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EXECUTIVE CO?iVITTTT MEETING

New York, N.Y. April 1-, 194^

A meeting of the Executive Committee of the Lead t indus­
tries -Association was held on Monday, April 16, 194", at 9:30 
A.M., in the office of the Lead Industries Associati-n, Yew 
York City.

PRESENT REPRESEN TIN C-

K. C. Erownell
E. W. Rockwell 
C. H. Crane
F. F. Colcora

American Smelting £ Refining Co. 
Rational Lead Co.
St. Joseph Lead Co.
United States Smelting Refining & 

•lining Co. Inc.

OTHERS PRESENT

..ornan
C. H.
I. -
t n

- - « *r^or

Chapin, Jr. 
Cornell 
’•"ace 
Taylor

rm c j  t * * ~ ^

St. -J^seph 
St. Josech
Tintic Standard hir.i^a Co. 
United ct^s ^Tel4-!"*— y 

Minin? Co. Inc.

9.

E. E. 'foTmser, Secret: 5urer

The President presented a draft on a nrcr 
of the Lead Industries r.ssoci;.ti r for subniTi 
Ranking and Currency Committee in connect!:r. u 
of the Stabilination Laws and with particular r 
McFarland Amendment.

TO

The Executive Committee made numerous changes -nd the 
Secretary was instructed to add a paragraph settim forth the 
viewpoint of the manufacturers and to make arrangements to be 
heard before the Senate Ranking and Currency Committee on behalf 
of the Association.

The final draft appears as per Exhibit "A."

During the meeting the Secretary res called out of the 
room and cr. his return reported that he had receive:’ a tele­
phone call from the VJhite House and an invitation to be repre­
sented at a meeting called by John T. Snyder, Rirector of ”’ar 
Mobilization and Reconversion, in his office on Thursday, Acril 
13, 1946, to confer on ttr .lead situation.
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Executive Committee 
Meeting L'inutes April IE, 124c

r-
—

The Executive Committee unanimously recommended that 
President Crane, accompanied cy the Secretary, represent 
the industry at the meeting.

Meeting adjourned at 11:30 A.”.
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Executive Committee 
Meeting Minutes

Exhibit 'nA'n 
' April 16, 1946

STATEMENT
OF THE

LEAD INDUSTRIES ASSOCIATION
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UNITED STATES SENATE

WASHINGTON, D. C.

on

, The Extension of 
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April 24, 1946.

i

STATEMENT OF LEAD INDUSTRIES ASSOCIATION

By FELIX EDGAR WORMSER, Secretary

Before the Senate Banking & Currency Committee 

on the Extension of the Stabilization Laws

1. FREE MARKET FOR LEAD

The Lead Industries Association, representing both producers and consumers of lead, favors 

at the earliest possible moment as a step toward a sound economy for the country (1) the 

return to a free market for lead, (2) the elimination of subsidies (or premiums) to both foreign 

and domestic lead producers and (3) the removal of Government as the sole buyer of lead 

imports and the removal of Government limitations on imports.

As a result of the failure of the Administration to prepare adequately for the modification 

of wartime price control and subsidies, the date when these desirable objectives can he attained 

has been delayed. We believe that the past unwillingness of the Administration to move more 

actively toward a free economy makes it essential that the Congress provide a specific program 

of decontrol as part of any bill extending the price control and subsidy programs. The failure 

to make such a provision inevitably will mean that next year we will once more be faced with 

new demands for an extension of controls.

The only way to assure the return to a free economy is to make that return mandatory. 

We believe that the McFarland Amendment to S. 2028 is a firm step in the right direction 

and that its enactment will help to remedy the lead emergency and effect a return to normal 

conditions for the reasons following.

2. HIGHER LEAD PRICES WELL MEAN INCREASED SUPPLIES

There is every reason to believe that a higher ceiling price would bring about the increased 

lead production now needed acutely. The basic answer to the current lead problem is greater 

output. The history of the nonferrous metal markets during the preworld war period prior to 

the adoption of the premium price plan shows conclusively that the level of lead prices 

influences the volume of production. The attached chart and following table illustrate the 

close “Relation of Lead Prices to Domestic Lead Production” over a period of 27 years.
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Rel at io n or Lead Pr ic e t o  Do mes t ic  Lead Pr o d u c t io n

Lead

New York Price

Cents per Lb.

