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In the District Court of the United States,
District of Minnesota, Third Division.

TeEE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, PE—W
titioner,
.

InTERNATIONAL HARVESTER COMPANY,
International Harvester Company of
America, International Flax Twine
Company, Wisconsin Steel Company,
The Wisconsin Lumber Company, Illi-
nois Northern Railway, The Chicago,
West Pullman & Southern Railroad
Company, Cyrus H. McCormick,
Charles Deering, James Deering, John
J. Glessner, William H. Jones, Harold
F. McCormick, Richard F. Howe, Ed-
gar A. Bancroft, George F. Baker,
William J. Louderback, Norman B.
Ream, Charles Steel, John A. Chap-
man, Elbert H. Gary, Thomas D.
Jones, John P. Wilson, William L.
Saunders, George W. Perkins, defend-
ants. )

In Equity,
" No. 624.

SUPPLEMENTAL PETITION.

To the honorable judges of the above-named court,

sitting in equity: ,

Comes now the United States of America, petitioner
in the above entitled cause, by Lafayette French, Jr.,
its attorney in and for the District of Minnesota,

@
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acting under the direction of the Attorney Ge

of .t}‘le United States, and fileg this 'supplemIleral
petition in equity in accordance with paragra, Ental
of the final decree entered herein N ovemberg 2 p19 )
for the purpose of securing such further relief ;in t:)i&
causaa a8 shall be necessary to restore competit i
condljmons in the interstate business in harvest'lve
méch_mes and other agricultyra] implements amg
bring aboqt a situation in harmony with the lawn

I
SUMMARY OF THE ORIGINAT, PETITION.

On .April 80, 1912, the petitioner filed in thi
cou?t 1ts original petition against the above-nam 1(';
defendants, charging that gaid defendants Wei
eng'aged In a combination and conspiracy in regtraj :
?f interstate trade and commerce in agriculturnl
}mplements and machines, more especially harve, :—
Ing machines and binder twine, and were attem tifl
to monopolize and had monopolized such inter}s)tati
trade and commerce, in violation of the Act of Co
gress approved July 2, 1890, entitled “An Act 1131(;
protect trade and commerce against unlawful r
straints and monopolies.” i

So far ag ertinent, said origi iti
o zs fOHOWS:s 1d original petition may be

Before 1902 the aggregate output of five separate
copcerns manufacturing and selling harvesting ma-
c}?mery and twine, including binders, mowers ree; -
ers, rakes, etc., amounted to over 85 pef cen’é of eﬁl
the harvesting machinery and more thap 50 per
cent of all the binder twine produced and soldpin
| ﬂl.e United States. These concerns were MeCor-

mick Harvesting Machine Company, an Illinois cor-
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poration, with plants located at Chicago, Illinois;
the Deering Company, a copartnership, with facto-
ries at Chicago, Illinois; the Plano Manufacturing

Company, an Illinois corporation, with factories at
West Pullman, Illinois; Warder, Bushnell & Gless-

‘ner Company, an Ohio corporation, with factory at

Springfield, Ohio; and Milwaukee Harvester Com-
pany, a Wisconsin corporation, with factory at Mil-
waukee, Wisconsin.

Each of the five—independent and in unrestrained
cbmpetition with all others likewise engaged—had
established a successful, profitable, and expanding
business. All these companies sold and shipped
their machines generally throughout the United
States, and so were engaged in commerce among the
several states in harvesting machinery and twine
within the meaning of the Act of July 2, 1890, known
as the Sherman Law. _

In July, 1902, defendants Cyrus H. McCormick,
Charles Deering, John J. Glessner, William H. Jones,
George W. Perkins, and others, nearly all of whom
were owners, officers, directors, stockholders, and
agents of the five concerns above named, believing
combination would yield large profits, determined to
bring it about, destroy existing competition among
the five concerns, and through combinations and

agreements in restraint of trade to exclude all others,
secure control of and monopolize interstate trade and
commerce in harvesting machinery and twine. They
further determined that when they had accomplished
the purpose just mentioned they should expand into
other lines of agricultural machinery and finally
monopolize interstate trade and commerce in agri-
cultural machinery of all kinds, their purpose being
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to use the power obtained by a monopoly of trade in

harvesting machinery in such g way as to acquir
e a

similar monopoly in other clas !
Ses Of a
machinery. griculturg]

The combination was to take the form of & corporg.

tion .to be created under the law of such State
pe@ltted to its corporations the widest powers ’? S
which corporation the five concerns narned ab’ .
were to transfef all their property and busihessove
gomg concerns; the individuals who owned and cofi
t'rolled these concerns were to receive as the co
sideration for such transfer shares of the cg itni
S.tOCk of the new corporation and no other considiraL
tion. Thereafter this corporation was to carry on :;
one business the business of the five concerns which
had theretofore been competing.
. Accordingly in July, 1902, with the unlawfy] ob-
Jects and purposes just mentioned, the McCormick
Harvester Company, The Deering Company, the
Plano Manufacturing Company, and Warder ]’?>ush4
nell &. Glessner Company executed with one, W. C
Laa-le identical preliminary agreements to traflsfeI:
their properties to Lane, selected by the parties as a
mere conduit to the corporation which was to be the
ultimate purchaser.
. About the same time certain of the defendants, or
others acting for the defendants, secured an opt)ion
to Purchase the plant, business as going concern, and
capital stock of the Milwaukee Harvester Com;;any.
The preliminary agreements referred to provided
amOI.lg2 .other things, that W. (. Lane, upon the7
acquisition of the properties, should sell them to a
corporation thereafter to be organized ; that the
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ourchase price to be paid by Lane to each of the four
vendor companies was to be payable in full-paid and
nonassessable shares of the capital stock of the pur-
chasing company, taken at par; that the new com-
pany was to have such corporate title, capital stock,
organization, by-laws, directors, and committees as
should be approved by J. P. Morgan & Company;
that the amount of the capital stock was to be de-
determined after the ascertainment of the aggregate
value of all its assets; that the purchase was to take
effect some day in September, 1902, and the per-
formance of the contract completed prior to January
1, 1903; that the charter was to provide that the
stockholders might enter into a voting trust; that
the vendors should deposit with three trustees in a
voting trust the stock of the purchasing company
received as consideration for the conveyances, the
trust to continue 10 years and the voting trustees to
1ssue stock trust certificates to the real owners of the .
shares.

Accordingly, on August 12, 1902, the individuals
and companies named caused to be incorporated the
International Harvester Company under the laws of
New Jersey with $120,000,000 capital stock, all the
certificates of which were issued to W. C. Lane, who,
on August 13, 1902, delivered them to three voting
trustees, George. W. Perkins, Cyrus H. McCormick,
and Charles Deering, in trust for the individuals who
had owned and transferred the properties of the four
concerns to Lane, which properties were immediately
conveyed to the.  new company. Meanwhile the
option on the property and business of the Milwaukee
Harvester Company was exercised, that property was .
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conveyed to Lane on July 28, 1902, ang s bse

quently by him transferred tq the ,Internatl'l o

Harvester Company, the new company, o

.T%le stock of the new company was allotted ang
r.ecelved as follows (the same, however, hein Zﬂ
il}:rered to the voting trustees and the reai ownegrshi(;

Ca::;e;):f thereafter evidenced by stock trust certifi-

The total stock issued was $120,000,000. Of th;

stock, $53,400,000 was apportioned among the ow N
of the MecCormick, Deering, Warder, Bushnel?ezj
Glessner, and Plano companies, in consideration f
the transfer by each company of all its rea] estato
factories, plants, buildings, improvements ma.chi .
;ery, p_atterns, tools, apparatus, ﬁxtures,)- patentz‘
Inventions, devices, patent rights, licenses trade:
mérks, trade names, and good will of all and )singular
said property as a going concern, and supplies
pr‘C)ducts, and materials on hand, pending contract, ,
railroad equipment, as well ag all other property (f%
the vendor appertaining to the vendor’s business
except bills and accounts receivable. ,

‘ Stock in the amount of $40,000,000 was appor-
tioned among the owners of the McCormick Deering
.Plano, janol Warder, Bushnell & Glessner c)ompanies’
In consideration of the assignment by the vendor
companies to the purchasing company of bills aﬁd
accounts receivable, of like amountg guaranteed b
the vendors, or for cagh. ’ ’

Stock in the amount of $3,148,196.66 was igsued to
J. ‘P. Morgan & Company, of New York, who had
paid that amount in cash to secure the property of
the Milwaukee Harvester Company, which was con-
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veyed to the International Harvester Company, as

stated above.

Stock in the amount of $3,451,808.34 was issued to
J. P. Morgan & Company for services rendered and

for legal expenses.

Stock in the amount of $20,000,000 was issued at.
par for cash, the subscribers being in large part
owners of or persons interested in the four conveyor

concerns named above.

In January, 1907, after an amendment of the arti-

cles of incorporation, the capital stock of the Inter-

national Harvester Company was divided into two
clagses, $60,000,000 cumulative 7 per cent preferred
and $60,000,000 common. In 1910, the issued capital
stock was increased to $140,000,000 by the declara-

_ tion of a stock dividend of $20,000,000 on the com-

mon stock, this being a dividend of 833 per cent.

Practically all of the officers and directors of the
newly formed International Harvester Company for-
merly owned an interest in and participated in man-
aging one of the merged companies and were selected
according to a prearranged plan.

The International Harvester Company was in-
corporated as an instrumentality to effect the un-
lawful purposes of defendants, as a means of destroy-
ing competition, or unlawfully combining and con-
federating a number of independent manufacturers,
dealers in and distributors of harvesting machinery,
tools, and implements, and binder twine, and of
creating a monopoly in interstate commerce therein.

" Having in the ways and for the purposes described
acquired the five old concerns, the International
Harvester Company began and has continued to



8

operate: and control all their affairs in concert and
agreement; and that corporation then became ang
with added acquisitions has ever since been itself
a combination in restraint of trade and comimerce
between the States.

After the Milwaukee Harvester Company had
conveyed its properties to the International Hap-
vester Company, its capital stock was transferred to
the three voting trustees in trust for the stockholders
of the International Harvester Company, and its
name was changed to International Harvester Com-
pany of America. Said International Harvester
Company of America then concluded with the In.
ternational Harvester Company an exclusive con-
tract for the sale in the United States of the entire
output of the latter. The America company there-
upon became the mere selling agent of the Harvester
Company. It buys and sells at prices fixed by the
Parent company. In fact, the America company
1s a mere bookkeeping arrangement, given the form
of a corporate entity, with a small capitalization,
for the purpose of enabling the parent company to do
business in States from which it is debarred by
reason of its huge capitalization.

In January, 1908, in pursuance of the general
purpose of defendants, the International Harvester
Company acquired the capital stock and plant of the
D. M. Osborne & Company, a New York corporation,
with a plant at Auburn, New York. Among the
assets of the Osborne Company defendants acquired
the plant and business of the Columbian Cordage
Company. The Osborne Company was the largest
competitor of the International Harvester Company,
manufacturing, selling, and distributing harvesting

9

machines, twine and tillage implements in competi-
tion with it. For two years after said acquisition the
International Harvester Company concealed and
denied its association with the Osborne Company.
This was in pursuance of defendants’ policy, by dis-
guising ownership, to use controlled companies to
break down competition and secure for themselves
the benefit of public sentiment against combinations.

In the early part of 1908, in pursuance of their
general purpose, defendants, through the Inter-
national Harvester Company, acquired control of the
Aultman Miller Company, engaged at Akron, Ohio,
in interstate commerce in harvesters, mowers, and
twine, selling and distributing its products through
the United States. By agreement of the defendants
and the parties interested, a new company, the Ault-
man Miller Buckeye Company, an Ohio corporation,
was organized, which took over the plants and busi-
ness as a going concern of the Aultman Miller Co.
This company, by agreement with defendants, for a
long time concealed and denied association with them
and advertised itself as independent and was used
by defendants as an instrument to cripple opponents,
with the view of driving them out of business and of:
destroying competition. In 1906 the International
Harvester Company acquired from the Aultman
Miller Buckeye Company all its business, paying
therefor cash. Defendants long since abandoned the

. manufacture of harvesting machinery at the plant at

Akron, Ohio, which was closed. Thereafter the
International Harvester Company entered upon the
manufacture of new lines at that plant, namely,
autobuggies and tractors. The making of the “ Buck-
eye” mowers and harvesting machinery formerly



10

made by the i
Continue;(; Aultman Miller Company wag dig-
In the early part of 1903, in pursuance of thei
eral purpose, defendants, through the Internelfr;'gen~
garvester. Company, acquired, by burchase zfloalal
‘ ;jss Twine COfnpe'my, control of the stock an§
1ness.of the Minnie Harvegster Company, su
011;c ghe Minneapolis Harvester Company, lon,g er(i;sso;
znd tt. WIj’z:l, Sl(\allllxim., in the. majnufzjwture of harvestgeis
A ,CO ng and dlstrlbutmg its productg in
Thomiste bl;lm;;:e throtughfout the United States,
here ment of the defendant
Minnie Harvester Company for e oo
E-eal(;eq and denied associitign WithatlizIrilg afll(rin(;dffzg—
1sed 1tself as independent, | oy
of defendants, bypdisguiis;}ilj;1 I;:;z‘;j;‘;; Otfoﬂllle e
trolled companies to break down oppositi n o
sem'u'e for themselves the benefit of tl?e sex(iilzl' -
agamnst combinations. Ip the latter part of ernt
the International Harvester Company acquired 935
conveya‘nce the business ag going eoncergs of thy
Eﬁ;nﬁ;megs named above, and thereupon the plant o?
, nm.e tompany was dismantled ag g manufac-
tory of binders ang mowers and subsequent]
vertelzd into a manufactory of twine: defenda Z Cdo'n-
c?ntmued the manufacture and sale )of the “ 1\141 \ 1?’—
binders and mowers, o
In the early part of 1903, in pursuance of th
general purpose of defendants, the Internatio (;‘
Harvester Company acquired control of the K(Iel .
stone Company, an Illinois corporation with g pl y’;
at Sterligg, 1., long engaged in the manufa}c)tii‘le
End sale ‘of harvesting machinery, and particularly |
ay tools and mowers, shipping and distributing
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these articles throughout the United States. At
that time, by agreement of defendants, certain offi-
cers of the International Harvester Company pur-
chased for cash all but a few shares of the stock of
the Keystone Company and thereafter operated that
company as an independent company, falsely adver-
tising and holding it out to be independent of any
trust or combine, in order that by disguising owner-
ship defendants might use it as an instrument to
cripple opponents, with the view of driving them out
of business and of destroying competition.

