 1">7 
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U. S. Production and Imports of Casein 
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Figure 20. For several years the United States relied largely upon imports to 
meet its requirements in casein, only 4 6 % of the amount consumed being supplied 
by domestic production during the 10 years 1921 to 1930. Since that time, hovr-
ever, our requirements have been met almost entirely by domestic production. 

T A B L E 3 8 

United States Production, Imports, and Consumption of Casein, 
1916-1932 

(in pounds) 

Tear Domestic 
production Imports Total 

Consumption 
Production 

as percentage of 
consumption 

1916 8,415,789 10,376,641 18,792,430 44.8 
1917 11,055,595 

11 ,338,484 
12,319,111 
12,133,855 

23,374,706 47.3 
1918 

11,055,595 
11 ,338,484 

12,319,111 
12,133,855 23,472,339 48.3 

1919 14,407,394 17,076,936 31,484,330 45.8 
1920 11,526,000 

8,076,000 
21,238,822 32 ,764 ,822 35.1 

1921 
11,526,000 

8,076,000 9,717,238 17,793,238 45 .4 
1922 6,927,000 14,342,498 21,269,498 32.5 
1923 14,548,000. 26,489,992 41,037,992 35.5 
1924 20,759,000 17,749.985 38,508,985 53.9 
1925 16,660,000 

16,953,000 
18,803,816 35,463,816 47 .0 

1926 
16,660,000 
16,953,000 26,628,126 43 ,581,126 38.9 

1927 18,033,000 24,209,504 
28,651,215 

42 ,242,504 42.7 
1928 22,151,000 

24,209,504 
28,651,215 50,802,215 43.6 

1929 30,537,000 27,583,339 58,120,339 52.5 
1930 41,965,000 18,499,656 60,464,656 69.4 
1931 35,335,000 3,503,249 38,838,249 90.9 
1932 

35,335,000 
1,201,014 1932 

Source: Production data from U. S. Department of Agriculture, Bureau of Agri­
cultural Economics, Import data from U. S. Department of Coramcree, Bureau of 
Foreign and Domestic Commerce. 
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cement, medicines, paint removers, and diabetic foods accotints for 
a further proportion." 

Consumption in the United States totalled 60 milhon pounds 
in 1930. This is the largest amount on record and exceeds the 1929 
figure by 2 million pounds. During the four years 1923-1926, annu­
al consumption averaged 38.5 million pounds, while during the four 
years 1927-1930, the average was 53 million pounds, an increase of 
38 per cent. 

Competition 

For several years the United States rehed to a considerable ex­
tent upon imports to meet its requirements in casein. During the 10 
years 1921-1930, only 46 per cent of the amount consumed was 
supplied by domestic production. However, domestic production 
increased from 22 million pounds in 1928 to 42 million pounds in 
1930 and 35 million pounds in 1931, whereas imports declined from 
nearly 29 million to 3.5 million pounds for the same years. In 1932 
only one miUion pounds were imported and the United States met 
its requirements almost entirely by domestic production. N o domestic 
exports of casein are recorded. 

Argentine Competition. Before the World War most of 
our casein imports came from France, but in recent years the source 
has shifted to Argentina. While small imports are recorded from 
England, France, Holland, Australia, New Zealand, and some other 
countries, approximately 80 per cent comes from Argentina. Do­
mestic production is largest in the spring and summer months, while 
imports are usually greatest during the fall and winter months be­
cause of the difference in sea.sons in the United States and Argentina. 
Most of Argentina's production is exported, chiefly to the United 

Domestic casein is made from skimmed milk, but this latter is 
usually more profitably used in the manufacture of condensed or 
powdered milk, and cheese. In regions of large hog production 
skimmed milk is most profitable as hog feed, so t h a t very little casein 
is produced. In Argentina, casein is the only product made directly 
f r o m skimmed milk. Argentina raises relatively few h o g s compared 
w i t h the United States and. consequently, casein production en­
counters neither so m a n y nor so vigorous competitors as it does in 
t h e United States. 

- For n .iist'us^ion of tlio usos of otisoio soe I.'. S. Tariff Conimission. Report 
to the President o f the I T . - * . ; Casein. AVa-ihiiiRloo, D. C , 1926. 
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Our eastern and middle-western producers possess an advantage 
over Pacific Coast producers in their proximity to such large con­
suming centers as Kalamazoo, Michigan, and Holyoke, Massachu­
setts. Although Pacific Coast producers have an outlet in the ply­
wood veneer manufactures in Oregon and Washington and in the 
manufacture of spray insecticides on the Pacific Coast, ̂  considerable 
quantities of California casein are shipped to eastern markets, either 
by rail or by w a t e r . The rates from San Francisco to New York via 
the Panama Canal amount t o about 50 cents per 100 pounds, while 
the rate by rail is about 2.5 times that amount.* 

Shipping costs from Argentina to Kalamazoo, the largest Amer­
ican consuming center, are as much as 60 cents per hundredweight 
more than from San Francisco to Kalamazoo." The transportation 
differential in favor of eastern and mid-western over Argentine pro­
ducers IS considerably greater than this, ranging anywhere from ^1.40 
for New York producers to as much as ^1.88 for Michigan pro­
ducers. 

Substitutes. When the price of casein is high or a shortage 
exists, starch products and hide glue may be substituted in coated 
paper manufacture. While they may lower the quality of the paper,*' 
they may be used under unusual circumstances, and they tend to 
make the demand for casein relatively more elastic and to limit the 
extent to which its price can be raised by increasing the duty. 