Lead Production 

from Domestic Ores 

and Base Bullion*' 

Short Tons

1919 5.76 424,433
1920 7.96 476,849
1921 4.55 398,222

1922 5.73 468,746
1923 7.27 543,841
1924 8.10 566,407
1925 9.02 654,921
1926 8.42 680,685
1927 6.76 668,320
1928 6.31 626,202
1929 6.83 672,498
1930 5.52 573,740
1931 . 4.24 390,260
1932 3.18 255,337
1933 3.87 259,616
1934 3.86 299,841
1935 4.07 310,505
1936 4.71 387,698
1937 6.01 443,142
1938 4.74 331,964
1939 5.05 420,967
1940 5.18 433,065
1941 5.79 470,517

Wo r l d War  II

The shortage of manpower and the adverse effect of the premium price 

plan is indicated by the following comparative figures for World War II:

OP A Ceiling 

Lead

New York Price 

Cents per Lb.

Average Price 

Under Premium 

Price Plan*

Cents per Lb. •

Lead Production 

from Domestic Ores 

and Base Bullion** 

Short Tons

1942 6.48 6.892 467,367
1943 6.50 7.490 406,544
1944 6.50 8.073 394,443
1945 6.50 8.750 (Est) 382,000 (Est.)

* Exclusive of Tri-State area, average price paid to lead miners.

** U. S. Bureau of Mines.

It is interesting to note that despite the payment of these subsidies, lead production' has 

failed to hold up to the 1941 volume which was used as the basis for quotas when the subsidy 

plan tras adopted early in 1942.
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It can therefore be assumed that in the postwar period a higher price of lead will tend 

to increase production. The sole question is whether an increased lead supply can be obtained 

better by continuing the premium price plan, or by taking the first step towards a free market 

through increasing the ceiling price from 6.50c to 8.15c as provided by the McFarland Amend­

ment.

A further advantage of using the alternative of a higher ceiling price is that it would 

induce an increase in the volume of scrap lead recovery thus augmenting current supplies. 

Scrap supplies are not eligible for subsidy payments and hence will not be expanded by any 

increase in subsidies. The main inducement to such output in the past has been higher prices. 

We have no reason to feel there has been any change in this situation. Moreover, despite all 

the efforts of the Government, it is believed that some hoarding of scrap lead is taking place 

in anticipation of a higher price. The continued evasion of inventory restrictions is encouraged 

hy the present low lead price for scrap. Higher prices will make this urgently required inven­

tory available for current consumption.

The volume of scrap lead reclaimed each year is important to the lead economy. Last year 

it was only slightly less in quantity than the production of American lead mines. Lead produced 

from scrap was 328,000 tons and from the lead mines 382,000 tons in 1945.

3. PREMIUM PRICE OR SUBSIDY PLAN FOR LEAD

American lead mines operated during the war and operate today under a complicated 

subsidy plan which acts as a deterrent to lead production for several reasons of which the 

uncertainty of the subsidy is an important one. The mechanics of the subsidy system have 

only recently been disclosed to the mining companies and the public, thanks to the work of 

the Senate Subcommittee on Mining and Minerals Industry which has been studying and 

surveying the problems of American small business. The production quotas of the miners 

above which they may receive subsidies are subject to change at thirty days notice if costs 

decrease or the grade of ore increases, and are established on a formula that is unsound by the 

standard of good engineering and accounting practice.

Briefly, the subsidy plan results in allowances for depletion and depreciation on a basis 

of coat of mining, rather than on the correct basis of the machinery and equipment cost and 

the life of the depreciable items or their rate of use. Depletion should be based upon the 

depletion sustained. Operating margins are determined by a Quota Committee without regard 

to the total value of the ore. Under these unsound methods, results are obtained that dis­

courage or penalize efficient mining operations. If the premium price plan is to be continued, 

it must be revised to encourage good mining practice and efficiency.

Under the present operation of the subsidy plan, precious metal values in the ore are used 

to reduce the cost of production of lead and zinc ores and the presence of precious metal 

contents in the ore is not considered as increasing the value of the ore for depletion or in 

determining its relative value for calculating allowable margins. The continuation of this 

subsidy principle will further restrict the production of lead or zinc in the Rocky Mountain 

area as it allows no incentive to mine these ores with precious metal content. This completely 

destroys the incentive of the producer to lay out plans far enough ahead for the efficient and 

most profitable operations of his properties.