In September, 1905, the International Harvester
Company acquired, by conveyance from the Key-
stone Company, all the business of the latter as a
going concern. The plant of the Keystone Company
was at once abandoned and dismantled as a manu-
factory of hay tools and mowers. It was subse-
quentiy utilized for the manufacture of tillage im-
plements and new lines. The making of the “ Key-

stone” binders and mowers was discontinued by

defendants.
Prior to August, 1902, the five concerns which

combined in the formation of the International Har-
vester Company, as hereinbefore described, and the
other companies thereafter acquired by defendants,
were buying their necessary raw materials, iron,
steel, lumber, etc., in interstate commerce in compe-
tition with each other. Thereafter all such neces-
sary raw materials were purchased by a single organi-
zation in different places in the United States and
then shipped to the several plants or works of the
- International Harvester Company, located as here-

inafter described.
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In 1905, in pursuance of their general purpose, de-
fendants, through the International Harvester éom_

pany, organized the Wisconsin Steel Company, 4 |
H

Wisconsin corporation, with capital stock of $1,000.-
000, all of which is owned by the Interna’cional,ngi~
vester Company. This company preserves g Sepa-‘
rate organization, but its directors have at all timeg
been elected by defendants, and its policy is controlleq
‘and directed by them. It operates under leases irbm
ore lands in Wisconsin, Minnesota, and Michigan
owns and operates coal lands and mines in Kenj
tucky, blast furnaces for the production of pig irdn
at South Chicago, Ill., and steel mills and rollin
mills at South Chicago and Chicago, where. it pro%
dufzes ingots, billets, blooms, finished bars and shapes.
It is engaged in interstate commerce, selling its prod-
ucts above mentioned to defendants and others and
shipping the same from the places of production 4o
the plants and works of defendants hereinafter eny-
merated under paragraph IX.

In 1905, in pursuance of their general purposes
defendants, through the International H.eu‘ves’laexi
Company, organized the Wisconsin Lumber Com-
pany, a Wisconsin corporation, capital stock $250,000
all of which is held by the International Harveste;
Comp:any. This company preserves a separate
organization, but its directors have at all times been
elected by defendants, and its policy is controlled
and directed by them. It ig engaged in interstate
commerce, selling lumber and the pfoducts thereof
to defendants and shipping the same from Missouri
~ and Mississippi to the plants and works of defendants
hereinafter enumerated under paragraph IX.
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The defendants, Wisconsin Steel Company and
Wisconsin Lumber Company, are used by defend-
ants as means and instrumentalities to eliminate
competition and in pursuance of the general pur-
poses hereinabove described.

In pursuance of their general purposes, defend-
antg, in 1902, through the International Harvester
Company, acquired all the capital stock, $500,000,
of the Illinois Northern Railway, an Illinois corpora-
tion. The Illinois Railway is a switching company,
organized in 1901 by the MecCormick Harvesting
Machine Company, owning or leasing some twenty-
five miles of trackage upon which are situated the
plants of the International Harvester Company and
other industries at Chicago.

In pursuance of their general purposes, defendants
in 1903, through the International Harvester Com-
pany, acquired all the capital stock, $400,000, of the

- Chicago, West Pullman & Southern Railroad Com-

pany, an Illinois corporation. This railroad company
is a switching company operating some twenty-four
miles of tracks, owned or leased, upon which are
situated plants and works of the Wisconsin Steel
Company and the International Harvester Company
at West Pullman, Illinois, and other industries.

Prior to 1904 these railroads were used by defend-
ants as a means to obtain undue preferences from
trunk lines connecting therewith, among other ways,
by persuading and inducing such connecting rail-
roads to allow to these switching companies excessive
divisions on through rates on traffic, principally
harvesting machines.

In August, 1905, defendants, in pursuance of their
general purpose, through the International Harvester
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g?;?(pa’]‘rg; orgoamzed defendant, the Internationg)]
tox tlni jompany, a Minnesota corporation
pital s ock $250,000, and thereafter, by mean, ;
said anesota corporation, engaged in a f .
extens‘lon of the business of the defendants of er
facturing and selling binder twine. To it ;manu\
xszzyed the plant of the Grass Twine CompZi S
he.rP‘algl?purchaS(.ed by the defendants in the ma};mz
einbefore described—all the products of def
ta,nt, the International Harvester Company of o
lsctem,t Wh?ch then sells them throughout ‘Zh(g T?nizrc;
.a es in the same manner that i i
tributes the products of the Inteiiaﬁofljllsﬂzti dtls—
8225211;37. iDgef‘endan’c, International Flax Tf:iz:
mentahg; i 1: aemg us_ed' by defendants as an instru-
mentally in ccomp‘hshmg the unlawful purposes of
) gg zathn Prewously described.
natix:) Mle ngizzif (’;he only business of the Inter-
Jompan
and sale of grain harvestirs zr V]Z?deteﬁs iilmrliacmre
reapers, rakes, and twine, and corn he;rvestersovzzrs}
}I;u.skers, éhrefiders and shockers, the principai linlz;
' }elzmg grain binders, mowers and rakes—the same as
buaf: carried on by 'the companies whose plants
buimfess, and assets it acquired upon its formation}'
out h'rom .year to year many other agriculturalf
chines, implements, and tools have been added
8o that t.o—day‘ it is manufacturiﬁg and sellin ali
clas@s—tﬂlage implements, seeding implement, gh
vesting machines, threshing machines, and WZ oir_
zjlajémgre spreaders, gasoline engines, cre)am separagtor?
tedgeligglsisédautomobﬂes, tractors, cultivators, drillsi
, ers, hay loaders, hay presses, swee
rakes, stackers, trucks, ete., all in pursuancé of thi
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unlawful purpose to monopolize trade hereinbefore

described.
At least 90 per cent of the harvesters or grain

binders and 75 per cent of the mowers and Over 50
per cent of the binder twine annually produced and
sold in the United States are the product of the
Tnternational Harvester Company and are sold
through the International Harvester Company of

America as herein described. There are only three
of harvesting machinery in

or four manufacturers
the United States other than the International

Harvester Company. These,
are small, and as their busine
entire United States, m many sections of the country
the International Harvester Company has a complete
monopoly of narvesting machinery. In other lines
of agricultural implements the percentage controlled
by it is less, but the varieties and relative quantities

of these have increased rapidly, sO that, considering

agricultural implements of every kind, other than

harvesting lines, 1ts output amounts to- over 30 per

cent of the whole.
The opportunities for any new competitors are
d by defendants in all lines of

constantly being close

agricultural implements; the agencies for distribution,
the retail implement dealers, and others are rapidly
coming under their undisputed control, and unless
prevented and restrained, their complete unchallenged
dominion of every branch of trade and commerce in

agricultural implements of all kinds may be confi-
dently expected at an early date.

52077—23—2

in comparison with it,
ss does not embrace the
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Said original petition prayed that the combinati
..emd each of the elements composing it be adjud o
illegal under the Sherman Law; that the ¢ -
adjudge the International Harvester Company tougt
a cc.)mbination in restraint of trade in harvest'mgoa ((;
agricultural machinery, a restraint, and an attemptlllg
monopolize and a monopolization thereof; that thO
International Harvester Company be adjudged e
unlawful Instrumentality operated and mainta,inalcll
for the purpose of carrying into effect the ille ea,l
purposes of the combination; that the court by Waygof
injunction restrain the movement of the products of
?;he International Harvester Company of America in
m‘o‘erstate commerce, or, if the court should be of
opinion that the public interests will be better sub-
served thereby, that receivers be appointed to take
possgssion of all the property, assets, business, and
affairs of said combinations, and wind up the éame
and otherwise take such course in regard thereto as’
will bring about conditions in harmony with law:
that the holding of stock by the International Har:
vester Company in other corporation defendants
under the circumstances shown be declared illegal

-and that it be enjoined from continuing to own such
shares and from exercising any right in connection
therewith; that petitioner have general relief.

.The foregoing is a suwmary of the averments of
salld original petition so far as deemed pertinent to
this supplemental petition. The right is reserved
at any time to refer to other provisions of said origi-
nal petition as if the same were fully set forth herein.
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DECISION OF THIS COURT, FINAL DECREE DATED AUGUST

15, 1914, AND ORDER AMENDING IT.

The defendants having filed 2 joint and several
answer, an examiner was appointed and evidence
was taken. A certificate was filed by the Attorney
General pursuant to the Act of Congress approved
February 11, 1903 (32 Stat. 823), as amended by
the Act approved June 25, 1910 (36 Stat. 854). In
accordance therewith the case came On for hearing
in November, 1913, before a specially constituted
District Court composed of Circuit Judges Sanborn,
Tlook, and Smith. On August 12, 1914, thig court
handed down its decision holding that the Interna- -
tional Harvester Company was organized to elimi-
nate competition between the combining companies
and was from the beginning a combination in restraint
of interstate commerce, and a monopolization of such
commerce in harvesting machinery, and illegal, as in
violation of the Sherman Antitrust Act. The opin-
jon of the court, by, Judge Smith, concludes as
follows:

We conclude that the International Har-
vester Co. was from the beginning in violation
of the first and second sections of the Sherman
law, and that this condition was accentuated
by the reorganization of the American Co. and
by the subsequent acquisitions of competing
plants, and that all the defendant subsidiary
companies became from time to time parties
to the illegal combination, and the defendant
companies are combined to monopolize a part
of the interstate and foreign trade. It will
therefore be ordered thab the entire combina-
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tion and monopoly be dissolved, that the

defendants have 90 days in which to report

to the court a plan for the dissolution of the
entire unlawful business into at least three
'substantially' equal, separate, distinct, and
independent corporations with wholly separate
owners and stockholders, or in the event thig
case is appealed and this decree superseded
then within 90 days from the filing. of thé
procedendo or mandate from the supreme
gourt, the defendants shall file such plan, and
in case the defendants fail to file such’plan
within the time limit the court will entertain
an application for the appointment of a receiver
for all the properties of the corporate defend-
ants, and jurisdiction is retained to make such
additional decrees as may become necesséry
to secure the final winding up and dissolution
of the combination and monopoly complained
of and as to costs.

On August 15, 1914, this court entered a final
decree herein reading as follows:

On this 15th day of August, 1914, this cause
came on for decree upon the submission here-
tofore had, and the court being well advised in
the premises finds that the defendant the
In'ternational Harvester Company was as
f)rlginaﬂy organized and now is a combination
in restraint of trade and commerce among the
sevgral States, and with foreign nations in
ggrlcultural implements, and did from its
1pception monopolize and attempt to monopo-
lize a part of the trade and commerce among
the.several States and with foreign nations in
agricultural implements, and the International
Hal;vester Company of America, the Inter-
national Flax Twine Company, the Wisconsin
Steel Company, the Wisconsin Lumber Com-
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pany, the Illinois Northern Railway, and the
Chicago, West Pullman and Southern Rail-
road Company are subsidiary companies of
the International Harvester Company and are

_confederated with it in the unlawful purposes

aforesaid, and that the defendants Cyrus H.
McCormick, Charles Deering, James Deering,
John J. Glessner, William H. Jones, Harold

 F. McCormick, Richard ¥. Howe, Fdgar A.

Bancroft, George F. Baker, William J. Louder-
back, Norman B. Ream, Charles Steele, John
A. Chapman, Elbert H. Gary, Thomas D.
Jones, John P. Wilson, William L. Saunders,
and George W. Perkins are officers of said
International Harvester Company and are
aiding and assisting it in the unlawful business
mentioned: \

Tt is adjudged and decreed that said com-
bination and monopoly be forever dissolved,
and to that end that the business and assets
of the International Harvester Company be
separated and divided among at least three
substantially equal, separate, distinet, and
independent corporations, with wholly sepa-
rate owners and stockholders, and that the
defendants file with the clerk within ninety
days a plan for such separation and division
for the consideration of this court. In the
event this case is appealed and decree super-
seded, then the time In which the defendant
shall file said plan is hereby extended to ninety
days from the filing of the procedendo or man-
date of the Supreme Court with the clerk of
this court.

In case the defendants fail to file such plan
in the time limited this court will entertain an
application for the appointment of a receiver
for all the property of the corporate defend-
ants.
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Jurisdiction is retained by the court to make
such additional decrees as may be deemed
necessary to secure the final winding up and
dissolution of the combination and monopol
complained of and as to costs. Y

In case the defendants or any of them see
fit to gppeal from this decree the supersedeas
bond 1s fixed at $50,000, and the same ma
be approved by any one of the circuit judgei
of this circuit who sat upon the trial.

‘ The defendants baving moved the court to modify
its decree in certain particulars, the following order
was entered on October 8, 1914:

On this third day of October, 1914, this
cause came on for hearing on the motion of the
defendants filed on August 17, 1914, to amend
the decree of this court entered heljein on the
15jch day of August, 1914, and the parties
being present by their respective counsel, and
the court having considered the same o

1t 1s hereby ordered, That said decree; be, and
the same is hereby, amended by striking; out
the words “and with foreign nations” wher-
ever they appear in the decree, but the power
and duty of the court in dealing with all the
property and business of every character of
the defendant corporations, at the commence-
ment of this suit or since, so far as lawful and
necessary to effect a dissolution of the com-
bination, are not renounced but expressly.
reserved, and by striking out, pursuant to an
agreement between the Attorney General and
cot_msel for the defendants evidenced by the
mltten consent of the Attorney General signed

by the United States Attorney for Minnesota,
presented to the court this day, the first sen-
tence in the second paragraph of said decree
reading as follows: '
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« 1t is adjudged and decreed that said com-
bination and monopoly be forever dissolved,
and to the end that the business and assets of
the International Harvester Company be sep-
arated and divided among at least three sub-
stantially equal, separate, distinct, and inde-
pendent corporations with wholly separate
owners and stockholders and that the defend-
ant file with the clerk within ninety days a plan
for such separation and division for the con-
sideration of this court,”

And substituting in place thereof the fol-
lowing:

“Tt is adjudged and decreed that said
combination and monopoly be forever dis-
solved, and to that end that the business and,
assets of the International Harvester Company
be divided in such manner and into such
number of parts of separate and distinct
ownership as may be necessary to restore
competitive conditions and bring about a new
situation in harmony with law; and that the
defendants file with the clerk within ninety

(90) days a plan for such separation and divi-
sion for the consideration of this court.”