During the hearings in Congress in 1929 on the proposed tariff 
rate of 8 cents a pound, many large publishers testified that they 
would shift from casein-coated to supercalendered paper if the 8-cent 
duty were imposed. Some publications had already changed to 
supercalendered paper by the fall of 1929 because of the high prices 

^U. S. Tariff Commis.sion, Report to the President of the U n i t e d States : 
Casein, pp. 8 and 9. 

* The IT. S. Tariff Commission found the freight rate on casein in carloads 
to be $1 .28 per 100 pounds. ( S e e the Commiss ion ' s Report t o the Pres ident , 
Casein, p. 9.) 

5 T h e TJ. S, Tariff Commission in 3922 found the costs of transporting A r g e n ­
t ine casein from Buenos A i r e s to K a l a m a z o o totaled $1 .88 per 101) pounds. These 
costs were divided a.s foDows: eartnge and rail freight from factory to ship (most 
of the Argent ine casein factories are located from 100 to 200 miles froni Buenos 
A i r e s ) , 8 0 cents per 1 0 0 p o u n d s ; ocean fre ight from Buenos Aires to N e w Y o r k , 
SO cents per 100 pounds ; export charges, in.surance, consular fees, and brokerage, 
30 cents per 100 pounds ; and rail freight from N e w Y o r k to K a l a m a z o o , 48 cents 
per 100 pounds. (Seo the C o m m i s s i o n ' s Report l o the President , Casein, p. 9.) 

6 I t is practical ly the unanimous opinion of the coated paper manufacturers 
that substitutes do not maintain the q u a l i t y of p a p c r - t h n t is demanded b y the 
printer and publisher, ( S e e U . S. Tariff Commission, op, clt. , p. 9.) 
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Prices of Casein at New York and Manchester, Eng. 

1319 lie I 1922 1923 >924 l «2 i 1926 ISIT 1929 1923 1930 '^^i 

F i g u r e 2 1 . T h e 2,5 c e n l s duty was i n e f f e e t i v e in m a i n r a i n i n g n d i f f e r e n t i a ) o f 
d o m e s t i c a b o v e f o r e i g n c a s e i n p r i c e s . T h e i n c r e a s e in t h e d u t y t o 5.5 c e n t s in J u n e 
19;iO has b e e n e f f e c t i v e in v i r t u a l l y p r o h i b i t i n g i m p o r t s a n d in b r i n g i n g a b o u t an in -
crea,se in d o m e s t i c p r o d u c t i o n to m e e t d o m e s t i c r e q u i r e m e n t s . T h e l a r g e d r o p 
\i\ d o m e s t i c p r i c e s d u r i n g t h e p a s t t h r e e y e a r s i s d u e l a r g e l y t o t h e f a l l in t h e 
g e n e r a l p r i c e l e v e l a c c o m p a n y i n g t h e b u s i n e s s d e p r e s s i o n . 

* S e n a t o r S m o o t b e f o r e t h e S e n a t e o n O c t o b e r 24 , 1 9 2 9 , in p o i n t i n g o u t t b e 
p o s s i b l e r e s u l t s i f an S c e n t d u t y w e r e i n j p o s e d , p r e s e n t e d ; ( 1 ) a l i s t o f 11 p u b b -
c a t i o n s w h i c h h a d r e c e n t l y c h a n g e d to supercaiondcred p a p e r , ( 2 ) a l i s t of 24 
p u b l i c a t i o n s w h i c h w o u l d c h a n g e t o s u p e r c a l e n d e r c d p a p e r in t l ie e v e n t an 8 c e n t 
d u t y w e r e p a s s e d , a n d a l ist o f 37 p u b l i c a t i o n s w h i c h w o u l d a e r i o u s l y c o n 
•iider a c h a n g e t o s u p e r e n l e n i l e r c d p a p e r i f t h e cs.aein d u t y w e r e i n c r e a s e d , T b e ^ e 
l i s t s w e r e c o m p i l e d b y t h e N a t i o n a l P u b l i s h e r s ' A s s o c i a t i o n a n d r e p r e s e n t o n l y a 
p a r t o f t h e p u b l i c a t i o n s w h i c h u s e o r h a v e u s e d c o a t e d p a p e r , 

( • S t a t e m e n t o f M r . ,\. F . G r i g n o n , V i c e P r e s i d e n t a n d G e n e r a l M a n a g e r o f 
i h e C a s e i n M a n u f a c t u r i n g C o m p a n y o f . \ m o r i c a , in a l e t t e r t o t h e a u t h o r d a t e d 
M a r c h 1 5 . 19:12, 

of casein at that time/ In the face of such substitution a duty which 
raised the price of casein to very high levels might kill the American 
casein industry. A duty which gives Americans some protection 
from foreign producers and yet does not raise prices to the point 
where publishers abandon its use is more beneficial than a much 
higher rate. It is interesting to note that on final passage the Hawley-
Smoot Tariff carried a rate of 5.5 and not 8 cents a pound on casein. 

Adhesives made from flour and hide glue can be used as casein 
substitutes by the plywood veneer manufacturers. The use of seed 
meal glues for woodworking purposes has displaced casein to the 
extent of some 8 to 10 million pounds a year.** 

file:///morica
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Prices of Casein at New York, and Manchester, England, 1919-1932 
(c per lb.) 