We have made a survey among our mining members, both large and small, as to their atti­

tude towards continuing this subsidy scheme. We find that, without exception, they are aU 

desirous of returning to a free market dependent upon and simultaneously with a removal of 

ceiling prices on all metals.

The present subsidy plan for nonferrous metals is a clear case of profit control This is in
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sharp contrast with the situation in connection with subsidies which are being paid in agri­

cultural and other fields. Why should the nonferrons metals have a unique subsidy system, 

based npon the individual profit position of each producer when the subsidies accorded agri­

cultural products are based upon the number of units produced irrespective of the profit? 

We feel the efficient miner, as well as the farmer and rancher, should be encouraged to produce 

more, especially in view of the present lead emergency. This encouragement is not found 

under the present subsidy plan where the profit margin of each producer is “hand tailored.”

4. REDUCTION IN SUBSIDY COST TO GOVERNMENT

Raising the ceiling price to take the place of the subsidy would save the taxpayers millions 

of dollars. Exactly the contrary policy is apparently being pursued. Instead of cutting down 

expenditures so that we can stop the creation of more inflationary money, all the evidence 

points to an intention to increase subsidies. For example, on March 28, 1946, an announcement 

was made by Office of Economic Stabilization that subsidies paid to lead miners would be 

adjusted upward to meet recent wage increases. In other words, the taxpayer will foot the bill 

and the fiction that prices need not he increased when large wage increases take place will 

he maintained. This is no way to get ont from under the subsidy system.

5. PURCHASES OF LEAD FROM FOREIGN PRODUCERS ABOVE CEILING PRICES

Because the ceiling price of lead is now completely out of line with the world market, the 

Government has had indirectly to subsidize importations of lead during the first and second 

quarter of 1946. We have been informed that the Office of Metals Reserve has bought lead at 

7.75c per lb. New York from other countries for the second quarter and has absorbed the 

difference betewen 7.75c and the domestic ceiling price of 6.50c and has paid no duty on the 

import. In other words, taxpayers have footed the bill of $25.00 per ton of lead imported and 

have lost the benefit of any duty payment.

At the same time, some large and small mining companies in the United States are still 

receiving not more than 6.50c per lb. for their lead production. They are not receiving any 

lead premiums. It does seem unfair for the Government to go out of its way indirectly to 

subsidize foreign producers, or subsidize consumption in the United States, when it is denying 

some mining companies the opportunity to sell their product at a price at least equal to that 

received by Mexican, Canadian and other foreign operators from the U.S. Government. The 

McFarland Amendment would diminish the need of indirect subsidies to foreign lead pro­

ducers, or eliminate them altogether.

Although a subsidy of $25.00 per ton of lead to foreign miners seems most unfair to 

domestic producers, we understand that consideration is being given to paying $30.00 per ton 

premium over the ceiling price to foreign producers or purchasing the metal at 8.00c per lb.

6. INDIRECT SUBSIDIES TO CONSUMERS

Present premium payments are a subsidy, in reality, to consumers and under present 

conditions there is no need to subsidize the use of a scarce commodity. There is a temptation to 

overbuy at low prices. A higher price for lead would screen consumption. The available lead 

supply would go only to those who need it most. This would help to restore a balance between 

supply and demand.

Moreover, if consumers can not afford or are not permitted to pay the full cost of a product 

under today’s conditions of record incomes, under what conditions will they finally pay in 

full and make possible the elimination of snbsidies? Because the subsidy lowers the price far

4
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below the level warranted by current supply and demand, it accentuate* the present unbalanced 

situation. Higher prices by stimulating supply and cutting off the less essential demands will 

make possible a new and realistic balance between supply and demand.

7. GOVERNMENT CREATED DEFICIT IN LEAD

The current lead shortage is created by three primary factors (1) the lower domestic mine 

production caused by uncertainties of the premium price plan, (2) Governmental curtailment 

of the importation of pig lead from foreign countries, and (3) labor shortages. If a free market 

prevailed, American consumers could purchase lead in the world market whenever domestic 

lead was not available.

Why are imports currently restricted by informal agreement of officials in Washington 

and representatives of other Governments? The method and manner of establishing and 

administering this control has never been revealed to the American public, or to our industry. 