Thereafter the defendants appealed the case to
the Supreme Court of the United States, where it

~was heard at the October Term, 1914, and was by

the court restored to the docket for reargument.
The case was reargued at the October Term, 1916,
and was restored to the docket to be again argued.
In October,. 1918, the defendants dismissed  their
appeal, and the cause was remanded to this court
for the working out of 2 plan of dissolution under
the decree August 15, 1914, as amiended.
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. 1I1.
FINAL DECREE OF THIS COURT DATED
2, 1918,

Following the dismissal by the defendants of their
Eild appeal and the coming down of the mandate of
e Supreme Court, there wag entered by this court

on November 9 1918, a £
2 , : nal i
reciting, by war o al decree which, after

NOVEMBER

Company of New J ersey and the International Hap-

vester Corporation into th
. € present Int :
Harvester, provided as followslz) " e,r national

1t is therefore ordered T
' » That the decree here.
Lnabo_ve set forth [dateq August 15 19?:]
edremstated as the final decree in this7 cause:
and the name International Harvester Com—’
fﬁ:}; Whereiver hereinafter uged includes both
Tiging, i
e nai : and the successor corporation of
And the parties havi
' ng agreed upon
il;f}zémtli?d todthe court a plan for carr;ing ii{zg
1 € order contained in saidg decre
. . e t
T;h(;: combination and monopoly therein ;1315
ilu ged unlawful be dissolved, and the court
itaiv:t?g tionSIdGTEd and approved the plan
S turther i )
st ordered, in accordance therewith,
o (@) The defendants,‘International Harvester
ompany and International Harvester Clom-
;)jn}; of America, their officers, directors, and
fben S, are hereby prohibited and enjo)ined
rom and after Decemper 31, 1919, from hav—)

agricultural implements ;

(b) The International H.
. arvester Com
shgll, with all due diligence, offer for salﬁfu;{
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fair and reasonable prices, the harvesting ma-
chine lines now made and sold by the Inter-
national Harvester Company under the trade
names of “Osborne,” “Milwaukee,” and
“Champion,” respectively, including the ex-
clusive right to use such trade names, and all
patterns, drawings, blue prints, dies, jigs, and
other machines and equipment specially used
by the International Harvesting Company in
the manufacture of said three harvesting
machine lines, respectively; and each pur-
chaser must be a responsible manufacturer of
agricultural implements in the United States,
and, if a corporation, none of the defendants
shall have any substantial stock interest in
such purchaser, nor shall any defendant be
such purchaser. The International Harvester
Company, from and after the date of the entry
of this decree, shall be required to accept a
reasonable price from any purchaser approved
by the United States for any of said lines of
harvesting machines; and in the event of a
disagreement between the United States and
the Harvester Company as to what shall be
or constitute a reasonable price for the prop-
erty proposed to be purchased, such price
shall be fixed by this court.

(¢) The International Harvester Company
shall also presently offer and endeavor to
sell in connection with said harvester lines
the “Champion” harvester plant and works
at Springfield, Ohio, and the “Osborne” har-
vester No. 1 plant and works at Auburn,
New York, and shall stand ready to accept a
fair and reasonable price for either of said
plants from any purchaser of either of the
harvester lines hereinbefore mentioned; and
in the event that the parties are unable to
agree as to what is a fair price for either of said
plants, the question at issue shall be submitted
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Wl’c_hout formal pleadings, under the super-
vision and direction of the United States, to
this court for decision, and the finding of ;;his
court as to said question of a fair price shall
be accepted by and be binding upon the
International Harvester Company.

-(d) In the event that any one or more of
sa,ld. three lines of harvesting machines, in-
cluding plants, patterns, ete., as afore’said
shall not have been sold by the Interna,tionai
‘Harvester Company in pursuance of the
terms and provisions of this decree within one
year after the close of the existing war in
which, the United States is engarr:d then
upon the request of the United Sctat’es thé
same shall be sold at public auction tc; the
highest bidder therefor, in such manner, time
anq place as may be agreed upon betWéen thé
United States and the International Har-
;rester anglany ; and in default of such

- agreemen en un d di
agreement then der the order and direc-

(¢) The object to be attained under the
terms .of this decree is to restore competitive
conditions in the United States in the inter-
state business in harvesting machines and
other agricultural implements, and in the
event that.such competitive conditions shall
not have been established at the expiration of
elg_ht-een months after the termination of the
existing war in which the United States is
engaged (or at the expiration of two years
from the date of the entry of this decree in
tb:e e_zvent that said war shall be terminated
Wl“nhm less than six months after the entry of -

- this decree), then and in that case the United
Sta.Ltes shall have the right to such further
re}lef herein as shall be necessary to restore :
sald competitive conditions and to bring
about a situation in harmony with law; and
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this court reserves all necessary jurisdiction
and power to carry into effect the provisions
of the decrees herein entered.

By a Joint Resolution of Congress approved by
the President on July 2, 1921, the war between the
Imperial German Government and the United States
of America was declared at an end. A treaty to
restore friendly relations between the two nations
was signed at Berlin on August 25, 1921, ratifica-
tions of the treaty were exchanged at Berlin on
November 11, 1921, and said treaty was proclaimed
by the President of the United States on November
14, 1921. The test period set up by paragraph (e)
of said final decree, within which to judge the effect
of the decree in establishing competitive conditions
in interstate trade and commerce in harvesting and
other agricultural implements has expired, and the
court now has jurisdiction under said paragraph to
entertain this supplemental petition and to grant the
additional relief prayed for herein.

IV.

REARRANGEMENTS OF DEFENDANTS' BUSINESS SINCE
FILING OF ORIGINAL PETITION.

In January, 1913, the Tnternational Harvester
Corporation was organized under the laws of New
Jersey to take over approximately one-half of the
net assets of the International Harvester Company,
the principal defendant. To this new corporation
the International Harvester Company sold its plants
in the United States, six in number, used for the
manufacture of the so-called new lines, viz, gasoline
and oil engines, tractors, autowagons, cream separa-
tors, wagons, manure spreaders, tillage and planting
implements. The International Harvester Company
also sold to this new company the capital stocks of
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its subsidiary companies owning foreign plants. Ip
retgrn for these properties and securities the I‘nter
natl‘onall Harvester Company received 300,000 sha,res~
(entire issue) of the 7 per cent cumulative preferreq
stock and 399,964 shares (total 400,000) of th

com@on stock of the Internationa] Harvester CO:
poration. The company offered the preferred stock
for pro rata distribution among the holders of itg
own preferred stock and the common stock for pro

rata distribution among the holders of itg own

co?rn'mon stock, each shareholder being given the
privilege of taking cash to the amount of the ar
value of the stock so offered. The capital Stookpof
the International Harvester Company was therey ‘o
reduced from $80,000,000 common and $60,000 I(:))Of)l
preferred to $40,000,000 common and $80}OOO;OOO
preferred. s
In February, 1913, the International Harvester
Company changed its name to International Har-
vester Company of New Jersey. 1
On September 19, 1918, the present International
H%Lrvester Company was organized in New J ersey
bgmg & merger of the International Harvester Com—)
pany of N ew Jersey and the International Harvester
Corporation. The merger agreement, dated July
26, 1918, was ratified by stockholders of the merging
corporations on September 19, 1918. The agree-
ment ‘provided that the new corporation should have
a capltal stock equal to the capital stock of the two
Ir.leljglng companies, namely, $140,000,000 in a]i
divided into $60,000,000 7 per cent, cumulative pre:
ferred stock and $80,000,000 common sfock eéch
share being of the par value of $100. The sh;;res bof'
the new corporation were issued to the shareﬁold@rs
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of the merged companies in exchange for their shares
in such companies upon an agreed basis.

In July, 1920, the authorized common stock was
increased from $80,000,000 to $130,000,000 and the
authorized 7 per cent cumulative preferred stock
was increased from $60,000,000 to $100,000,000, of
which there is at present outstanding $94,116,114 of
common and $60,223,900 . of preferred, a total of
$154,340,014. The company has no funded debt.

Said new International Harvester Company by
appearance duly -entered has become and is the
principal defendant in this cause.

In pursuance of the final decree herein dated No-
vember 2, 1918, the defendant, the International
Harvester Company, has sold to the Emerson-
Brantingham Company, at Rockford, Illinois, its
line of harvesting machines sold under the trade
name “Osborne.” The sale took place in 1918, but
the International Company manufactured the Em-
erson-Brantingham Company’s requirements for the

Osborne line for the 1919 and 1920 trade. In the
same year, the International Harvester Company
sold the line of harvesting machines known as

“Champion” to B. F. Avery & Son of Louisville, Ky,

and manufactured the purchaser’s requirements for

these lines for the 1919 and 1920 trade. In 1920,

the defendant filed an application to the court

representing that the purchasers of these lines were
already engaged in manufacture of harvesting ma-
chines; that they each had plants adequate to manu-
facture the newly acquired lines; that neither de-
sired to acquire the plants of the International

Harvester Company at which those lines had there-

tofore been produced, and asking that it be per-
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n%itted' to sell the lines without the necessity of
d}SpOSlng of the physical properties. The applica-
tion was granted.
The Milwaukee line of harvesting machines, a neg
. .- » . . ’ -
ligible line constituting less than two per cent of the
total domestic sales of the International Harvester
Company, has not been disposed of under the decree
The present arrangemen‘o of the International Har‘
vester Company’s plants in the Uni .
ted i
rester | ited States is ag
McCormick Works, Chicago, Ill., binders, reapers
harvester threshers, mowers, rakes, hay sta,okers}
corn machines, ensilage cutters. ’
Deering Works, Chicago, Ill., binders, reapers, har-
vester threshers, mowers, rakes, corn machine; 0
tato diggers, cultipackers. P
Milwoukee Works, Milwauk i i
, ee, Wis., engi
separators, tractors. s e
Tractor Works, Chicago, Ill., tractors.
Akron Works, Akron, Ohio i
, , Ohio, commercial
A V rcial cars, motor
‘ Aubuim Works (formerly Osborne), Auburn, N. Y
tillage implements. B
Chattonooga.  Plow Works, Chattanooga, Tenn
] f °
plows, cane mills, evaporators, and kettles.
t. Wayne Works, Fort Wayne, Ind., motor trucks. -
, P & O. Plow Works, Canton, Ill., plows, listers
beet pullers, cultivators, corn planters. ,
Richmond Works, Richmond, Ind., seeding machines.
Rock Falls Works, Rock Falls, Ill., corn shellers,
harrows, hay loaders, side rakes and tedders. :
Sprmgﬁeld Works (formerly Charmpion), Spring- -
field, Ohio, speed trucks, hay presses. |
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Springfield Spring Works, Springfield, Ohio, coiled
springs. .

Weber Works, Chicago, Ill., wagons.

West Pullman Works (formerly Plano), Chicago,
1ll., corn planters, corn cultivators, threshers, ma-
nure spreaders. B

Twine Works, two located in Chicago, one in
Auburn, N. Y., and one at- St. Paul, Minn.

Subsidiary companies:

Wisconsin Steel Co., capital stock $1,000,000, the
business and properties of which are described in the
summary of the original petition.

Wisconsin Lumber Company, capital stock $250,000,
the business and properties of which are described
in the summary of the original petition.

International Harvester Company of America, de-
scribed in the summary of the original petition.
This company has branch houses in 94 cities and
towns in the United States.

Chicago, West Pullman & Southern R. R. Co., de-
geribed in the summary of the original petition.

Illinois Northern Railway, described in the sum-
mary of the original petition. -

Deering Southwestern Railway, organized June 24,
1903, under the laws of Missouri. Capital stock,
quthorized and issued, $400,000. Operates ‘between
Caruthersville and Hornersville, Mo., and in addi-
tion to serving the properties of the defendant, the

Wisconsin Lumber Company, does a general pas-
senger and freight business.

V.

INADEQUACY OF THE DECREE OF NOVEMBER 2, 1918, TO
RESTORE COMPETITIVE CONDITIONS.

At the time of the formation of the International
Tarvester Company in 1902 certificates representing
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the capital stock of that company were exchanged
for the business and assets of the companieg
acquired, as follows: to the McCormick Company,
$46?262,514; to the Deering Company, $37,314,555;
to the Plano Company, $6,268,603; to the Champion

Company, $3,447,185. The stock, assets, and busi- .

ness of the Milwaukee Company were acquired
for $3,128,691 in cash; and the stock, business,
and assets of the Osborne Company and the
Columbian Cordage Company were acquired for
$6,000,000. The original investment in the Champion,
Osborne, and Milwaukee lines, ordered separated
under the decree of November 2, 1918, was negligible
ag compared with the other lines acquired, more
especially the McCormick and Deering.

From its formation and the acquisition of the
several lines mentioned, the policy of the Inter-
national Harvester Company has been to develob
and increase the output and sales of the McCormick
and Deering brands of harvesting machines and to
smother and suppress the manufacture and sales of
the other brands. Thus during the period from the
acquisition of said lines to the entry of the aforesaid,
the proportion of the investment in the Champion,
Osborne, and Milwaukee lines to the combined
mvestment in MecCormick and Deering lines has
steadily decreased; and the proportion of the out-
put and sales of the Champion, Osborne, and Mil-
waukee lines to the output and sales of the Me-
Cormick and Deering lines has likewise diminished.

The proportion of the investment in the Champion
and Osborne plants to the total investment in all
the company’s plants was 12.9 per cent in 1910 and
8.9 per cent in 1918. The proportion of the number
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of Champion, Osborne, and Milwaukee harvesting
machines manufactured to the. total number of
harvesting machines of all International brands
manufactured in 1910 and 1918 were: grain binders,
13.4 per cent in 1910 and 4.9 per cent in 1918;
mowers, 16 per cent in 1910 and 10 per cent in 1918;
rakes, 26.6 per cent in 1910 and 15 per cent in 1918;
corn binders, 138 per cent in 1910 and 14.9 per cent
in 1918. The proportion of the lines to be disposed
of, always small, has shown a marked decrease,
except as to corn binders.

The book investment of the International Harvester
Company in domestic implements plants on Decem-

ber 81, 1910, is shown in the following table:

. Plants. Dollars. Per cent,

1,400, 547 4.5

2,588,936 8.4
3,980, 483 12.9
12,471, 857 40.3°
7,002, 204 22.6
7,479, 087 24.2
Total implement plants. ... . ...l 30, 942, 631 160.0

1 Includes tillage works at Osborne plant.

The book investment in such plants on December
31, 1918, was as follows:

Plants, Dollars. Per cent.

CRATAPIOIL -« - - eoe oo eee e e e e e eme e maeeae e ...l 1,201,906 3.5
(01:) 107 1T I N G 1,870,822 |* 5.4
Champion and Osborne combined..... ... ... ...l 3,072,728 8.9
MECORICK - - e eeememameneeeamanas ..| 10,937,652 31.5
Deering..oumeiieiinanaas 6, 146, 206 17.7
Other implement plants 14,525,673 41.9

Total implement plants. ... .. ..ol 34,682, 349 100.0

1 Includes til]agg plant also:
52077—23——3
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The following table shows the total output of har-
vesting machines by the International Harvester
Company, by lines, during the manufacturing season
ending September 30, 1910, with percentages:

Grain binders. Mowers. Rakes.! Corn binders.

Brand.