1619 1 I92D 1 1921 1 1922 1 1923 
N«w 
York 

Mati-
ch Bi­
ter 

New 
York 

M a n ­
ches­

ter 
New 
Ya.-k 

Man­
ches­

ter 
New 

1 York 
M a n ­
ches­
ter 

New 
' York 

Man­
ches­
ter 

Ave. 16.50 19.80 15.50 13.75 10,33 10.88 12.40 13.50 16.50 18.40 
Jan 20.00 27.63 \ 16.00 15.25 15.00 11.75 8.00 U.25 n u t n i n ' l 20.25 
Feb 8.50 11.50 n o «II< 20.25 
Mar 9.00 12.00 tt 11 22.00 
Apr 18.00 18.75 16.00 14.00 12.50 12.25 9.00 13.25 23.00 22.00 
May. 9.00 13.50 22.50 20.75 
Jiiii'e 
July 14.00 16.75 15.00 14.13 7.00 9.50 

12.00 
13.00 

13.50 
13.50 

17.50 
16.50 16.38 

Aug 
Sept 
Oct 14.00 16.25 15.00 ILGS 6.75 io.ob 

15.00 
18.00 
16.00 
18.00 

13.50 
13..50 
13.25 
16.00 

16.50 
15.50 
15.50 
10.50 

16.25 
16.25 
16.13 
15.88 Nov 

14.00 16.25 15.00 ILGS 6.75 io.ob 

15.00 
18.00 
16.00 
18.00 

13.50 
13..50 
13.25 
16.00 

16.50 
15.50 
15.50 
10.50 

16.25 
16.25 
16.13 
15.88 

Dee n o m i i i ' l 18.50 11.00 15.75 

1924 
New 
York 

Man. 
C h e s ­

t e r 

1925 I92E—New York 
New York 20-30 

nie*h SO-100 
mesh 

Ave, 
n . i s 
12.50 
12.50 
11.00 
12.00 
12.00 
10.50 
10.50 
11.00 
10.50 
10.50 
10..'JO 
lO.no 

12.17 
15.53 
13.88 -1 
12.47 
12.48 
12.72 ; 
10.96 
11.00 j; 
11.22 I 
11.43 
11.36 , 
11.57 
11,39 : 

12.67 
12.50 
12.50 
13.00 
12.50 
12.00 
12.00 
12.50 
13.00 
13.50 
13.50 
12.50 
12.50 

13.50 
14.00 
14.00 
13.75 
13.50 
12.50 
12.50 
13.00 
14.00 
14.00 
14.00 
13.50 
13.50 

13.09 
13.25 
13.25 
13.38 
13.00 
12.25 
12.25 
12.75 
13.50 
13.75 
13.75 
13.00 
13.00 

1927—New York 1928—New York J9Z9—New York 1930—New York ' lOll—New York 1932- -New York 
20-30 bO-IOD 20-30 8 0 - 1 0 0 10-30 BO.100 Ave. 20-30 80-100 Ave. - ' ( I , -iD SO-100 20-30 SO-IOO Ave. meih meih meth mesh Ave. m c i h mesh Ave. mesh mesh Ave. . mesh Ave. 1 mesh meih Ave. 

Ave. 17.4 18.2 17.80 16.2 16.8 16.50 15.6 16.2 15.90 13.1 14.7 13.90 7.7 9.1 8.4 6.3 7.5 6.9 
16.0 n 6.6 16.30 17.5 18.4 17.95 15.5 1.5.8 1.5.65 14.7 15.4 1,5.05 iK2 12.2 10.2 7.5 8.2 7.9 

Fob 16.1 17,2 16.65 17.0 18.0 17.50 16.5 17.0 16.75 14.5 15.8 15.15 9.0 11.8 10.4 7.1 7.9 7.5 
Mar 16.9 17,9 17,40 16.1 16.8 16.45 15.9 16.4 16.15 14.4 15.6 15.00 8.6 10.9 9.8 6.6 7.8 7.2 
Apr.- 18.8 19.1 18.95 16.1 16.5 16.30 " 16.0 16.2 16.10 13.9 15.4 14.65 8.0 9.5 8.8 6.3 7.6 7.0 
May 18.6 19.1 18.85 15.7 16.4 16.05 16.0 16.8 10.40 14.0 15.4 14.70 7.4 8.8 8.1 5.5 7.5 6.5 
J u i l B 18.5 19,3 18.90 15.8 16.3 16.05 15.5 16.4 15.95 13.8 15.1 14.45 7.2 8.8 8.0 5.5 7.0 6.3 
July- 17.6 18.5 18.05 16.6 16.9 16.75 14.8 15.5 15.15 13.8 15.1 14.45 6.8 7.8 7.3 5.4 6.5 6.0 
Aug 17.2 18.0 17.60 16.4 16.9 16.65 15.5 15.7 15.60 13.5 15.0 14.25 6.8 7.8 7.3 5.5 7.0 6.3 
Sept 17.1 18.0 17.55 16.2 17.0 16.60 15.7 16.4 16.50 12.9 14.4 13.05 6.9 7.8 7.4 6.1 7.2 6.7 
Oct : 17.3 18.2 17.75 15.2 16.8 16.00 15.8 16.6 16.20 11.2 13.6 12.40 7.0 7.8 7.4 6.2 7.2 6.7 

1 17.1 18.2 17.65 15.6 16.3 15.95 15.8 16.6 16.20 10.4 13.2 11.80 7.5 8.2 7.8 7.2 8.2 7.7 
Dec 1 17.7 18.3 18.00 15.2 15.6 15.40 14.8 15.4 15.10 9.9 12.2 11.05 7.5 8.2 7.9 7.2 8.2 7.7 

Man-
chei-
tsr 

, 20-30 
1 meth 

80-100 
mesh Ave. 