Although it was reported in the press early this year that foreign lead imported into the 

United States would be limited to 10,000 tons per month, or a total of 120,000 tons per year, 

we now discover the permitted imports for the second quarter are not to exceed 7,500 tons 

per month which compares with 226,068 tons for 1944 and about 256,000 tons for 1945, roughly 

20,000 tons per month. These statistics leave out of consideration imports of lead ores and 

concentrates which ranged from 62,000 to 94,000 tons per year. We believe that there are 

sellers in foreign countries willing to sell lead to this country above and beyond a limit of 

even 10,000 tons at the world market. Why shouldn't we be permitted to acquire these supplies 

to meet our domestic shortages in time of emergency?

At the present world price of 7.75c-8.50c per lb. of lead and a U. S. ceiling price of 6.50c, 

it is obvious that the United States smelters can not successfully compete with foreign smelters 

for concentrates unless the United States Government purchases in foreign markets the lead 

concentrates for resale to domestic smelters- at a price which will allow them a profit. They 

can not operate on foreign lead ores so long as there is a ceiling price which iB lower than 

the world price plus duty.

The 70,000 tons of lead received in 1945 from foreign concentrates will not be available 

to domestic users in 1946.

One method of price decontrol advanced occasionally in Washington is that when produc­

tion reaches say 75 % or 100 % of demand, or of some pre-war level of output, price control 

shall be removed entirely. We submit that with the Government’s apparent present deliberate 

policy of throttling lead imports into the United States, lead can never come out of price 

control under these decontrol standards since the imports required to meet deficits in supply 

will not be available for an indefinite period into the future.

8. NO RESTRICTIONS ON THE USE OF LEAD IN CANADA

The lead consumer in the United States is penalized because his own Government is 

limiting imports and limiting the number and quantity of articles that may be made from 

lead, while our neighbor, Canada, has released all controls on the consumption of lead within 

the Dominion, and is licensing producers to sell lead in markets outside of Canada at greater 

prices than the United States Government offers to some miners here.

9. WORLD MARKET ZiGHER THAN DOMESTIC — McFARLAND AMENDMENT 

WOULD HELP RESTORE CORRECT RELATIONSHIP

The complete destrnc — here and abroad, by Government action, of a free market for

S
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lead, hag made it difficult to ascertain the true world level of lead prices. Reliable information 

we have received indicates that the price of lead is approximately 8.50c per lb. delivered in 

Europe. This is normally equivalent to 10.20c per lb. in New York, allowing for the duty. In 

contrast, however, the ceiling price of 6.50c per lb. for lead is a full two cents below the world 

market, a completely abnormal relationship. Normally the New York price of lead is well over 

the London or world market, generally by a fraction of the tariff on lead. Only once in history, 

in 1937, wag the London price higher than that in New York and that was only for a brief 

period. It is a thoroughly unsound and artificial situation that the Government has now created 

in lead by preserving the ceiling at 6.50c, far below market reality in an attempt ostensibly 

“to hold the line.”

Even the McFarland Amendment does not go all the way to restore the normal relation­

ships of the two markets. The 8.15c ceiling price for lead provided by the McFarland Amend­

ment might have been representative a few months ago of the world market, but it is low 

today. However, no legislation fixing the price of any world commodity can be expected to be 

correct in its market appraisal at all times.

It is quite possible that the ceiling price should be raised even higher under future condi­

tions — possibly to the full limit of the “A” premium of 2.75c, so that when the subsidy is 

lifted the then ceiling price would more closely approximate the market. This would ease us 

into the period of transition from Government price control to a free market with the least 

disturbance to our national economy.

10. LEAD SMELTING AND REFINING ADVERSELY AFFECTED BY LOW CEILING 
PRICE

Lead smelters buy concentrates from the miners on contracts based upon a treatment 

charge of so many dollars per ton of concentrates. They pay for, or return, a percentage of 

the lead content, usually 90 per cent, and retain the metal recovered above the agreed per­

centage as partial compensation for beneficiation of the materiaL The value of this “smelter 

gain” goes up in dollars as the value of lead advances, thus partially compensating the smelter 

for increases in labor and material costs which almost invariably agree simultaneously with 

an advance in price.

For the laBt five years labor and material costs have been rising, but the price of lead 

has been held stationary. Although some smelter contracts contain clauses providing for adjust­

ing the treatment charge in the event of an increase in wage rates, these clauses do not cover 

the entire amount of such increased costs.