Num- | Per | Num- | Per | Num- | Per | Num-
ber. cent. ber. cent. ber. cent. ber. efgi_

3,142 | 2.5| 883 8.4 97| 7.5 51,
6,409 | 5.1 19,338 | 7.4 23672 | 14.9 565 | 3.0
7,196 | 58| 13,439 | 52| 672 42| 1,88 109

16,747 | 13.4 | 41,640 | 16.0 | 42,311 | 26.6 2,458 13.0

55,005 | 43.9 | 115,076 | 44.2 | 67,864 | 42.6 8,761 46.0
52,083 | 41.6 | 96,104 | 36.9 | 45,650 | 28.7 7,812 4.0
1,457 L1 7,708 2.9 3,401 2.1

Total............. 125,382 | 100.0 | 260,526 | 100.0 | 159,226 | 100.0 | 19,031 | 100.9

- 1 Exclusive of side-delivery and sweep rakes.
2 Manufactured at McCormick works.

3 Includes Plano brand manufactured at Deering works and Keystone brand manufactured
at McCormick works. :

The following table shows the same for the manu-
facturing season ending September 30, 1918:

Grain binders. Mowers. Rales. Corn binders.

Brand.
Nure- | Per | Num- | Per | Num- | Per | Num-
ber. cent. ber. cent. | ber. cent. blg‘r.l CEI%[}' .

2 |eeens 2,061 | 1.9 SIT| L7 ool
1,851 | 26| 53| 48] 5080 10.7] l04| 39
L4 23| 3,646] 33| L,25| 26| 298| 110

Total.enmennn.ns 2,597 | 4.9 | 15,1017 10.0| 7,112 15.0] 4,022| 149
MeCOrmick. .« oeueneenen 27,305 | 51.2 | 55871 | 50.1| 22,680 | 47.8 | 12,572 46.6
Deering....ooomenenemns 23,370 | 43.9 | 44,529 | 39.9| 17,610 | 37.2| 10,408 | 38.5

e R 53,281 { 100.0 | 111,501 | 100.0 | 47,402 | 100.0 | 27,002 | 100.0

1 Manufactured at MeCormick works.

The output and sales of the lines disposed of and -
to be disposed of under the decree constitute such a
small part of the total output and sales of the de-
fendant, the International Harvester Company, and

such a negligible part of the total trade and com-

33

merce in harvesting machines in the United States
that said decree is inadequate to accomplish its de-
clared purpose, namely, to restore competitive con-
ditions in the interstate business in harvesting ma-
chines and other agricultural implements and bring
about a situation in harmony with the law. Pe-
titioner alleges that it has not requested a sale of the
Milwaukee line of harvesting machines at public
auction, under paragraph (d) of the decree, for the
reason that said line constitutes so small a part of
the total production and sales of the International
Harvester Company, and such an infinitesimal part
of the total production and sales of harvesting ma-
chines in the United States that the separation
thereof from the International Company could have
no appreciable effect on competitive conditions.

VI

THE DOMINANT POSITION OF THE INTERNATIONAL HAR-
VESTER COMPANY HAS NOT BEEN AFFECTED.

In 1911, the year preceding the filing of the original
petition, the International Harvester Company con-
trolled approximately 77 per cent of the interstate
trade and commerce in harvesting machines. The
remaining trade and commerce in such machines was
divided among nineteen competitors, the largest of
which, the Acme Company, had but 4.85 per cent.
‘The competitive situation in that year is shown by
the following tabulation, compiled from the record in
this cause:
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Sales of harvesting machines in the United States, 1921, with percentages.

puish binders, Rakes.t Total.
Per |Num-| Per Per
cent. | ber. | cent. cent,
B I = D 74.34 123,010 | 54.30 59.07
21.41 | 3,149} 7.43 6.26
4.25 2,081 4.79 3.70
893 1 2.11 1.78
24 .06 .05
(025310 2%: 1 I 070 DRI AP FVPUIIY MU EAPUPIY SOUPURINY PSP FOTPIPY PN NS RS 716 | 1.69 .51
Deere & Co... .o iiioaiiiieiaiiaea.....] 8,565 | 11.98 | 8,630 | 12.72 ; 1,644 | 18.48 ... i |ioiiiifeeeiiiidiii. 4,371 | 10.32 11.92
Emerson-Brantingham..... ...........| 762| 2.55 [ 4,910 7.24 | 474 | 5.8 [ |eeiii]iiiiiiliiae 3,137 | 7.40 6.45
Sears-Roebuek......... .. 397 .94 .48
Minn. P{ison...;. .| 1,764 | 4.16 3.80
Moline Plow.. .| 1,882 ) 4.44 4.48
Thomas 1,000 | 2.36 1.50
20, 840 42, 374 |100.00 100.00
1Includes side delivery rakes.
2 Includes combination rakes and tedders.
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Sales of harvesiing machines in the United States, 1922, with percentages

Total..ouiiiiiiiiiiiianinan
2 Includes combination rakes and tedders.

1 Includes side delivery rakes.
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Massey-Harris. ......

W. A. Wood....

Acme..........

Ohio Rake Co. .

Deere & Co....

Emerson-Brantingham. .

Minn, Prison. .

Moline Plow...
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es make it plain that the sale by

the International Harvester Company of its Osborne
and Champion lines has had little or no effect upon
competitive conditions. While during the test period
provided in the decree the International Company’s
e has increased sharply, the percentages of
s of those lines have shown a marked
s the Emerson-Brantingham Com-
e Osborne line, had 6.45 per
hine business in 1921 and
and B. F. Avery & Sons,
had 6.26 per cent
per cent in 1922.
ent manufac-
hrinking,
ete

" The foregoing tabl

percentag
the purchaser
falling off. Thu
pany, purchaser of th
cent of the harvesting mac
only 4.88 per cent in 1922,
purchaser of the Champion line,
of the business in 1921 and only 4.35

Moreover, the number of independ
sting machines 1s steadily s
y of those companies to comp
ol Harvester Company. The
s capital, credit, and re-
s and lumber, steel, and

turers of harve
due to the inabilit
with the Internation
latter, with its enormou
sources, its profitable side line
coal subsidiaries, is enabled, particularly in times of
sion, to sell its harvesting machines at cost,
generally lower than that of its competi-
ectively eliminate competition and

depres
which cost 1s
tors, and thus eff

monopolize the business.
Upon information and belief, petitioner alleges
that since the institution of this suit, and particu-
larly since the entry of ‘the decree of November 2,
1918, the International Harvester Company has used
its great power in the manner just alleged for the
purpose and with the effect of- restraining interstate
trade and commerce In harvesting machines and
e same by compelling its competi-

monopolizing th
tors to cease and desist from the manufacture and

gale of harvesting machines.
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As shown by a comparison of the 1911 table with
the table for 1921, a number of the International
Harvester Company’s competitors abandoned the
field during the intervening years.
In addition, the Acme Harvesting Machine Com-
pan‘yJ Peoria, Illinois, which in 1911 was the Inter-
nat.lonal Company’s principal competitor, suspended
active operations in 1919.- Since then it has manu-
factured only a few machines from spare parts on
hand. In 1911 this company sold approximatel
8,000 binders, 6,000 mowers, and 9,000 rakes. Ii
1922 it sold only 8 mowers, 1 corn binder, and 11
rakes. ‘ ; ’
The Walter A. Wood Mowing and Reaping Ma-
| chine Company, Hoosick Falls, New York, one of
the oldest independent harvesting machi;le com-
panies, has recently discontinued the manufacture of
harvesting machines and is now making only a few
parts for machines already sold, its principal busi-
ness ]E)eing the manufacture of malleable iron and
gray iron. In 1911 this company sold over 1,000
binders, 6,500 mowers, 5,000 rakes, and ;189
reapers. In 1922 the company sold only 41 binders
2,625 mowers, 88 reapers, 1,241 rakes, and 55 tedders}.

Because of the falling off in their harvesting ma-
chine business, due to their inability to compete with
the International Harvester -Company, the Moline
Plow Company, Moline, Illinois, Thomas Manu-
faetu'ring Company, Springfield, Ohio, and Massey-
Harris Company, Batavia, New York, are contem-
plating the discontinuance of their harvesting lines.

Wherefore -petitioner alleges that the unlawful
combination in restraint of interstate trade and com-
merce in harvesting machines, and the unlawful
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attempt to monopolize and monopolization of such
trade and commerce, found by this court to exist
by and through the defendant, International Har-
vester Company, has not been dissolved or affected
by the decree of this court, and that unless such com-
bination and monopoly shall be effectively dis-
solved by a division of the business and assets of the
International Harvester Company into at least three
concerns with separate ownership, management, and
control, the monopolistic control already exerted by
the defendants over the interstate trade and com-
merce in harvesting machines will increase, the vision
of complete monopoly which the organizers of the
International Harvester Company had in 1902 will
be fully realized, and the farmers of the United
States will be deprived of the benefit of free and open
competition in the ‘manufacture and sale of harvest-
ing machines which is their protection and right.

VII.

REPORT AND FINDINGS OF THE FEDERAL TRADE COM-
MISSION WITH RESPECT TO THE INADEQUACY OF THE
DECREE OF NOVEMBER 2, 1918.

On May 13, 1918, the Senate of the United States
adopted Resolution No. 228, directing the Federal
Trade Commission, under authority of the act en-
titled “An Act to create a Tederal Trade Commission,
to define its powers and duties, and for other pur-
poses,” approved September 26, 1914, to investigate
and report to the Senate the cause or causes for the
high prices of agricultural implements and machinery.
By section 6, paragraph (¢) of said act of September
26, 1914, the Federal Trade Commission has power—

Whenever a final decree has been entered
against any defendant corporation in any
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suit brought by the United States to prevent
and restrain any violation of the Antitrust
Agt_s, .to make investigation, upon its ow
Iitiative, of the manner in which the decrei;l
“has been or is being carried out, and upon

shall be ‘its duty to make such investigation
It shall transmit 4o the Attorney General'a;
report 'embodying its findings and Tecom
n.lenda,tlons a5 a result of any such invest; a-
tion, :emd the report shall be made publicg' )
the discretion of the Commission. "

Thereupon the Commission proceeded to make g -

paipstaking and exhaustive Investigation of th
entire subject of the cogt of farm machinery Oe
May 4, 1920, the Commission made its report 1;0 thIe1
Senate, containing the mogt explicit findings on
all phases of the subject, mcluding the effect of the
decree of this court dated November ¢ 1918, on
.competitive conditions in the harvestin]g mac’hine
mills‘try. A copy of said report was duly trans-
:z;t ;i | to the Attorney General | ag provided by the
The Cf)mmission found (and petitioner hereby
adopts said ﬁndings and alleges them to be true) that
the separation of the Osborne, Champion, and Mil-
Waukee lines can have little effect upon th(; dominat-
?ng position of the International Harvester Compan
In the harvesting-machine ':industry. This ﬁndiny
was based on. three principal factors (1) the smal?
and constantly decreasing Importance of thoge brands
and plants ag compared with other brands and
plant's to be retained by the company; (2) the large
and increasing factory costs of the two or three
brands surrendered ag compared with the factory
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costs of the two brands retained; and (3) the low
total cost of the two brands retained—MecCormick
and Deering—as compared with the total cost of
the harvesting mach_inés manufactured by other
companies.

The Commission further found that in order to
achieve the purpose of the decree of November 2,
1918, and restore competitive conditions in inter-
state trade and commerce in harvesting machines,
it would be necessary to separate the MecCormick
and Deering lines from each other, and from the
steel-making business of the company. Accordingly,
the Commission recommended that this cause be
reopened as provided in paragraph (e) of the decree
so that a plan of dissolution meLy be arrived at that
will in fact restore competitive conditions in the
harvesting-machine business.

The Commission suggested the division of the
business and assets of the International Harvester

Company into three companies, as follows:

IMEPLEMENT COMPANY A. IMPLEMENT COMPANY B, STEEL COMPANY.

Deering. McCormick. Steel works.
Milwaukee. McCormick tractor. Ore mines.
Osborne tillage. Akron. Coal mines.
Plano. "~ Weber.

. Keystone. Parlin & Orendorff.
Chattanooga. St. Paul.

Hainilton (Canada).
Neuss (Germany).
Norrkoping (Sweden).

Chatham (Canada).
Lubertzy (Russia).
Croix (France).

A copy of the Commission’s letter to the President
of the Senate, dated May 4, 1920, transmitting said
report, and a copy of Chapter X of the report, deal-
ing with the inadequacy of said decree to restore
competitive conditions, are attached hereto as a part
of this supplemental petition, marked “XExhibit A.”
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PRAYER.

Wherefore petitioner prays that this honorable
court order, adjudge, and decree as follows:

1. That the defendant, the International Harvester
Company, still is a combination in restraint of inter-
state trade and commerce in harvesting machinery,
and still is monopolizing and attempting to monop-
olize said trade and commerce, in violation of the Act
of Congress approved July 2, 1890, commonly called
the Sherman Act, and contrary to the several opin-
ions, orders and decrees of this court.

9. That .the provisions of the decree, dated No-
vember 2, 1918, for the disposition by the defendant,
the International Harvester Company, of its Osborne,
Champion, and Milwaukee lines of harvesting ma-
chines are inadequate to achieve the declared pur-
pose of said decree, namely, to restore competitive
conditions in the United States in the interstate
business in harvesting machines and other agricul-
tural implements.

3. That although eighteen months have elapsed
since the termination of the war in which the United
States was engaged at the entry of said decree dated
November 2, 1918, the declared purpose of said de-
cree has not been achieved, and that the United
States now has the right to such further relief herein
as may be necessary to restore competitive condi-
tions in interstate trade and commerce in harvesting

"machines and other agricultural implements and to
bring about a situation in harmony with law.

4. That the business and assets of the defendant,
the International Harvester Company, be separated
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and divided among at least three separate, distinct,
and independent corporations, with wholly separate
owners, stockholders, and managers, substantially
as suggested by the Federal Trade Commission in
its report to the Senate dated May 4, 1920.
5. That petitioner have such other and further
relief as to the court may seem just.
6. That petitioner have its costs in this behalf
expended.
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
By LArAYETTE FRENCH, Jr.,
United States Attorney.
AsraM F. MYERS,
© Special Assistant to the Attorney General.
H. M. DAUGHERTY,
Attorney General.
A.T. SBYMOUR,
Assistant to the Attorney General.
Guy D. Gorr,
J. A. FowLER,

W. F. MARTIN,
Special Assistants to the Attorney General.



ExaisiT A.

BREPORT OF FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION ON THE CAUSES oF
HIGH PRICES OF/FARM IMPLEMENTS, DATED MAY 4, 1920 ‘

LETTER OF SUBMITTAL.

FeperAL TraDE CoMMISSION,
Washington

To the President of the Senate: glon, ey 4, 1620,

.This report is made in response to the resolution of the Senate !
dlrect@ng the Commission to report the causes for the high prices of
farm implements, including any facts relating to restraints of trade
or unfair methods of competition in the industry, and whether by
reason of such prices the farmers have been prevented from making
fair profits. This inquiry involved, therefore, a determination of the
costs, prices, and profits of implement manufacturers, the prices and
profits of implement dealers, the question of restraints of trade or
unfair methods of competition among manufacturers or dealers, and
the situation of the farmer with respect to the prices paid for imple-
ments and his general economic position.