11.67 15.6 16.8 16.20 
11.66 12.8 13.8 13,30 
11.77 12.9 13.8 13.35 
11.69 13.4 14.6 14.00 
11.73 15.8 17.1 16.45 
11.90 16.9 18.1 17,50 
11.94 17.4 18.9 18.15 
11.93 117.6 19.1 18.35 
11.93 U7.0 18.4 17,70 
11.92 16.3 17.8 17.05 
11.89 15.8 17.3 16.55 
10.82 15.4 16.4 15.90 
10.81 15.6 16.1 1.5.85 

Source: 191 f » -1 .025 
d a t a t a k e n f r o m U . S. 
T a r i f f C o m m i s s i o n , 
R e p o r t t o t h e P r e s i ­
d e n t o f t h e U . S. , 
Casein , ] ! )2C. N e w -
Y o r k p r i c e s , 1 9 2 6 -
19.12, s e c u r e d f r o m U . 
S. D e p a r t m e n t o f A g ­
r i c u l t u r e , B u r e a u o f 
A g r i c u l t u r a l E c o n o m ­
i c s , 
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Effects of Recent Duties 
Casein was on the free list in hoth the 1909 and 1913 tariff 

3cts, but was made dutiable at 2.5 cents per pound in the Focdney-
VlcCumber Tariff of 1922. 

The 1922 Tariff. Figure 21 shows prices of casein in Man­
chester, England, from 1919 to 1925 and in New York from 1919 
to 1932. It is evident that the 2.5-cent duty was not effective in 
maintaining a differential between domestic and foreign prices (see 
Table 3 9 } . 

Both domestic production and imports increased during the 
years 1922-1929 under the 1922 duty. Approximately four times 
as much casein was manufactured and nearly twice as much was im­
ported by the United States in 1929 as in 1922. 

The Tariff of m o . The Hawley-Smoot Tariff of June, 
1930, increased the duty on casern to 5.5 cents a pound. Under 
this duty domestic prices have fallen, domestic production has great­
ly increased, and imports have greatly decreased. 

Prices of domestic casein (20-30 mesh) at New York declined 
from 16.5 cents a pound in February, 1929, to 5.4 cents a pound in 
July, 1932. This 70 per cent drop is due largely to the fall in the 
general price level accompanying the business depression in the 
United States. 

The increase in the duty, combined with the great drop in 
domestic casein prices, caused imports to drop from 27.5 million 
pounds in 1929 to one million pounds in 1932. Imports for the 
first 6 months of 1930, when the 2.5-cent duty was in effect, totalled 
16 miUion pounds, whereas only 2.5 million pounds were imported 
during the last 6 months of that year under the 5.5-cent duty. The 
record domestic production of 42 million pounds in 1930, approx­
imately twice the average production of the preceding fi%'e years, and 
the output of 35 million pounds in 1931, indicates that domestic 
supplies have largely replaced imports in meeting domestic require­
ments. 

Benefits and Burdens of the Duties 
Benefits to Oairv'fien. Those who favor a high duty on 

casein claim that if imports were kept out more than a bilhon pounds 
of skimmed milk would find an outlet in the manufacture of casein, 
which in turn would increase the value of milk products and raise 
the price paid to milk producers. 

Imports during 1931 and 1932 were 24 and 26 million pounds 
respectively less than in 1929. During each of these 2 years about 
a billion pounds of skimmed milk, or approximately 10 per cent of 
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cKe amount thrown away or not utilized in the United States annu­
ally," would have been required to produce this casein. If the United 
States in 1931 and 1932 had consumed as much casein as in 1919, 
and this additional 24 and 26 million pounds had been manufactured 
entirely from skimmed milk now wasted, the total value of all the 
milk products in the United States would have been increased by 
about ^2,016,000 in 1931 and by about ^1,800,000 in 1932. ' " These 
sums represent the maximum possible benefits which American dairy­
men could have secured from the 1930 casein duty. It seems plaus­
ible that the actual benefits were considerably less than this for the 
following reasons: ( I ) the decline in domestic demand in 1931 and 
1932, coincident with the business depression, reduced domestic con­
sumption of casein to such an extent that the increase in domestic 
production did not equal the reduction in imports; (2) the great 
decline in domestic casein prices was a contributing factor in check­
ing imports, so that the decrease of 24 and 26 million pounds was 
nor by any means due solely to the 3-cent increase in the duty; 
(3) manufacturing costs take a portion of this $2,016,000 and 
^1 ,800 ,000 ; and (4) the increased domestic output probably was not 
all made from skimmed milk before wasted, but in part from milk 
that otherwise would have been used for another, though possibly 
less profitable purpose. 

However, even assuming that 2 million dollars represents a 
fairly accurate estimate of the average increase in the value of all 
milk products in the United States in 1931 and 1932 attributable 
to the 1930 casein duty, there still remains the question of how much 
the duty actually raised the prices paid producers for their milk. 