11. RELIEF NEEDED FOR MANUFACTURED LEAD PRODUCTS

Should there be an increase in the ceiling price of lead brought about by the McFarland 

Amendment, we believe additional price control legislation should be adopted which will 

permit a compensatory advance in the price of finished lead manufactures. Currently interest 

in the continued manufacture of some lead products is adversely affected by the regulations of 

the OPA which permit no relief to a manufacturer of lead products now being sold at a serious 

loss if be is engaged in other entirely unrelated operations which are sufficiently profitable to 

make a favorable overall comparison with the 1936-39 base period. We think this is a thor­

oughly unsound principle to follow and we suggest that it be corrected by legislation so that 

each commodity stands on its own feet with reference to its costs and proper ceiling pricing 

and without relation to any other commodity.

From the miners’ standpoint this is also an unsatisfactory situation for it discourages the 

continued use of lead in numerous products.

6
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PRINCIPAL LEAD MINING DISTRICTS IN THE VS

STATE NO. DISTRICT

ARIZONA 0 HARSHAW

0 OLD HAT 
© WALLAPAI

O BIG BUG

CALIFORNIA © RESTING SPRINGS 
© COSO

COLORADO O LEADVILLE
O ANIMAS
0 PIONEER (RICO)
© UPPER SAN MIGUEL 
(P RED CLIFF

IDAHO <D COEUR D'ALENE 
<P WARM SPRINGS 
© BAY HORSE 
© PORT HILL

ILLINOIS © UPPER MISSISSIPPI VALLEY 

<P KENTUCKY & SO. ILLINOIS

KANSAS © TRI-STATE AREA

KENTUCKY (p KENTUCKY & SO. ILLINOIS

MISSOURI © TRI-STATE AREA 
(P SOUTHEASTERN MO. AREA

MONTANA © BUTTE 

© SMELTER 
© HEDDLESTON 
© BARKER 
<P EAGLE 
© MONTANA 
© CATARACT

NEVADA © PIOCHE

NEW MEXICO © CENTRAL
© MAGDELENA 
© WILLOW CREEK

NEW YORK ©

OKLAHOMA © TRI-STATE AREA

UTAH © BINGHAM 
© PARK CITY 
© TINTIC 
© RUSH VALLEY 
© OPHIR

VIRGINIA © AUSTINVILLE

WASHINGTON © METALINE - 

WISCONSIN © UPPER MISSISSIPPI VALLEY

COUNTY OR COUNTIES

SANTA CRUZ 
PINAL 

MOHAVE 
YAVAPAI

INYO
INYO

LAKE

SAN JUAN 
DOLORES 
SAN MIGUEL 
EAGLE

SHOSHONE
BLAINE
CUSTER
BOUNDARY

NORTHERN PART OF STATE 

HARDEN

CHEROKEE

CRITTENDEN

12 COUNTIES IN SO. WEST. PART OF STATE 
SOUTHEASTERN MISSOURI

SILVER BOW

LEWIS i CLARK
LEWIS & CLARK
CASCADE, JUDITH BASIN
SANDERS
CASCADE
JEFFERSON

LINCOLN

GRANT 
SOCORRO 
SAN MIGUEL

ST. LAWRENCE

OTTAWA

SALT LAKE 
SUMMIT, WASATCH 
JUAB, UTAH 
TOOELE 
TOOELE

WYTHE LIA027A1
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jtyn, Solder, 
Calking Load for 

Water Distribution

‘fi
Handling Corrosive 

Chemicals

S'
* Shot for 

Shot-gun Shells

SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR LIST OF MINING DISTRICTS
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Zounterbofances 
for Big Guns

Developing Tanks 
Package for Rim

LEAD INDUSTRIES ASSOCIATION



12. LEAD PRICE OUT OF LINE

The current lead price is out of line with the general commodity index, with the peacetime 

relationship to zinc, and far out of line with agricultural products as the attached tahle indi­

cates. Whereas the ceiling price on lead is only 33% above the average for the year 1939, 
farm products have advanced 100% in the same period.

What is there so sacred about the price of lead at 6.50c? There are examples of the price 

of lead ruling well above this level year after year in peacetime when wages were much lower 

and the grade of ore richer. For example, note the average price of lead for the peacetime 

years 1923-1927 inclusive, as follows:

Av er ag e Pu c e o f  Leas  
Cents Per Pound

1923 7.27c
1924 8.09c
1925 9.02c
1926 8.41c
1927 6.76c

Ceiling price today 

630c per Ih.