PRINCIPAL FINDINGS OF FACT.

- The Commission finds that the prices of farm implements pur-
chased by the farmers increased on the average 73 per cent during
the period 1914 to 1918, and that this increase was due to the fol-
lowing causes:

1. The costs of manufacturers and the expenses of dealers showed a
marked increase.

2. The prices of manufacturers and of dealers increased more than
their costs or expenses, respectively, and resulted in increased profits,
which were unusually large for both manufacturers and dealers in
1917 and 1918. '

3. The large increase in the prices and profits of manufacturers in
1917 and 1918 was due in part to price understandings or agreements
among manufacturers, and to a more limited extent the increase in
the profits of dealers seems to have been due to similar activities.

The increase in the prices of farm products was generally greater
than the increase in the prices of implements and this increase in im-
plement prices formed but a small percentage of the total operating
expenses of the farmer, so it would appear that the farmer was not
prevented from making fair profits on account of the increased prices
of farm implements.

1 8. Res. 223, 65th Cong., 24 sess.
(46)
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There was no general shortage in the supply of farm implements,
nor was there any unusual demand, especially because of the decrease
in the number of machines exported and of the more extensive re-
pairing of old machines to meet the increase in domestic requirements.

INCREASE IN PRICES.

Manufacturers’ prices of farm implements to dealers increased 82
per cent during the period 1916 to 1918, while dealers’ prices to
farmers increased 62 per cent during the same period. While the.
_dealers’ increase in percentage was smaller than that for manufac-
turers, their increase expressed in dollars was not greatly different,
due to the higher prices upon which their increase was figured.

As already stated, the increase in the prices to farmers during the
five-year period 1914 to 1918 averaged 73 per cent. The greater
part of this increase occurred in 1918, although there was a con-
iderable increase in 1917. The increases in 1915 and 1916 were
uite small.

PROFITS OF DEALERS,

The financial results for implement dealers in 1918 as compared
with 1915, based on data from more than 200 concerns, most of which
andled other articles as well as implements, were as follows:

The net sales increased 60 per cent, the gross profits 75 per cent,
he total expenses 38 per cent, the net income 152 per cent, the invest-
ment 28 per cent, while the rate of profit on investment increased
rom 9 per cent in 1915 to 17.7 per cent in 1918, which is an increase
f 97 per cent. '

PROFITS OF MANUFACTURERS.

Twenty-two farm implement manufacturers, embracing over 85
er cent of the industry, showed for 1918 compared with 1916 the
ollowing results from their implement business:

The net sales increased 63 per cent, the cost of sales 67 per cent,
he selling, general, and administrative expenses 17 per cent, the net
perating income from the implement business 108 per cent, the in-
estment 1 per cent, while the rate of return on investment in the
mplement business increased from 9.7 per cent in 1916 to 19.9 per
ent in 1918, which is an increase of 105 per cent. The comparison
in this case is made between 1916 and 1918 because the rates of profit
in both 1914 and 1915 seem to have been unduly low. In 1913 the
ate of profit was nearly the same as in 1916, namely, 9.8 per cent;
n 1917 it was a little lower than in 1918, namely, 16.6 per cent.
5207T—23——4
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CONCERTED ACTION AMONG MANUFACTURERS.

Practically all important manufacturers of farm implements are
members of the National Implement and Vehicle Association, which
was formed in 1911 by the union of several existing farm-implement
associations. The present association has 13 departments covering
the more important lines of farm implements. The general offices
are in Chicago. The association and each department has its own
president, secretary, and executive committee. These officers and
" committeemen carry on most of the active work of the assoeciation.
All of them, except the secretary of the main association, are officers
or employees of the member companies. There are two other asso-
ciations of some importance—the Southern Wagon Manufacturers
Association and the Carriage Builders National Association. The
membership of the three above-mentioned associations overlap to a
certain extent. 7 .

Under cover of bringing about uniform cost accounting, uniform
terms of sale, and standardization of product the manufacturers
who are members of these associations repeatedly advanced prices of
farm implements by concerted action during the period 1916 to 1918,
inclusive.

The associations received assistance in maintaining prices after
the armistice from the implement trade journals and from the
Agricultural Publishers’ Association, an organization of farm papers.

METHODS OF ADVANCING PRICES.

The methods used by officers and members of the manufacturers’
associations in bringing about concerted price advances and in main-
taining prices were as follows: '

Price comparison meetings at which advances in prices recently
made or intended to be made were discussed.

Cost comparison meetings at which inflated costs were compared
with the tacit understanding that prices would be advanced the same
percentage shown by the inflated costs. . .

Terms meetings at which agreements were made respecting umi-
form terms, thus making the prices of the different members more
comparable. .

Standardization meetings at which agreements were made respect-
ing the standardization of implements and the equipment to be fur-
nished, thus making the costs and prices of the different members
more comparable.

'Frequent exchange of price lists by mail, so :
check up each other’s prices, terms, and equipment furnished.

Frequent exchange by letters of what advanc(?s had been made
recently and asking for other members’ recent price advances.

that members could

d;a-&zmri&%ﬁlﬂid
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Exchange of letters stating what advances were contemplated in
the future and when effective and asking for similar data.

Letters urging low-price members to increase their prices.

Price tabulation showing in parallel columns the prices of various
‘members, a copy being sent to each member furnishing information
for the tabulation.

Complaints of price cutting, the complaints frequently showing
that the price cutting member was held as not keeping faith in main-
taining the prices agreed upon.

When a branch house or a salesman sold under prices shown in the
company’s price list, other members frequently wrote the company’s
main office advising them of the facts.

By these methods, beginning with meetings held in February, 1916,
and continuing through 1918, the manufacturers often arrived at
uniform percentages of increase to be applied first to one and then
to another line of implements. .

That the officers and members of the manufacturers’ associations
realized that they were engaged in illegal activities is indicated by
‘the attempted secrecy they sought to throw over all price activities..
It is also more directly shown in a number of letters obtained by the
Commission, copies of which are printed in this report.

CONCERTED ACTION AMONG DEALERS.

The farm implement dealers of the United States are united into
about 25 State and sectional associations, most of which in turn are
united under two federations, the National Federation of Implement
‘and Vehicle Dealers’ Associations with offices at Abilene, Kans., and
the Hastern Federation of Farm Machinery Dealers, with offices at
Philadelphia, Pa. There are also a large number of local clubs which
ave been organized by the larger associations.

The federations and their constituent associations have attempted .
increase the profits of members and protect them from competition
many ways, the following being the more important:

They have fostered local price agreements between dealers of the
ame town. .

They have induced manufacturers not to sell to dealers who do
ot maintain prices locally agreed upon. .
They have induced manufacturers not to sell to concerns con-
dered as irregular by the dealers, especially cooperative stores and
mall mail-order concerns. : .
By means of so-called cost education they have urged dealers to
aintain a high and uniform percentage of gross profit.
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EFFECT OF HIGH PRICES ON FARM PROFITS.

Although the prices of farm implements were advanced mgq
rapidly than the increases in the actual costs of manufacture are
distribution warranted, they did not increase so rapidly as did tid
A In 1918, as compared with 1913, the price:
of farm products increased 118 per cent, while the prices of farm
- Consequently, the pro
acre of farm land would buy a larger qugntity jcr;f farlg ii;i:ginjz

_ Furthermore, the gx.
pense attributable to farm implements represents only a smaJH parti

prices of farm products.
implements increased 72 per cent
in 1918 than in 1914 or in preceding years.

less than 10 per cent—of the farmers’ total expense.

No comprehensive data are available re 1
] ‘ garding the profits of
farmers, but all the available evidence indicates that they were bigfhgr

in 1917 and 1918 than in the four years pr i i i
the higher prices of farm implementys. preceding, notmithetending
Howgver, if implement prices prevailing at the present time are
mamtained and the prices of farm products decrease, this expense
may well become a factor in preventing the farmer from makin
fair profit. e

INTERNATIONAL HARVESTER DISSOLUTION.

' The' Commission is by law empowered to investigate the manner
in which a final decree in any antitrust suit is being carried out
Ag t}}e ﬁl}al decree in the International Harvester case was filed Whﬂe‘
th}s inquiry into the implement industry was in progress, the Com-
Taission hasincorporated in the present report the results of its inquir
into this matter. y

.By' a consent decree filed November 2, 1918, in the United States
Distriet Court at St. Paul the International Harvester Co. was or-
dered to sell its Champion and Osborne harvester plants and its
Champion, Osborne, and Milwaukee harvesting lines, and was fur-
thermore restricted to one dealer-agent in each town. ;

The proportion of the investment in the Champion and Osborne
plants to the total investment in all the company’s plants was 12.9
per cent in'1910 and 8.9 per cent in 1918, which shows the small and
decreasing importance of the plants which are to be sold.

The proportions of the number of Champion, Osborne, and Mil-
Waukee- harvesting machines manufactured to the total number of
harvesting machines of all International brands manufactured in
1910 and in 1918 were as follows:

Grain binders, 13.4 per cent in 1910 and 4.9 per cent in 1918;
mowers, 16 per cent in 1910 and 10 per cent in 1918; rakes, 26.6 per
cent in 1910 and 15 per cent in 1918; corn binders, 13 per cent in.
1910 and 14.9 per cent in 1918,
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As is shown by the above figures, the brands to be sold were of

- decreasing importance, except in the case of corn binders.

The factory costs of two of the brands to be sold—the Champion
and Osborne—were much higher than the factory costs of either of
he two brands to be retained, being in 1918 over $20 higher on

- binders, over $5 on mowers, over $1 on rakes, and over $10 on corn

inders. The third brand to be sold—Milwaukee—has costs that
ompare more favorably with those of the brands retained, but this

brand is manufactured at the McCormick works.

The costs of the two brands to be retained are also much lower than
he costs of the harvésting machines of other manufacturers.

The proportions of the total production of the principal harvest-
ng machines which the International Harvester Co. had in 1911,
before the Government sult was brought, and the proportions it had
in 1918 were as follows: ’

Grain binders, 87 per cent in 1911 and 65 per cent in 1918; mow-
s, 77 per cent in 1911 and 60 per cent in 1918; rakes, 72 per cent
n 1911 and 58 per cent in 1918; and corn binders, 76 per cent in
1911 and 73 per cent in 1918.

While the International’s proportion has decreased for each of the
machines shown, the company still retains a sufficient proportion of
he business to give it a dominating position in the industry, espe-
ially as it has additional advantages in low costs of manufacture and
n the reputation in the trade of the brands retained.

After it has complied with the decree by disposing of the Osborne,
Champion, and Milwaukee lines its percentage of the total business
will be reduced in only a comparatively small degree on the present
asis of output. ‘

The separation of the Champion, Osborne, and Milwaukee brands
and the Champion and Osborne harvester works from the Inter-
national Harvester Co. can have little effect, therefore, upon the domi-
nating position of that company in the harvesting-machine line,
specially as regards grain binders. This results from three factors:
1) the small and constantly decreasing importance of those brands
nd plants as compared with other brands and plants to be retained
vy the company; (2) the large and constantly increasing factory

_costs of two of the three brands surrendered as compared with the

actory costs of the two brands retained; and (3) the low total cost
f the two brands retained—MecCormick and Deering—as compared
with the total cost of the harvesting machines manufactured by other
ompanies.

It is indicative of the dominating position of the International
Harvester Co. in the harvesting-machine business that it refused to
ooperate with other harvesting-machine manufacturers in associa-
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tion activities, although it did so cooperate with respect to oth,
er

lines of implements which it did not dominate. (See p. 548.)

X The Commi~ssi0n' ig 01.? the opinion that the final decree of Nove

‘ erti, 1918, will fail in its purpose to ““restore competitive conditiom~

in the United States in the interstate business in hérvestmg mns
-

chines.”” The court, however, provided in the final decree that j
the.evgnt such competitive conditions were not restored “ : o
expiration of 18 months after the termination of the existin ; th,e;
the Government should have the right to such further relief i WI&II‘
be necessary to bring about a condition in harmony with the 19; el
The .Oomm‘lssmn believes that further steps are necessary t :
the objects aimed at by the decree. v o seere
f_[‘he dgmmatmg position of the International Harvester Co. i
chleﬂy with respect to the harvesting-machine lines and partic f. y
w:lth respect to grain binders. The maintenance of this 0sit1'1 arl'y
aided by the steel-making business of the company, Whiclf funi(i);};;:

it either with large profits or with steel at cost, thereby further -

increasing the International Harve ’ inati iti
reducing.its already low costs of m:ﬁﬁiﬁﬁ;}i:omnatmg position by
The division of the business of the Internmational Harvester C
jcherefore,. shoyld be in such a way as to divide effectively the har 0')
ing-machine lines and to separate therefrom the steel business V‘ISS&
than half mf the products of which have been utilized by its u;a (;SS
ment factories and is therefore much too large to be left with an one
of thgm. ) To mak‘e any such division of the harvesting—machineylg;e
effective in restoring competition it would be absolutely essential ts
separate the McCormick and Deering plants and the McCormick ang
gleerlﬁg 1brtands. It would also be necessary, of course, to enforce
e absolute separation of i i
e e o ;amzed. ownership of the stock in the new com-
It is necessary to separate the McCormick and Deering plants and
brand.s befzause according to judicial decision they were illegall
cont.lbmed in 1902 and because it is these that have given the II{:'TltelZ
natmgal Harvester Co. its dominating position in the harvesting-
machine Ime.. By their volume of output, their low cost of production
and reputation in the trade, the possession of these two plants anci
brands makes effective competition from other implement manufac-
turers illusory.

CONCLUSIONS.

Farm—lmp%ement manufacturers and dealers by concerted action
advanced prices in 1917 and 1918 by amounts that were larger than
were War‘ranted by the increase in their costs and expenses, and this
resulted in unusually large profits for those years. 7

were not prevented from ma
the prices of farm products increase

did not change the dominating posi
harvesting-machine line and will not do so
and Deering plants and the steel business remain uni
control either directly or by common ownership of stock.
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In spite of the great increase in farm-implement prices, the farraers
king as much profit as before because
d to an even greater extent.

national Harvester Co. in 1918
tion of that company in the
while the McCormick
united under its

The partial dissolution of the Inter

RECOMMENDATIONS

cial proceedings should be insti-

The Commission believes that judi
been active in restraining trade

tuted against associations who have

in the farm-implement industry.
The Commission also believes that the International Harvester case

should be reopened as provided for in the final decree, so that a plan
of dissolution be arrived at that will restore competitive conditions
in the harvesting-machine business.

Respectfully :
’ Vicror Murpock, Chairman.

HustoN THOMPSON.
Nersox B. GASKILL.
Jorn GARLAND POLLARD.
WizLiam B. COLVER.