The estimated value of milk products made in the United States 
annually is about 3 billion dollars. The 2-million dollar average in­
crease in 1931 and 1932 attributable to the casein duty is less than 
.07 per cent of the total value of all milk products. The average 
price paid New York farmers for milk was $1.74 per hundred pounds 
in 1931 and $1.20 in 1 9 3 2 . " Since .07 per cent of this might pos­
sibly be attributed to the casein duty, farmers in New York received, 
on this basis, about .13 and .08 more per hundred pounds for their 
milk in 1931 and 1932, respectively, than they would have received 
w'ltYiom the duty. Farm prices for milk average higher in New 

0 IT. S. D e p a r t m e n t of Agr ioul ture , Bureau of Agricultural Economics , 
est imate . 

1 0 T h e average price of domestic casein (average of 20-30 mesh and 80-100 
m e s h ) at N e w Y o r k was 8.4 cents per pound in 1031 and 6-!* cents in 1932 . 

11 A s reported b y the D a i r y m e n ' s I..eague and taken from N e w Y o r k State 
College of Agriculture , F a r m Economics , February , 1933 , p. 1827, 
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York than in most other states. Consequently the .13-cent and .08-
cent benefits represent a very hberal measure of the benefits accruing 
to American dairymen from the casein tariff.^' 

While it is uncertain that the entire increase in the value of milk 
products attributable to the casein duty is reflected to farmers in 
better milk prices, the casein duty may be beneficial in other ways. 
At certain times of the year the farmers may not be able to use 
skimmed milk on the farm, and would prefer to sell whole milk 
rather than just the cream. In such a case a creamery equipped to 
use the skimmed milk is in a better position to cater to its patrons 
than one not so equipped. Casein manufacture, which requires rel­
atively inexpensive equipment, enables the small creamery which 
otherwise could not use the skimmed milk to compete fot its business 
with its larger competitors who make powdered and other skimmed 
milk products. 

Burdens to Consumers. Since about three-fourths of the 
total consumption of casein is used in the manufacture of coated 
paper, any increase in casein prices burdens the paper, printing, litho­
graphing, electrotyping, and publishing industries. General busi­
ness conditions have caused casein prices in the United States to 
decline approximately 70 per cent from the beginning of 1929 to 
the summer of 1932, so that it is impossible to demonstrate the price 
effects of the 1930 duty. The duty has been more influential in 
shutting out imports and replacing foreign with domestic supplies 
than in raising casein prices by the amount of the duty. It is very 
likely that casein prices would have fallen lower than they did during 
1930, 1931 and 1932 if the duty had been 2.5 cents instead of 5.5 
cents, or if no duty had been in effect. But while it is impossible to 
state just how much lower prices would have been, it is unlikely that 
they would have been enough lower to burden consumers in propor­
tion to the 2 million dollar average benefit received by producers, 
since the completeness of the shift from imports to domestic sup­
plies indicates that domestic prices did not rise by the amount of the 
duty and importation was unprofitable. 

Much has been said by casein users regarding the comparative 
qualities of the Argentine and the domestic product. Reliable au­
thority indicates that casein of a quality equal to that made in Argen­
tina can be made in the United States, so that domestic consumers 

n In Wi.seonsin, fh<? leading cnsein producing state, farm priecs of mi lk in 
1331 averaged $1 .62 per hundred pounds, or 12 eenta less than the average in 
N e w Y o r k . Pee Wiscons in Crop and Livestock Reporting Service, Wiscons in 
Dairying , Bulletin N o . 120, M a d i s o n , Wiscons in , p. 36 . 



need not incur added burdens from the casein duty because of the 
inferiority of the domestic product." 

Conclusions 

The 5.5-cent casein duty since its passage in June, 2930, has 
been effective in virtually prohibiting imports and in bringing about 
an increase in domestic production to meet domestic requirements. 
The maximum possible benefit which American dairymen secured 
from this reduction in imports and increased home production 
amounted to not more than 2 million dollars annually in 1931 and 
1932. 

This 2 million dollar benefit is less than .07 per cent of the 
total value of all milk products. Consequently the 1930 casein tariff 
is not a very significant factor in making for a more profitable util­
ization of skimmed milk. With the farm milk prices existing in 
1932, the casein duty, assuming that the entire benefit was reflected 
to producers in better milk prices, enabled American dairymen to 
get about .08 cent per hundred pounds more than they would have 
received without the duty. 

Only one million pounds of casein were imported in 1932. Un­
der the present virtually prohibitive duty, with domestic prices de­
pressed to low levels because of the depression, and large quantities 
of skimmed milk wasted every year, it becomes obvious that any 
further increases in the duty at this time would not increase domestic 
casein prices or the income of American dairymen. Even with im­
proved business conditions and better domestic prices, the benefits 
accruing to American dairymen from the present duty or any in­
creases in it are likely to be comparatively small. 