All of these prices for a peacetime active business period of five years were over the present 

ceiling of 6.50c. The McFarland Amendment would help to bring about a necessary correction 

and would still leave the price below the average for the years 1923 to 1926 although higher 

than the average for 1929. However, the national income today is about double that in 1929.

In d ex o f  Co mpar at iv e Pu c es o f  Lead  an d  Ot h er  Co mmo d it ies

. (1926 = 100)

Wheat 
#2 Hard

Commodi- Farm Cotton Com Kansas
Tear Lead a Zinc a ties b Products b Middling c #2 Yellow c City c
1919 68.4 95.2 138.6 157.6 189.8 210.4 16L6
1920 94.5 104.5 154.4 150.7 196.4 186.3 1641
1921 54.0 63.5 97.6 88.4 83.9 76.4 88.6
1922 68.1 77.9 96.7 93.8 12L4 82.1 8L1
1923 86.3 90.1 100.6 98.6 1703 1083 743
1924 96.2 86.4 98.1 100.0 166J 128.1 86.4
1925 107.2 103.8 103.5 109.8 136.9 136.8 111.6
1926 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
1927 80.3 85.0 95.4 99.4 102.4 116.2 91.7
1928 74.9 82.2 96.7 105.9 1153 128.7 88.6
1929 81.2 88.7 95.3 104.9 110.7 125.4 78.9
1930 65.5 62.1 86.4 883 78.0 109.0 603
1931 50.4 49.6 73.0 64.8 49.4 70.0 403
1932 37.8 39.2 64.8 483 373 41.6 33.0
1933 46.0 54.9 65.9 5L4 503 553 48.4
1934 45.9 56.7 74.9 65.3 733 86.6 '623
1935 48.3 59.0 80.0 783 703 109.6 693
1936 56.0 66.8 80.8 80.9 7L4 1133 75.1
1937 71.4 88.8 86.3 86.4 673 1373 803

(Continued)
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In d ex o f  Co mpar at iv e Pr ic es o f  Lead  an d Ot h er  Co mmo d it ies  — Continued

(1926 = 100)

Wheat

All $2 Hard

Commodi- Farm Cotton Corn Kansas

Year Lead a Zinc a ties b Products b Middling c #2 Yellow c City c

1938 56.3 62.8 78.6 68.5 51.8 73.0 51.9

1939 60.0 69.6 77.1 65.3 54.2 66.8 50.5

1940 61.5 86.4 78.6 67.7 60.1 84.3 58.2

1941 68.8 101.8 87.3 82.4 82.1 . 94.7 66.4

1942 77.0 112.4 98.8 105.9 110.1 110.7 79.2

1943 77.2 112.4 103.1 122.6 114.3 141.0 98.3

1944 77.2 112.4 104.0 123.3 119.0 152.2 105.6

1945 77.2 112.4 105.8 128.2 126.2 155.2 111.2

•. 15,1946 77.2 112.4 107.7d 130.8d 162.8e 159.6f 115.3f

a — Calculated from Engineering & Mining Journal data 
b — Bureau of Labor Statistio Indices 
c — Caculaled from Bureau of Labor Statistics data 
d— February, 1946
e— Calculated from New York Cotton Exchange data 
f — Calculated from Chase National Bank data

13. METAL SUBSIDY PLAN SHARPLY AT VARIANCE WITH POLICY OF CONGRESS 

Congress, in the recently adopted Employment Act of 1946 stated, in Section 2 of the

Act:

“The Congress hereby declares that it is the continuing policy and responsibility 

of the Federal Government to use all practicable means ... to coordinate and utilize 

all its plans, functions, and resources for the purpose of creating and maintaining, in 

a manner calculated to foster and promote free competitive enterprise and the general 

welfare, conditions under which there will be afforded useful employment opportuni­

ties, including self-employment, for those able, willing and seeking to work, and to 

promote maximum employment, production and purchasing.”

We submit that continuing the subsidy plan for the nonferrous metals unchanged, limiting 

imports and maintaining an artificially low price for lead for an indefinite period at increasing 

expense to the taxpayers is, to say the least, inconsistent with the purpose of Congress as 

declared above.