* * Tk *

"
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CHAPTER X.

THE INTERNATIONAL HARVESTER DISSCLUTION,
1912-1918.

Section 1.—Introductory.
The final decree in the International Harvester case was filed on
November 2, 1918. This was a consent decree, agreed to by Attorney

General Gregory and the Tnternational Harvester Co. It was the

outcome of the Government’s suit for the dissolution of the Inter-

national Harvester Co., which had begun in 1912.

The decree ordered the company to sell three of its minor har-
vesting-machine lines and two of its smaller plants. It also pro-
vided that the company should retain only one dealer in each town.

In this chapter is shown the offect this partial dissolution will
have on competitive conditions in the harvesting-machine line.

Section 2.—Formation and subsequent development of the International

Harvester Co., 1902-1911.
The International Harvester Co. was organized in 1902 as a con-
solidation of the five principal manufacturers of harvesting ma-



c i i
hil;zﬁn;n C:ocl)w é{?lted States~nax_nely, the McCormick Harvesti
Mach Manu.f,act icago, 1L Deermg Harvester Co., Chicago 11111
Plano Manufac u:rm%i lC‘o., Cbmago, Hl.; the Warder, Bushn}eﬂ &’
Olossnor € .,Vvé)rm%he d, Ohio ;. and the Milwaukee Harvester (o
Milwauk I,J . ce.nt feﬂlcompames thus. consolidated had in 1905
United States, andoabost tSO;D)alpg Occlllllitm? tilf graml e i the
; d 2 : of the total i '
;1;(;1‘:;?11;5;1 il;znivao tchlef kinds of harvesting m.enchinesl?rofll‘lilcem(())l‘clhOf
ere Toontod in Now Tork Stute, and their market mas mirn s
- State, eir market wa i
fﬁ:}? ;iod tllllstl\cT (())rth .Atlantlc States and to the export Eral,l(lizmiz :](j),n-
$hey did not innz]e; ;n;c];)i sfev;re corflpetition with the inachin;zs of t}?:
anzlile o pentine omestic markets, the Mississippi Valley
Vester,ogz.uélﬁrdnl:tel}é after its o.r.ggnization, the International Ha
e i mac]il.ce the acquisition of competing mzmufa,cture;~
fral of . . Ocborne & Co. Aubuia, N, ., Hs chief roma o
_ : . urn, N. Y., its chi ini
izx{llgggfc;fa lg‘élis tslfcret cogtro} was maintaimedJ for n(:al;lrelfy ’:;]zla;:;zl'lg
fo 1908 and 1904 | i hcombmatlop secretly acquired and so operatesci
e oHer competing harvesting machine companies
namol (50. O 8}1' ajrvester Co., St. Paul, Minn.; the Aultmani
o con,l 1o , 19,_apd the Keystone Co., Sterling, T1L.
o o f}:) Hoy ] ;cqmsltlon of co_mpetitive harvesting-machine con
coms was hnex;fe by 1the extension of its manufacture into numer—
Lt ,an%art y 1by converting certain of its harvestin :
e partly by. the purchase of established concerrgls
such lines were tillllraigeg i?r&?le;iiiz' mAmong e raporant of
. . ‘ , manure sprea
%}?201;21; szgme;s,ttraitors, ?,nd cream separatlz)rs.de’;‘i;efii'n’olegﬁgzns%
monop(ﬂisﬁgr001111 t0 f efse lines Was.facﬂitated by its substantiall
e moss mportust brandh of he. farmismplemment e
o e -i i
aﬁzzd;dr :S Eﬁ:w?rt&l lever for forcing the saleazlglign fgggeﬁzesbusmess
como e swed ef development just described, the position of the
e blgllro.m that of 2 maker of harvesting machines
braD,Ches " tge ; it was an important factor in several other
pranehes of the | ear;xs—lmplement business. In manure spreaders it
e c};f; c;gg or over of .the .business, and in disk
en}l Oﬁ;ir lines, such as Wa:gons a‘;&(’is ;;ZZ‘;?;DEHI;SHSST eportion in sev-
n . . . ’
maChinesl ;clllles C(i)gnpafny still mamt.egned its supremacy in harvesting
. im,p o é)nte of new competition from certain large plow and
illage mplemen mar}uf&cturers, who were endeavoring to establish
e by beginning the manufacture of harvesting machines.

s

The combination still had in 191
duction

_ analysis was given of the investment and pro
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1 about 87 per cent of the total pro-
of binders, 77 per cent of the mowers, and 72 per cent of the

rakes!
Section 3.—Wegotiations for a voluntary dissolution and the acquisition
of seeding-machine lines, 1911-12.

~ In the autumn of 1911, Attorney General Wickersham was pre-
paring to file a petition asking for the dissoltttion of the International
Harvester Co., as & combination in restraint of trade. The officials
of the company were advised of this contemplated action, and entered
into negotiations with the Attorney General with the object of
bringing about & voluntary dissolution. The Attorney General
sought information and advice from the Bureau of Corporations,
which was then conducting a comprehensive investigation of the
Tnternational Harvester Co. The Bureau of Corporations in re-
sponse to a request of the Attorney General submitted a number of
different plans for a dissolution into three or four substantially equal
companies, which it was believed would restore competitive condi-
tions in the harvesting-machine lines. In each of these plans an
fits of each company

which would result from the dissolution based on the business done

in 1910.

The analysis of each of these plans showed that two things were

absolutely essential to any adequate scheme of dissolution: (1) That
the Deering and McCormick plants and brands be separated; and
(2) that there be absolute separation of ownership through an
injunction against common stockholding.

The International Harvester Co. would not agree to any of the
plans submitted nor would they agree to any plan that involved
separating the McCormick and Deering plants. The company,
however, advanced a counter proposition, which was as follows:

The International would agree to sell to independent companies
its Champion plant at Springfield, Ohio, its Osborne harvester plant
at Auburn, N. Y., and all its lines of harvesting machines except
the McCormick and the Deering. This proposal was made to the
Attorney General in March, 1912.

The Bureau of Corporations’ report to the Attorney General,
however, showed that the dissolution proposed by the company
would not materially affect its monopolistic position in the harvest-

ing machine lines.
‘Attorney General Wickersham refused to agree to the scheme sug-
ble to secure a sabis-

gested by the companhy and, finding it impossi
factory voluntary dissolution, he filed 2 petition in April, 1912, in the

1 For & full deseription of the organization and subsequent development of the Tnternational Harvester
Co., see Report of the Commissioner of Corporations on the International Harvester Co., 1913.
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United States District Court for the District of Minnesota, asking for -
] g Ior

a decr.eZ gf dizsotl'ution that would restore competitive conditions
egotiations were still going on betwee :
Whi fons n the atto
f;:l and the Intelnatlonal Harvester Co., the combination azn?x}i’rgfln-
» a%eca ﬁ)rlop;)gtlg)n o}f1 thz seeding machine business by a contragt dzt 3
, , whereby it agreed to purchase th i :
' e entire
zi: lRézhmond plant of the American Seeding Machine Oélsput "
I‘ightatoesre ﬁo&?p%ly ggree;(é to give the International the eX(;iu:i]:rg
7 e Hoosier, Kentucky, and Empire li )
b . pire lines of dril
izs‘;n iqwers, and corn planters in the United States aqrftlilslgoie(?d~
oo ;163. Thp first contract was for five years, but it was ren v
Sm ;me to time and now runs until November 1, 1920. eed
S ection 5 of t.]:us contract, which is apparently s’tﬂl in.force h
provision in which the International agrees not to sell in a lar’ge oo
sec-

tion of the United States an i i
v seeding mach
factured by the American Seeding Machine (IJI:?S except those manu-

Se:;clilon 4—T;1e Government suit for dissolution, 1912-1918
e original petition in the sult of the Unit .
- ed States of Ameri
gflhshln]’c)grggtlonal Harvester Co. and others was filed April 3061"11(;3'1 ;)
o e Als Tict Qourt of the United States for the District of i\ﬁnn i
ot .att n examiner was gppomted, voluminous evidence was tak .
o d't{)rney geneg&l certified the importance of the case under f}?,
editing act, an the case came up fo ! ;
during the October, 1913, term. p for argument before the court
Stﬁ;ttoiieyt General McReynolds asked in the brief for the United
Werees tg a decree be entered adjudging that all the defendant
i parties to an unlawful combination and monopoly and en'o'm'mS
Shi ufgntmu?gmihof the combination. He stated that the ]decrei
provide that unless the defendants subini
' tted to th
plan for restoring bona fide competiti o oviginn
‘ ing | petitive conditions and for bringi
:E:?;Wa ;ils}tll;ugg dm harmony with the true intent and purpl(?:eiuz)%
. ays, a receiver should be appointed t

; or sh o take -

sion of the properties and business of the defendant corporg,zisjflz
b ’

who would then bring about i i
who would then b Stited(:)u such results under the direction of the

In order that the plan ma i .

CIn y establish a condition i

. . : 5t of honest harm

1Eu ;i Tizranveththat it shall disintegrate the business of the princoi];)?a.rlwdl;;‘]f;ﬁ:;: o
nner that no two of the disintegrated parts should be acquired by or con];;

under the cont 3 .
a rol of companies having common stockholders or co: , .
under common control or influence.? mpanies otherwise

SEPARATION OF FOREIG ‘ |
I N BUSINESS IN 1913.—During and
account of the suit for the dissolution of the IntemationalgHarvest(:;

2In June, 1920, the Richmond pl
‘ , ant . : .
e T Harvest,er ot plant of the American Seeding Machine Co. was purchased by the Infer-

rief for the United States in the District Court o e 1 or Tict o; nnesois.
2 Brief for the Unit tats the District Court of the Unit tates f trict of Mi it
nited States the Distrie! il
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Co., 2 NeW COIMpany was organized on January 27, 1913. This was
the International Harvester Corporation, to which were transferred
all the foreign plants and business of the International Harvester Co., ‘
together with certain domestic plants exclusively engaged In the
manufacture of so-called “‘new lines.” The new company had a
capital stock of 70,000,000, of which $30,000,000 was preferred and
$40,000,000 common. This was exactly one-half of the stock of the
old International Harvester Co. and was divided in the same pro-
portion of preferred and common. The stock of the International
Harvester Co. was reduced to one-half the former amount, and the
title of this company was changed to International Harvester Co.
of New Jersey. The stockholders of the old International Harvester

 (o. were allowed to twm in their stock and receive in exchange

therefor new stock certificates of the Tnternational Harvester Co. of
New Jersey and the Tnternational Harvester Corporation for one-
half the amount of preferred and common stock so turned in.*
DECISION OF DISTRICT COURT IN 1914.—On August 12, 1914, the dis-
trict court handed down its decision adjudging the International
Harvester Co. to be In violation of the first and second sections of the
Sherman law. The court ordered that the International Harvester
Co. be divided into at least three substantially equal and independent
corporations. This part of the decision reads as follows:
It will, therefore, be ordere& that the entire combination and monopoly be
have 90 days in which to report to the court a plan

dissolved; that the defendants

for the dissolution of the entire unlawiul business into at least three substantially
equal, separate, distinet, and independent corporations, with wholly separate owners
and stockholders * * ¥ and in case the defendants fail to file such plan within
the time limit the court will entertain an application for the appointment of a receiver
for all the properties of the corporate defendants, and jurisdiction is retained to make
such additional decrees as may become necessary to secure the final winding up and

dissolution of the combination and monopoly complained of and as to costs.®

DECREES FILED IN 1914.—On the 15th day of August the court
entered a decree containing substantially the same provisions as

those quoted above from the decision. _
On August 17, 1914, the International Harvester Co. filed a motion

to amend this decree.
On October 3, 1914, the court modified the foregoing decree by

striking out the following paragraph:
n and monopoly be forever dissolved,

Itisadjudged and decreed that said combinatio
and to the end that the pusiness and assets of the International Harvester Co. be
geparated and divided among at least three substantially equal, separate, distinct,

and independent corporations, with wholly separate owners and stockholders, and
that the defendants file with the clerk within 90 days = plan for such separation and
division for the consideration of this court.

givision for ho consideration of i SOVt

4 Report of the Commissioner of Corporations on International Harvester Co., 1913. p. 189.
5214 Fed., 1001, .
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and substituting in its place the following:
. gclf.;s agjudged and decreed thatsaid combination and mono
Ad 1o that end that the business and
and to o . assets of the Intern
sh;; :;1 ;lasuih manner and into such number of Parts of separate and distinct
Y D necessary to restore competitive conditions and bring abl;clt el
a new

et y -
sttuation in ha.rmon with laW, and that the defendants file with the clerk withi
1toin

ninety (90) days a plan for i ivisi
mnety P such separation and division for the consideration of thig

pqu be forever dissolved
ational Harvester (o, be;

Practically the only change made in the amended decree V‘vas that

the division be in such manner and into such number of parts

Ar .
HarVZ;E;I; 'éo 'I;HE SUPREME COURT, 1915-1918.—The Internationgl
Stapeter ¢ 0. took an appeal to the Supreme Court of the United
Da a. i e case was argued twice before the Supreme Co-ﬁrt i
reargugl ) Illrtl 19% 7, gfi(;f thh 1t was again placed on the calendar)f:;
. In bo is briefs Attorney (e Cas
that the decree of the district court be afﬁyrmednfml (ireg

extensive financing in ¢ iti ith -
‘ : ompetition with the G
financial operations and fotation of loans.® oremment

U1}itted. States after December 31, 1919,
will be noted that except for the restrictions as to dealers, this
7

regarded as inadequate.

5 Ty i 1 i
Final Decree of District Court in the International Harvester case, D.4
, P4,

Bl'le'fS for the United States, 1915, p. 157, and 1917, p. 205.
8 Motion to Contin €, . 2-3; an uzal R y t of 1] N V¢ 7.
' i ; PP ; and Annual epor he International Harvester Co., for 191
. N
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The ‘Federal Trade Commission had no opportunity at that time
to express its opinion regarding the decree because it was not advised
that such action was contemplated. The Commission was at that
time just beginning an investigation of the farm-implement industry
which, of course, included the International Harvester Co.

In compliance with the agreement of July 11, and on motion of the
Interpational Harvester Co., the appeal was dismissed by the Su-
preme Court in October, 1918, and the case was remanded to the
district court at St. Paul for a final decree.

The final decree of the district court was filed November 2, 1918.
In this decree the court reinstated the decree of October 3, 1914, as
the final decres and added thereto the following provisions:

It is therefore ordered that the decree hereinbefore set forth be reinstated as the
final decree in this cause; and the name International Harvester Co. wherever herein-
after used includes both the original and the successor corporation of that name.