i ^ M r . A . V. G r i g n o n , V i t e P r e s i d e n t nnd R e n e m l M a n a g e r o f t h e C a s e i n 
M a n u f a c t u r i n g C o m p a n y o f A m e r i c a , in a l e t t e r to t h e a u t h o r d a t e d M a r c h 1 5 , 
1 9 3 2 , s t a t e s t h a t , " W e h a v e u s e d a t t i m e s s e v e r a l m i l l i o n p o u n d s o f A r g e n t i n e 
c a s e i n p e r y e a r so t h a t w e a r e t h o r o u g h l y f a m i l i a r w i t h t h e q u a l i t y o f t h a t p r o d ­
u c t a n d w c c a n s a y u p o n t h e b e s t o f a u t h o r i t y t h a t t h e A r g e n t i n e c a s e i n r u n s 
g o o d , b a d , a n d i n d i f f e r e n t in q u a l i f y , t h e s a m e a s t h e d o m e s t i c c a s e i n p r o d u c t 
d o e s . T h e r e is as g o o d e a s e i u m a d e in t h e U n i t e d S t a t e s a s in t h e A r g e n t i n e a n d 
t h i s c o u n t r y h a s r e c e i v e d l a r g e q u a n t i t i e s o f s e c o n d g r a d e A r g e n t i n e c a s e i n . I t 
m a y b e s a i d t h a t t h e r e h a s b e e n a g r e a t i m p r o v e m e n t in t h e q u a l i t y o f t h e c a s e i n 
m a d e in t h e U n i t e d S t a t e s d u r i n g t h e l a s t t h r e e y e a r s , a n d t h e r e is n o r e a s o n w h y 
t h e p e r c e n t a g e o f g o o d c a s e i n m a d e i n t h i s c o u n t r y s h o u l d n o t c o n t i n u e t o in ­
c r e a s e . ' ' 



Chapter X . Other Dairy Products 

T h e effects of tariffs on butter, Cheddar and Swiss cheese, milk, 
cream, and casein prices have been discussed in the foregoing pages. 
Other dairy products, including condensed and evaporated milk, 
whole milk powder, cream powder, skimmed milk powder, malted 
milk, and milk sugar, carry specific rates in the Hawley-Smoot Tariff 
of 1 9 3 0 . Import and export data for this group are combined under 
the headings " c o n d e n s e d " , "evaporated" , and " p o w d e r e d " milk. 
T h e only difference between condensed and evaporated milk is that 
the former is sweetened and the latter unsweetened. Therefore, the 
discussion in this chapter will be under two principal heads: (1 ) con­
densed and evaporated milk, and (2 ) milk powders. 

Condensed and Evaporated Milk 

The Domestic Industry. Approximately as much milk is used 
annually in the United States in the manufacture of condensed and 
evaporated milk as in the manufacture of cheese. T h e general trend 
of condensed milk manufacture has been downward since 1 9 1 9 , de­
creasing from 6 0 5 , 1 6 1 , 0 0 0 pounds in that year to 2 8 5 , 4 7 4 , 0 0 0 
pounds in 1 9 3 1 . T h e trend of evaporated milk manufacture for the 
same years has been definitely upward, increasing frotn 1 , 2 3 4 , 2 0 2 , -
0 0 0 pounds in 1 9 1 9 to 1 , 7 3 5 , 2 1 4 , 0 0 0 pounds in 1 9 3 0 . Production 
in 1931 totalled 1 , 6 8 4 , 5 3 3 , 0 0 0 pounds. 

Competition, T h e domestic industry is on a decided export 
basis although exports have declined greatly since the W a r , when 
prepared milk products were in great demand to make up the deficit 
in European production. Exports of condensed milk declined from 
6 0 7 , 4 5 7 , 0 0 0 pounds in 1 9 2 0 to 1 1 , 5 0 1 , 7 4 5 pounds in 1 9 3 2 , and of 
evaporated milk during the same period from 1 0 1 , 0 0 6 , 0 0 0 to 39, -
3 0 5 , 3 0 9 pounds. Imports of condensed milk totalled only 6 9 9 , 0 0 0 
pounds and those of evaporated milk only 4 8 9 , 0 0 0 pounds in 1 9 3 2 . 

W i t h insignificant imports and comparatively large exports, it 
is obvious that the United States can and does meet competition on 
a world market basis. " T h e United States has been a leader in the 
development of the condensed and evaporated milk and milk powder 
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industry. Methods have been invented and perfected, and machines 
of a!! sorts have been developed here to an extent unequalled in any 
other country. The fact that a large part of the various processes 
are carried through by means of automatic machinery, and that the 
labor cost is such a relatively small percentage of tbe total cost (about 
10 per cent) is a considerable advantage to American producers 
when competing with European manufacturers even though their 
labor costs may be somewhat less. T h e largest items of expense are 
milk, sugar, and cans, and American manufacturers are not at a dis­
advantage, relative to their competitors in foreign countries with 
spect to the price and supply of these materials".^ 

TABLE 4 0 

United States Production, Exports, and Imports of Condensed 
and Evaporated Milk, 1918-1932 (In thousand pounds) 

re-

1918 
1919 
1 9 2 0 
1921 
1922 
1923 
1 9 2 4 
1925 
1 9 2 6 
1 9 2 7 
1928 
1929 
1930 
1931 
1932 

Condensed Milfc 
Production Exports 

Evaporated Milfc 

452 ,097 
005 ,161 
363 ,911 
222 ,308 
260 .748 
240 ,918 
234,710 
231 ,565 
210 ,681 
201 ,023 
333 ,826 
401 ,718 
34.5.110 
285 ,474 

5 2 8 , 7 5 9 " 
728 ,741^ 
007 ,457* 
147,732'^ 

5 6 , 8 0 4 
5 7 , 3 7 8 
64 ,025 
42 ,707 
3 8 , 7 1 1 
3 4 , 9 8 1 
38 ,763 
41 ,243 
29 ,648 
19 ,324 
11 ,502 