Furthermore, the Employment Act provides that the Council of Economic Advisors is 

authorized to recommend appropriate policies “to foster and promote free competitive enter­

prise, to avoid economic fluctuations or to diminish the effects thereof, and to maintain 

employment, production and purchasing power.”

We can not imagine anything more completely removed from the principles here outlined 

by Congress than the complicated, discriminatory and unrealistic price control of the lead 

market already described.

14. CONCLUSION

We believe an early return to a free market for lead is to the best interest of the American 

public, and that the McFarland Amendment is an admirable legislative vehicle for the neces­

sary transition stage. The methods of Government control of prices developed during the war

8
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have grown increasingly artificial and complex. Consequently, basically important business 

relationships have been disrupted and the achievement of production, especially needed in 

lead, has been delayed.

In their anxiety to control profits the OPA has created well nigh intolerable situations 

in the lead mining industry. It has resulted in the adoption of such absurd standards of price 

control that a piece of lead from one part of an ore deposit will be worth more than an identical 

piece of lead from another part of the same ore deposit, only because of a difference in 

ownership.

Or, to phraBe the question more broadly —

We ask you. Gentlemen of the Committee, is it fair to place a greater value on the lead 

from Idaho than upon the lead from Missouri? Or a greater value on the lead from part of 

Utah than that from Idaho? And so on? To ask these questions is to show the absurdity of 

the complicated wartime measure of control of lead when applied in peacetime.

It is time to discard the unAmerican subsidy system and to restore a free market for lead 

if that important natural resource in the United States is to continue to maintain a premier 

position in the world lead economy, a position which was won under the free competitive enter­

prise system.

9
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APPENDIX

ESTIMATED MINOR EFFECT OF LEAD PRICE INCREASE ON MANUFACTURES

Increase in the selling price of lead products would have a small or negligible effect upon 

the costs of the principal consumers as indicated by the following analyses, and so far as the 

increase in the cost of living is concerned, it would be unnoticeable.

(a) Storage Batteries — The average weight of the lead in a storage battery is 22 lh. 

An increase of 1.65c per lh. brought about by the passage of the McFarland Amendment might 

involve an increased cost to the consumer of 35c to 50c per battery. However, the trade-in 

allowance for an old battery would be increased and practically offset the increased cost of a 

new battery.

(b) Cable Coverings — Electric cables are expensive and the sheathing weighs about 5 lb. 

per ft. for an average size power cable. An increase of 1.65c per lh. would cause a rise of say 

8c a ft. in the cost of a cable, which has overall cost of several dollars per ft. Therefore, the 

increase would be. about 2 to 4 %.

(c) Paint Industry — The average exterior prepared paint contains about 1.5 lh. of lead

per gallon of paint. The average cost of a gallon of exterior paint is $3.50. If the price of 

lead were to increase 1.65c per lb. the increase in cost of the paint would amount to only a 

few cents at best or less than 1%. For pure white lead paint the cost increase would he greater 

as this contains about 15 lb. of lead per gallon. However, labor represents about 80% of the 

total cost of a paint job and thus it can readily he seen that recent increases in wage rates 

will affect the total cost of the job much more than a few percent increase in the cost of 

materials. • -

(d) Ethyl Gasoline — So small an amount of tetraethyl lead is used in each gallon of 

gasoline (about 2 c.c.) that even doubling the price of lead would have a negligible, if any, 

effect on the retail selling price of a gallon of gasoline.

(e) Ammunition — Similarly, an increased cost of lead would mean a minor increase in 

the cost of cartridges and shot gun shells.

(f) Solder, Bearing Metals, Type Metals and Other Lead Alloys — These lead products 

are generally found as component parts of other articles and used in comparatively wn«Tl 

amounts. For example, about 15 lb. of lead is used in the form of solder and bearing metals 

in the average automobile. An increased cost of even a few cents per lb. on lead would hardly 

be felt in the overall cost of the finished product.

(g) Miscellaneous — There are some important uses of lead such as collapsible tubes 

and foil, where lead is doing part of the job formerly done by tin. Even here an increased 
price of lead would be unimportant compared with the much higher price of tin.

Our conclusion, therefore, is that an increase of 1.65c per lb. or even 2c, 3c or 4c more 

in the price of lead would not be burdensome on consumers. The McFarland Amendment 

therefore would have no adverse effect on the user of lead in manufactures. In fact, a large 
number of manufacturers in the Lead Industries Association and many nonmember users are 

strongly of that opinion.
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