And the parties having agreed upon and submitted to the court a plan for carrying
into effect the order contained in said decree that the combination and monopoly
therein adjudged unlawful be dissolved, and the court having considered and approved
the plan, it is further ordered, in accordance therewith, as follows:

(a) The defendants, International Harvester Co. and International Harvester Co.
of America, their officers, directors, and agents, are hereby prohibited and enjoined,
from and after December 31, 1919, from having more than one representative or agent
in any city or town in the United States for the sale of their harvesting machines and
other agricultural implements.

(b) The International Harvester Co. shall, with all due diligence, offer for sale, at
fair and reasonable prices, the harvesting-machine lines now made and sold by the
International Harvester Co. under the trade names of < Osborne,” “Milwaukee,’’ and
““Champion,”’ respectively, including the exclusive right to use such trade names,
and all patterns, drawings, blue prints, dies, jigs, and other machines and equipment
specially used by the International Harvester Co. in the manufacture of said three
harvesting-machine lines, respectively; and each purchaser must be a responsible
manufacturer of agricultural implements in the United States, and, if a corporation,
none of the defendants shall have any substantial stock interest in such purchaser,
nor shall any defendant be such purchaser. The International Harvester Co., from
and after the date of the entry of this decree, shall be required to accept a reasonable

price from any purchaser approved by the United States for any of said lines of har-
vesting machines; and, in the event of a disagreement between the United States and
the Harvester Co. as to what shall be or constitute a reasonable price for the property
proposed to be purchased, such price shall be fixed by this court.

(¢) The International Harvester Co. shall also presently offer and endeavor to sell
in connection with said harvester lines the ‘‘Champion’ bharvester plant and works
at Springfield, Ohio, and the ‘‘Osborne’” harvester No. 1 plant and works at Auburn,
N. Y., and shall stand ready to accept a fair and reasonable price for either of said
plants from any purchaser of either of the harvester lines hereinbefore mentioned;
and in the event that the parties are unable to agree as to what is a fair price for either
of said plants, the question at issue shall be submitted without formal pleadings,
under the supervision and direction of the United States, to this court for decision
and the finding of this court as to said question of a fair price shall be accepted by
and be binding upon the International Harvester Co.

(d) In the event that any one or more of said three lines of harvesting machines,
including plants, patterns, etc., as aforesaid, shall not have been sold by the Inter-
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nati i
nat oyn;lrli:;estfer S}O in }f)utfuanc.e ?f the tel:ms and provisions of this decree withi
e e e o ueoie fo A e e?ustmg war in which the United States is envaol(lil
h th,e pon o 1e ((ild S t;)l the UI.uted States, the same shall be sold at public a.l?c;ie
na bet;,veen i Uer‘t dersefor, in such manner, time, and place as may be avreo(lil
upon befir thm ed States and the International Harvester Co.; and in dbf ;
o Th; ;sjrzf:;c ben :;nfier the order and direction of this court ' Taule
1 ' 0 be a ained under the terms of this decree is 't : iti
w0 L t 0 Testo
¢ ﬂ];;i;t;(:;iscﬁt’ileﬁtid States in the. interstate business in harvestmgr;;zfiiizzvg
oo n:t cutbual eptenbllglzfs, and, in thg event that such competitive condition
shall not have beer ins a,h_lsh i;il at th.e expiration of 18 months after the telﬂ:aina,tinS
s s thce o Ofvzh ic e Umte:d States is engaged (or at the expiration ofo Izl
years from the date of the entry of this decree in the event that said war shall b
berminated within le ;nufs months af’.cer the entry of this decree) then and in th: .
e e e e e.sd sha. ha.'vta the ng%l? to such further relief herein as shall I?t
i Aehin ;Th gzxgiiti:;;(’:ond;fmns and to‘ bring about a situationin ha:
into effect the provisions of the decreezsﬁereﬁC§Zizz<; ‘;nﬁdlcmon and pover to cary

It will be noted in the last
L d the paragraph above that in ¢
A cogapetllltlve oqndltlons in interstate business in harvest;ng ﬁfajhzent
an O}f er agricultural }mpleﬂlents are not restored within ei htnes
Eﬁ;ont ti aftcer the termination of the war, the United Statesg sﬁeﬁ
ve 'e.nght to such further relief as shall be necessary ¢ ,
competitive conditions. o estore
MzRGER OF FOREIGN AND D
‘ OMESTIC BUSINESS IN 1918.—T1
(1}5())18, fgll(;lwmg the agreement between the International Ha?vvilslém
< . and the Attorney General in regard to the terms of a cons "
ecree, the directors of the two companies made an agreeme ten;l
Eergelr betwegn the International Harvester Co., of New Jerse . Od
de trg;ernatlonal Harvester Corporation. TI}Jis agreemeng , 3;1
20 opted by a substffm_tlally unanimous vote of the stockholders of eaj}i
« ﬁnpany at a special stockholders’ meeting held September 10, 1918
: e Imerger and consolidation was approved by the public u}tilitie.
Pc;mmmeslssolgnsof tNevIZ Jersey, September 18, 1918, and the two coms‘
4 eptember 19, 1918, became mer, d and i )
into a new company—the Injoe 1 o b omeo e
. rnational Harvester Co.—wi
capital stock equal to th i e
s q e sum of the cap;t@l stocks of the two merged
PURCHASE OF PLOW COMPA |
: NIES IN 1919.—In April, 1919, the In-
Ze;rngi;c;nal IiIHarvester Co. purchased the Parlin P& ’OrendjorﬁeCIc?
on, Ill., manufacturers of a lon, tabli .
oy o o of ol ' g established and favor-
plows. This was followed in Ma
: 1919, by th
guuig]lllzze oﬁ 1;}]119 Chtattanooga Plow Co., of Ohattanoogz;, Tem]J yTh:
e of these two plow companies gave the I iona
vester Co. for the first time factories e o
vester Lo Tor ahe It ories for the manufacture of plows

® Final Decree, International Harvester case, District Court of ¢ T i
Mi 56 17 i 1
) | y ; 3 ] he United States for the District of
10 1 R £ of t b ti 1 17
Annual Report of the International Harvester Co., 1918, pp. 9, 15, and 16.
+ 9y 10y -
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Section 6.—Comparison of business disposed of and business retained.

The final decree of November 2, 1918, ordered the International
Harvester Co. to dispose of its Osborne, Milwaukee, and Champion
lines of harvesting machines and its Champion plant at Springfield,
Ohio, and its Osborne harvester plant at Auburn, N.Y. In compli-
ance with this decree and the agreement of July 11, 1918, the com-
pany sold its Osborne line of harvesting machines in July, 1918, to
Emerson-Brantingham Co., of Rockford, 1L, and its Champion

line in December, 1918, to B. F. Avery & Sons, of Louisville, Ky.

The contracts provided, however, that the Tnternational should

manufacture the machines during the 1919 seasom, O longer if
desired, and sell them to the Emerson-Brantingham Co. and B. F.
Avery & Sons, at certain agreed prices. S0 far as the Commission
js at present informed the Milwaukee line of harvesting machines,
and the Champion and Osborne plants have not yet been disposed of.
In this connection, 1t should be stated that the International Har-
vester Co. was given until “one year after the close of the existing

war” to dispose of these lines and plants.
The Federal Trade Commission act provi

shall have power—
Whenever a final decree has been entered against any defendant corporation in
any suit brought by the United States to prevent and restrain any violation of the
_antitrust acts, to make investigation, upon its own initiative, of the manner in which
t * K *.

the decree has been or is being carried ouw
The Commission has, therefore, considered what effect the separa-
tion of the three lines and the two plants would have on the business
of the International Harvester Co. In examining this question it is
ertinent to consider the situation just before the suit was brought
and also at the time of the final decree in 1918. It will be sufficient

to give a few salient facots to malke the matter clear.
INVESTMENT IN DOMESTIC TMPLEMENT pL.ANTS.—The investment of

the company in implement plants has been obtained for each of the
10 and 1918 in

years 1902 to 1918, inclusive. Itis given. below for 19
order to show the situation ab about the time the suit was brought

and also ab the time of the final decree. The offect of the separation

des that the Commission
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of the Osborne and Champion pl :
Jsb p:ants on the company’s investment i
domestic implement plants in 1910 is shown in the following 1?2151?

TABLE 162.—Book nvestmen, Of I ¥ rvester Co n €
. ent niernational Harveste % ic 4 t
. ’ ' Co. 4 domestzc zmpl men,

Plant and equipment,

—

Dollars. Percent,

Implement plants in United States.

———
_— ]

8hgmpion. . -
sborne . 1,400, 547

Oshome ard 2,538, 936 &l

DC ormick. 3,989,483 12.9

Deering._ 7221 : --| 12,471,857 0.3

er implement plants ) D204 22.6

i 479, 087 ¥
Total fmplement plants 30J o 4; Py &
+ 942,631 100.0

* Includes tillage works at Osborne plant.

thThe figures fgr the storne plant, as shown in the table include
i renﬁ‘ivoeigileﬁt in t};e tﬂéage plant, which is to be retained b})/' the In
ter arvester Co. The investment i i :
1s included, because it could not be separatlgf{ flin;}htilaiﬂilgg’fh plllant
'Vester.workg with the information af present available. B te o
including this tillage plant investment, the proportion v.vhic}:ll1 t]hev'en
vestmel‘:lt.of the Osborne and Champion plants combined bore 'ce Hﬁ
ff{omestlc implement plants was only 12.9 per cent, while the co b9 .

investment of the McCormick and Deering l;tnts ot o
per cent of the total. i e about 63

The investment of the International Harvest i 16
domestic implement, plants in 1918 is shown in gigefolg(;iég tZiif?uS

TaBLE 163.—Book investmen ¥
. t_of the International Hurvest % YR
- ment plants on Dec. 381, 1918, as reported by iheer C()C’szgzydomestw ple-

Plant and equipment.
_
Dollars. Per cent.

Tmplement plants in United States.

—_—

Champion... __.

Osborne 1, [ 77 1T 1,201, 904
’ 5 3.5
;}dhacmpan AT 1,’ 870; 822 5.4
¥ cCormick. .. 3,072,728 8.9
10,937, 652 3.5
6,146, 296 17.7
14, 525, 673 4.9
0

. ; . .
it;c;r;:i nsa totta} 1r;vhest§[16é1t I domestic implement, plants, while the
ent n the McCormick and Deering pl 1

g plants combined was
nearly 50 per cent. The development of new line plants had iﬁ—

63

creased the investment in the other domestic implement plants
shown in the table. In 1910 these other implement plants had only
24.2 per cent of the total investment in domestic implement plants,
while in 1918 they had 41.9 per cent.

POSITION IN THE HARVESTING MACHINE INDUSTRY.—The number of
harvesting machines manufactured in the United States during the
manufacturing seasons 1910 and 1918 was also obtained. The follow-
ing table shows the number of these machines manufactured by the
several domestic plants during the manufacturing season of 1910:

TABLE 164.—Number of harvesting machines manufactured by the International Har-
vester Co. in the Unated States, by lines, during the manufacturing season ending

Sept. 30, 1910.

Grain binders. Mowers. Rakes. Corn binders.
Brand. |
Number. | Per cent. | Number. | Per cent. | Number. | Per cent. | Number. | Per cent.
3,142 2.5 8,863 3.4 11,917 7.5 (-3 P,
6,409 5.1 19,338 7.4 23,672 14.9 565 3.0
7,196 5.8 13,439 5.2 6,722 4.2 1,888 10.0
Totalo..o....... 16,747 13.4 41, 640 16.0 42,311 26.6 2,458 13.0
43.9 | 115,076 44.2 67, 364 42.6 8, 761 46.0
41.6 | 96,104 36.9 | 45650 28.7 7,812 41.0
: 11 , 2.9 3, 401 21 fe o
Total-..........] 125,382 100.0 | 260,526 100.0 | 159,226 100.0 19,031 100.0

1 Exelusive of side-delivery and sweep rakes.

2 Manufactured at McCormick works. .
3 Includes Plano brand manufactured at Deering works and Keystone brand manufactured at McCor-

mick works.

The proportion the Osborne, Milwaukee, and Champion brands
bore to all brands in 1910 did not exceed 16 per cent for any of the
harvesting machines shown except rakes, where the proportion was
26.6 per cent of the total. Of the other harvesting machines, their
proportion for mowers was highest, being 16 per cent, and their
proportion for corn binders was lowest, being 13 per cent. Their
proportion for grain binders was 13.4 per cent. The proportion the
McCorinick and Deering brands combined bore to all brands was
85.5 per cent for grain binders, 81.1 per cent for mowers, 71.3 per
cent for rakes and 87 per cent for corn binders.

Of the different brands shown, the Champion brand had the
smallest number of machines, except for rakes, and the McCormick
brand had the largest number.

52077—28——5
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The number of different harvesting machines manufactured at
domestic plants in 1918 is shown in the following table:

Tasre 185.—Number of harvesting machines manufactured by the International
Harvester Co. in the United States, by lines, during the manufacturing season ending
Sept. 50, 1918.

' Grain binders. Mowers. Ralkes. Corn binders.
Brand. -

Number. |Per cent. (Number. Per cent. [Number. |Per cent. |Number. |Per cent.

Champion. .. 2. | 2,081 1.9 817 b DR R .
Osborne. 1,351 3 5,394 4.8 5,080 10.7 1,044 . 9
Milwauke 1,244 2.3 3,646 3.3 1,215 2.6 2,978 11.0
Total_. 2,597 4.9 11,101 10.0 7,112 15.0 4,022 14.9
McCormick .- 27,305 51.2 55,871 50.1 22,680 47.8 12,572 46.6
Deering.....ooevnnnn- 23,379 43.9 | 44,529 39.9 | 17,610 37.2 | 10,408 38.5
Total.......... 53, 281 100.0 | 111,501 100.0 | 47,402 } 100.0 | 27,002 ‘ 100. 0

1 Manufactured at MeCormick works.

The above table shows that the Champion, Osborne, and Mil-
waukee brands combined had decreased in 1918 as compared with
1910, not only in number but also in percentage of the total, ‘and
that the McCormick and Deering brands combined, while they had
decreased in number, had increased in percentage of the total. A
comparison of the percentage for the two groups of companies is
shown in the following tabulation:

Percentage of machines
manufactured in the
Urited States.

Kind of machine. Champion, | MecCormick
Osborne, and
- and Deering
Milwaukee | brands
brands | -eombined.t
combined.
Grain binders:
1910. . 13.4 85.5
4.9 95.1
16.0 811
10.0 90.0
26.6 7.3
1918... 15.0 85.0
Corn binders:
1910. . 13.0 87.0
1918... 14.9 85.1

1In 1910 the Plano and Keystone brands had the following percentages of the totals: For grain binders
1.1 per cent; for mowers, 2.9 per cent; and for rakes, 2.1 per cent. Im 191810 Plano or Keystone harvesting
machines were manufactured. .