Imports Production 
1 ,100 /15 (7 
1 ,234,202 
1 ,052,347 
1,101,317 
1,019,997 
1,344,528 
1 ,272 ,527 
1,316,012 
1 ,245,309 
1,375,169 
1,584,601 
1,804.930 
1,735,214 
1 ,684,533 

2 9 . 9 2 7 " 
2 0 , 1 8 4 ^ 
1 9 , 0 8 1 " 
1 9 , 2 7 3 " 

2 .037 " 
7 ,276" 
4 ,714 
3 ,988 

343 
5 0 6 

1,131 
620 

1.401 
6 1 9 
6 9 9 

Exports I Imports 

1 0 1 , 0 0 6 " 
1 1 4 , 9 3 6 " 
130 ,692 
136 ,887 
142 ,284 
105 ,056 

75 ,838 
68 ,047 
76 ,789 
68 ,943 
60 ,811 
5 5 , 7 6 1 
39,305 

1,738" 
633 

1,320 
2 ,117 
1 ,478 
2 ,014 

2 1 0 
6 2 5 
489 

* Y e a r e n d i n g J u n e .30-

D o m e s t i c e x p o r t s o f e v a p o r a t e d m i l k c o m b i n e d w i t h c o n d e n s e d p r i o r to 1020. 
" I m p o r t s no t r e c o r d e d p r i o r t o 1924, 

Source: P r o d u c t i o n d a t a f r o m 0 . S. D e p a r t m e n t o f A g i i c u l t u r e , B n r e a u o f A g r i ­
cu l tura l E c o n o m i c s . E x p o r t and iu iport d a t a f r o m m o n t h l y a n d annual r epor t s o f 
the r . S, D e p a r t m e n t o f C o m m e r c e , B u r e a u o f F o r e i g n and D o m e s t i c C o m m e r c e . 

Effects of ihe Duties. The Hawley-Smoot Tariff of 1930 
placed a duty of 1.8 cents a pound on evaporated milk and 2.75 cents 
a pound on condensed milk. It is difficult to show the need for the 
duties, since the United States industry is on a decided export basis 
in both of these products. The present rates are sufficient to keep 
out imports, which at present are insignificant, and also to equalize 

1 IT. S. Tari f f i^ immissi im. Tar i f f I n f o r m a t i o n S u r v e y s : D a i r y P r o d u c t s , W a s h -
in j : l on , D. C , 1921, i>. 7.9. 



the duties on fresh milk, cream, and butter. They are useless as far 
as increasing domestic prices or benefiting the dairy industry are con­
cerned, and an increase would prove worthless. 

Milk Powders 

The Domestic Industry. Of the powders manufactured in 
the United States in 1931, powdered skimmed milk is the most im­
portant. In 1931, 261,938,000 pounds were manufactured, as com­
pared with 50,535,000 pounds of buttermilk, 19,197,000 pounds of 
malted milk, 12,627,000 pounds of whole milk, 9,562,000 pounds 
of milk sugar, and 161,000 pounds of cream. 

Most of the powdered milk manufactured is made from skim­
med milk, because it keeps better than that which contains butterfat. 
Powdered whole milk is likely co become rancid unless refrigerated. 
Milk powders are used in the manufacture of oleomargarine, ice 
cream, confections, and baked goods. 

Compeliiion. Import data show milk powders as dried and 
malted milk, and export data as dried milk and cream. Separate 
data are not recorded. 

Since 1927 the United States has annually exported more 
powdered milk and cream than she has imported. In 1931 these 
exports totalled 12,790,000 pounds, while imports of both dried and 
malted milk totalled but 1,134,000 pounds. In 1932 exports totalled 
1,903,993 pounds and imports 596,448 pounds. Obviously the 
United States can and does meet competition in the manufacture of 
milk powders on a world market basis. 

T A t l L K 41 

United States Production, Exports, and Imports of Powdered 
Milk and Cream, 1922-1932 

(In thousand pounds) 

Tear Piodnction 
MUk Crvun 

Exports 

Creams 

Imports 
Milk k 

Cream* 

I.<)23 
1 9 2 4 
1 9 2 5 
1926 
1 9 2 7 
1928 
1 9 2 9 

vxn 
1 'I 

5 ,599 
6 , 5 6 0 
7 ,887 
8 ,931 

1 0 . 7 6 8 
1 1 . 4 6 4 

9 . 6 0 5 
1 3 , 2 0 2 
15.441» 
1 2 . 6 2 7 

1 1 8 
3 2 8 

1 ,018 
3 3 9 
3 3 1 
3 3 8 
6 7 3 
2 9 4 
4 0 0 
161 

6 , 1 9 0 
2.4.J7 
5 . 5 2 9 
3 ,649 
2 ,661 
3 .326 
4 , 0 1 6 
.5,342 
6 ,223 

1 2 , 7 9 0 
1 .904 

1 .870 
5.4 . m 
5 . 2 2 4 
6 ,828 
3 .S95 
4 . 1 8 6 
2,603 
1,134' 

.596= 

> N o t reported sepnrately. 
" N o t reported prior to Janu­

ary 1, 1!»24. 
r Includes malted milk. 

Source : Produft-on d a t a from U . 
,S. Dcparluumt of Agriculture. Hu-
rcnu of Agricultural Economic - . 
Export and import data f r . f n i 
monthly and annual reports uf the 
v. 8 . Department of Oomnierc" , 
Bureau of Foreign and Domestic 
L'ommerce. 
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Effects of the Duties. The Hawley-Smoot Tariff of 1930 
placed a duty of 6.5 cents a pound on powdered whole milk, 12.33 
cents a pound on powdered cream, 3 cents a pound on powdered 
skimmed milk or powdered buttermilk, and 20 per cent ad valorem 
on malted milk and milk sugar. These duties, while sufficient to 
keep imports considerably below exports, are not prohibitive. They 
are sufficient to equalize the duties on fresh milk and cream, butter, 
and other dairy products. If they were raised high enough to bc 
prohibitive, the benefits to the dairy industry would still be insig­
nificant, since it would require only .02 per cent of domestic milk 
production to manufacture the powdered milk imported in 1932, and 
the present exports could be diverted to domestic use if imports were 
prohibited. 

Conclusions 

Whatever benefits American dairymen secure from the tariff 
are virtually all secured from the butter, cheese, milk, cream, and 
casein duties. These benefits have been discussed in Chapters II to 
IX, inclusive, and are summarized in Table 42 . The duties on all 
other dairy products, including condensed and evaporated milk, 
powdered whole milk, cream, skimmed milk, buttermilk, malted milk, 
and milk sugar appear to be ineffective because the United States 
competes in the world market in these products, especially in con­
densed and evaporated milk. However, even if the duties on milk 
powders, particularly cream powder and milk sugar,' were fully ef­
fective, the total benefits would be insignificant compared with those 
secured from the butter, cheese, milk, and cream duties because of 
the minor position of milk powders in the domestic dairy industry. 

•i A v a i l a b l e e x p o r t a n d i m p o r t d a t a i n d i c a t e t h a t t h e U n i t e d S t a t e s is o n a 
d e c i d e d e x p o r t b a s i s , o r is a t l e a s t n o t s u b j e c t e d t o n o t i c e a b l e c o m p e t i t i o n f r o m 
f o r e i g n c o u n t r i e s in p o w d e r e d w h o l e m i l k , s k i m m e d m i l k , b u t t e r m i l k , or m a l t e d 
m i l k . 
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T A B L E 42 

Estimated Benefits Secured by American Dairymen from the Various 
Tariffs on Dairy Products, 1932 

Product 1 9 3 0 duty Benefits 
Benefits as % of 

total farm income 
from product 

Butter. 
Cheddar cheese. 
Swiss cheese 
Milk and 
('ream 
Casein 
Othcr^ 

14.0c lb. 
7.0e Ib. 
7.0c l b . 
6.5c g a l . ) 

56.6c fjai.J 
5.5e lb: 

.$74,655,000 
9,687,000 
1 ,.344,000" 

18,000,000 

1,800,000'^ 
Negligible* 

12.0 
21.7 
12.5 

12.5" 

74.2 

• EBt imated f o r 1932 f r o m d a t a f o r last s ix m o n t h s o f 1930. 1931 and 1932 data 
n o t a v a i l a b l e . 

>> R e p r e s e n t s p e r c e n t a g e o f t o ta l f a r m i n c o m e f r o m mi lk and c r e a m in the three 
eastern reg i ons ( B o s t o n , N e w Y o r k and P h i l a d c d p h i a ) . T o t a l f a r m income in these 
r eg i ons c a l c u l a t e d b y m u l t i p l y i n g a v e r a g e yi -ar jy m i l k p r o d u c t i o n ( a b o u t 12 b i l l i on 
p o u n d s ) b y the a v e r a g e pr i ce paid N e w Y o r k f a r m e r s f o r m i l k in 1932 as r e p o r t e d 
by the D a i r y m e n ' s L e a g u e ($1.20 per h u n d r e d p o u n d s ) , 

" B a s e d on 1931 p r o d u c t i o n o f a p p r o x i m a t e l y 35 mi l l ion p o u n d s . 
" Include.^ c o n d e n s e d and e v a p o r a t e d m i l k , p o w d e r e d w h o l e m i l k , c r e a m , sk im­

med mi lk and b u t t e r m i l k , m a l t e d m i l k , and m i l k sugar . 
' T h e V n i t e d Sta tes c o m p e t e s in the wor ld m a r k e t in all o f these p r o d u c t s , ex 

cept p o s s i b l y in c r e a m p o w d e r and m i l k sugar , f o r w h i c h there are no separate 
i m p o r t a n d e x p o r t d a t a a v a i l a b l e . H o w e v e r , these p r o d u c t s ho ld a m i n o r pos i t i on 
in the U n i t e d Sta tes d a i r y i n d u s t r y . 
S o u r c e : A l l o f the a b o v e benef i ts h a v e been ca l cu lated b y the pr i ce d i f ferent ia l 
iiieth(Kl, i. c , b y m u l t i p l y i n g the d o m e s t i c p r o d u c t i o n b y the d i f ferent ia l w h i c h ex-
irsti'd b e t w e e n pr i ces at h o m e and a b r o a d , with due a l l o w a n c e f o r t ranspor ta t i on 
and other c o s t s . T h u s d e t e r m i n e d , the benef i ts shown a b o v e represent the m a x i m u m 
|iossiblo and not necessar i l y the a c t u a l benef i ts . H o w e v e r , f o r reasons po in ted out 
i h r o u g h o u t th is s t u d y and p a r t i c u l a r l y in Chapter I I I , t h e y arc the best a v a i l a b l e 
es t imates o f t.he ac tua l benef i ts o f the dut i es . 
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