The above statement shows an extensive decline in the Champion,
Osborne, and Milwaukee combined percentage for all the implements
shown except corn binders, where there was a slight increase. On
the other hand, the percentage of the McCormick and Deering brands
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combined made large increases for each implement except corn
binders, where there was a slight decrease.

The tables above show the number of machines manufactured by
plants of the International in the United States. Tables have also
been prepared showing the number of machines sold in the United
States and Canada that were manufactured by plants of the Inter-
national in the United States. Of course the number of machines
sold, as shown in the latter tables, is smaller in most cases than the
number of machines manufactured, as shown in the former tables, as
the machines made in the United States but sold in foreign countries,
other than Canada, are omitted from the latter tables.

The following table shows the number of harvesting machines
sold in the United States and Canada in 1910 of domestic manufac-
ture ab the plants of the International:

TasLE 166.—Number of harvesting machines sold in the United States and Canada from
domestic plants of the International Harvester Co. during the selling season of 1910.

Grain binders. Mowers. Ralkes.! Corn binders.
Brand.

Nummber. | Per cent. | Number. | Per cent. | Number. | Per cent.| Number. | Per cent.
2,551 2.7 6,673 4.0 6,335 6.0 64 0.2
4,217 4.5 10,010 6.0 11,250 10.7 1,205 4,8
5,360 5.7 6,746 4.1 3,275 3.1 2,881 10.8
12,128 12.9 23,429 14.1 20, 860 19.8 4,240 15.8
McCormick. ... 38,849 41.3 79,998 43.2 48 782 46.2 12,794 47.8
Deering. ... 42,315 450} 61,125 36.8 | 34,824 32,9 9,745 36.4
All other brands. ... 702 3 1,482 .9 1,145 ) 250 B SR DN
Total..ooen-nne- 93,994 100.0 | 166,034 100.0 | 105,611 100.0 | 26,779 100. 0

1 Exclusive of side-delivery and sweep rakes. 2 Manufactured at McCormick works.

The proportion of the Champion, Osborne, and Milwaukee brands
combined was smaller for all the machines except corn binders for
the number sold in 1910, as shown in the above table, than was their
proportion for the number manufactured in 1910 as shown in Table
164. For corn binders their proportion of the number sold was
slightly higher than was their proportion of the number manufac-
tured, being 15.8 per cent and 13 per cent, respectively.
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The following table shows the number sold in 1918:

M f i a

PABLE 167.—Number of harvest ng machines sold in the United States and

f . 2 Canad
rm'n~ domestic plll’ﬂté‘ Of the International Harvester Co. dwmg the sellmg S€ason, of

Grain binders. Mowers R
. akes. i
-~ Corn binders.
N P Num
Number. | Per cent. ber. | Per cent. | Number. | Per cent. | Number. | Per cent,
Cl;ﬁl;pi:u. L éés g g 3 701 1.0 475 1.3
: o : . o Lo 7 % 1 R
Milwaukee. 1,046 1.9 lj 407 1.9 % ggg lgg 1, %gfli i
- 5 6.8
Total.... ... 2,561 4.6 5,274 7.2 4,814 13.6 1,577 9.0
McCormick. ... 26, 837 4.1 : :
ormick. -......... , X 37,742 51
Deering ... ....... 26,373 47.3 30; 149 41. 5 g; ;% gg i ’?’ gg? - ig :
T . \ : : -
otal...oo..... 55,761 100.0 73,165 100.0 35, 369 100.0 17,487 100.0
f 3

In 1918 the proportio;n of the Champi i

. pion, Osborne, and Milwauk
brands combined was .sma]ler for the number sold in the case (Z?
every one of the machines shown than was their proportion for th
nullfber manufactured in 1918, as shown in Table 165 °

comparison of the percentages of machines sol'd

: : under th

1?Eha(}mpm.ni(Osl:iolirjle, and Milwaukee brands combined and under thee
cCormick an i i 1 i

Moo eering brands combined is shown in the following

Percentage of machines
of domestic manufac-
ture sold in United

A States and Canada,
Kind of machine.
Champi
0, sgé?;%?' McCor-
and Mil- mick and
wankee Deering
brands brands
combined, | combined.t
12.9 86.3
4.6 95. 4
4.1 85.0
7.2 92.8
19.8 79.1
13.6 86.4
15.8 84,2
9.0 1.0

1 The Plano and Keystone brands in 1910 had ] i Y
0.8 o Flano 1 ad the following percentages of the total: ¥ in bi
3.8 per Umted()ég;gvgiség;fagz cent; and for rakes, 1.1 per cent. In 1918 these two bran?irs gfilr% gg}.ds%rlsd’
o '}I)‘he above tabplafmon shows that the percentage of the Champion,
Cs ozne, and M]l?vaukee machines sold in the United States and
a,nta a decreased in every case between 1910 and 1918, while the per-
centage of the McCormick and Deering machines sold in the United
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States and Canada increased in every case. The Champion, Osborne,
and Milwaukee percentage had decreased to such an extent by 1918
that it was less than 10 per cent of the total, except for rakes, where
it was 13.6 per cent.

' The above tabulations for nuraber manufactured and number sold
both show that there was a great decline between 1910 and 1918 in
the importance of these minor brands of harvesting machines as com-
pared with the MecCormick and Deering brands. :

Facrory costs.—The Commission obtained the factory costs as re-
ported by the company for the different brands of machines for each
of the years 1910, 1916, and 1918.

The following table shows the factory costs, by brands, of machines
made in 1910 as reported by the company:

TaBLE 163.—Factory costs® of harvesting machines sold in the United States and Canada
by the International Harvester Co. in 1910.

Grain binder.

- Corn
Brand. Mower. | Rake. | ypinder.
5,6, and | g o0t

foot. .

-

$66. 72 $72.22 $26.70 $11.68 $47.12
22.1

60.39 68.02 7 10.39 47.12
51.70 63.01 16. 64 11.06 47.12
51.78 58.74 17.95 9.74 44.21
Deering..«--oomaceszmsnseoz-zoos 49.73 55,14 18.756 10.12 47.43
Excess cost—Champion over Deering . 16. 99 17.08 7.95 1.56 3,31
Txcess cost—Osborne over Deering. ... oooaommeen--- 10. 66 12.88 3.42 .27 3,31

1D not-include selling expense. 2 Manufactured at McCormick plant. 3 Less than Deering-

The foregoing table shows the high factory costs of the Champion
and Osborne harvesting machines in 1910 as compared . with the
MecCormick and Deering machines. The Milwaukee machines are
made in the McCormick plant, and their factory costs were not very
different from those of the McCormick machines, except for the 8-foot
grain binder and the corn binder.

Comparing the cost of Champion and Osborne machines with the
Deering machines it would appear that the former were of little
direct value to the International Harvester Co. TFor example, the 5,
6, and 7 foot Champion grain binder had factory costs $16.99 higher
than the Deering binders, and the Oshorne binders of the same size
were $10.66 higher than the Deering binders. There were compara-
tively small differences for rakes, while the Champion and Osborne
corn binder costs were both $0.31 less than the Deering costs.

The Deering and McCormick costs did not differ much, MecCor-
mick costs being slightly higher on grain binders but lower on mowers,
rakes, and corn binders.
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The following table shows the costs of the different machines
shipped in 1916: :

TABLE 169.—Factory costs' of the International Harvester Co. for machines shipped in
the domestic trade Oct. 31, 1915, to Oct. 81, 19186, as reported by the company.

Grain binder.

Brand. Mower. | Rake. Corn
binder.

5,8,and | g 4000

7 foot. -

Champion
Osborne..

§74,21 $84.93 $26.93 $11.68

89.32 78.17 23.82 11.71 $50. 62

McCormi 56.80 62. 54 20.32 10. 58 49, 58
i I 54.44 60. 23 20. 40 11.52 52.56
hamp ee: 19.77 24.70 6.53 8 ol

Excess cost—Osborne over Deering .. 14.88 17.94 3.42 .19 7.06

1 Do not include selling expense.
2 Includes Milwaukee brand, which is manufactured at the McCormick plant.

The McCormick and Milwaukee machines could not be separated
for the above table, the figures shown for McCormick being average
costs of the McCormick and Milwaukee machines combined.

The table shows that while the costs of all the different brands had
advanced, the Champion and Osborne machines still labored under an
immense handicap, the Champion costs on 5, 6, and 7-foot grain
binders being $19.77 higher than Deering costs and Osborne costs
$14.88 higher than Deering. On mowers the differences were smaller,
while there was little difference in the cost of rakes of the different
brands. The Osborne corn binder had costs in 1916 that were $7.06
higher than the Deering costs.

The following table shows the factory costs of machines manu-
factured in 1918:

Tasre 170.—Factory costs® of domestic harvesting machines made by the Intermational
Harvester Co. in 1918, as reported by the company.

Grain Grain

binder, | binder, b(ijxgcrl%r

Brand. 6-foot, 8400t, | Mower. | Rake. with

with with bundle

bundle | bundle c:f?ier

" carriers. | carriers. .
Champion 2512682 |..iaen.n $50. 97 $22.83 |.oeoannns -
Osborne. . . 121,67 | $140.19 44.74 23.62 $112. 05
Milwauke 109. 05 124. 40 36.95 19.89 99.56
MeCormick. 101. 16 116.05 39. 29 20. 52 91.11
R o b 98.37 115,58 39. 69 21.38 101.38
Excess cost—Champion over Deering 428,45 [ ... 11.28 L45 1 iiaanan
Excess cost—Osborne over Deering. . .......coooooen 23.30 24, 61 5.05 2.24 10.87

1 Do not include selling expense.

2 Five-foot size.

8 Manufactured at McCormick plant.

1 Excess cost of 5-foot Champion binder over 6-foot Deering binder.

The factory costs of all the brands in 1918 show large advances
over the 1916 costs.
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The Champion and Osborne brands advanced.more than the other
brands, which increased the spread between their costs and the costs
o E;es}i}i:; ?;aﬁzdesluable of 1918 costs above, jche excess costs of the
Champion and Osborne brands over tl.le Deering brand were $28'45,
and $L23.30, respectively, for 6-foot binders; $11.28 ar;d 535.05;1{1*2—
spectively, for mowers; and $1.45 and $2,2.4, respectively, c;r rt e(gi
No Champion 8-foot grain binders or corn binders were manul ac urter
in 1918. The Osborne 8-foot grain binder cogt was $24.6 grig §7
than the Deering cost, and the Osborne corn binder cost was $10.

at for the Deering. )
gr?ﬁzrht&%%%rﬁick brand showe§ somewhat higher cost on the grain
binders than the Deering brand, and somewhat lower cost on mows;s
and rakes, while its costs on corn binders were much lower than the
De’;lﬁ: gm1waukee brand, which is made .at the McCormi.ck Plznt,
was considerably higher than the McCormick bran(;ir(zi eg;ra.m binders

binders, and a little lower on mowers and i .

an'(Il‘]ffg rtI:Lble shows the extremely unfavorable position of the,C}}ng'
pion and Osborne brands in regard to costs as compared ;Vm htJ fl
MecCormick and Deering brands. The Milwaukee br;nk,bw c(l:
compares more favorably with the Deering and McCor.mlic ' rzm sd,
it will be remembered, is manufactured at the McCormick plant an

en sold. .
ha?]éﬁz'zz;osg; OF TOTAL COST OF SIX COMPAN.IES.#A c.ompar}sl(int kc:f
the tobtal cost sold of the McCormick harvesting .machmes_ ng ! le
harvesting machines of five other manufacturers is shown 1n the fol-

lowing table:

: % Cormick harvesting machines and the
— son of total costs sold of McCorm
Tazus 17 ha%%i% macii;n,es of five other manufaciurers, 1916 and 1918.

Dump

Grain Mower, " Corn
i hayrake, h .
Manufacturer. %{?&?’ 5-fa0t. oo, | binder
-
o $76.71 $27.72 $14.79 $72.10
87.81 31.34 15.44 88. 87
1103.21 33.23 18.62 94. 66
2108.93 23.10 314.76 |.cenvocnnn- 1
1115. 26 36.69 418.33 100. 5.
3131.89 40,92 21.08 135.53
1918. .02
119.77 45,09 24. 54 .
MoCormick.....- - 15?.23 56.03 29.05 152.78
i D
I e g | 52,85 | B25.44 |ooeos
3.
4.

i 4 9-foot size.
1 7-foot size. 2 With transportation truck. 3 8-foot size 9
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Total cost sold inc i
_ otal cos eXpem;udes factory cost and selling, general, and ad-

The total costs of the International for the M i
ersuizw;er in both 1916 and 1918 than the 'macliglfsmgf kalf;azltllllne
manulac cul;‘il(‘), :speclljlnlly for the grain binder and corn binder. T}ir
yeCormic dOls1 s would be even lgwer were the intercompany proﬁt:
of = ars per machlne in the steel furnished b the

v steel plant eliminated.. ¥ fhe sub-
FTFECT OF FINAL DECREE.—It is a : i

tlf.le prgceding part of this section thgt{) a’?}‘f: Z:;Zrnal,tg?z fo?fozi glggn »
Ezc;i,e hsai(;rni, and Milwaukee brands and the Charmpion. an %D;—
porne, har :f’-sfeil; WOIIS;S fronq thg International Harvester Co. Wﬂi
harvesﬁnu_mach‘on k I dom&na_,tmg position of that company in the
harves frgm ok m(_n} ine, especially as regards giain binders. This
o et of t}ie ac;ors: (1) The small and constantly decreasin
pmport al:g{ i tose r.ands and plants as compared with the othegf‘
o ep ants retained by the company; (2) the large and con-
stantly ner zzmg excess factory costs of two of the three brands sur-
pendered 2 gpta;ed with the factory costs of the two brands re-
harves,t ond @) e low total cost‘ of the McCormick and Deerin;
. machf hines as compared with the total costs of the harvest%

g Inach dnies tmanufactured by other companies.

i Compet(i:;,o(;s (1);?a;tn;hsoglf)ernatéonaif{ﬁrvester Co. need not fear
0 any to which it sells the above-
sle:sits;x;;ia:;iands, nAosr of any company already manufacslfr?nzalin;(%
manufz [ach nets}; a matter of fact, the International is still
manufachy t% Ee Osborne an.d Champion lines and selling the
machies or' e Emerson-Brantingham Co. and B. F. Avery & Sons
ab certa e};) ;c?z Jiiltuany agreed upon. And, as already stated, it
e }it W Cc))lﬂd e Milwaukee line nor the Champion or Osboéne
decree. o ap}fear, therefore, that up to the present the final
ooroe has Hitzst;ﬁgzted thiVilllar.vesting machine lines of the
been complied with complé”oe?;.r 116 do so when the docree o

Section 7,—Profits of the Wisconsin Steel Co.

in the commpetitie power of the Tntstnacionsl Hocrester Co. Ths i
: z nternationa. Harvester Co. This is
V];;; f;l(]);ﬁil;l WST:% tém,t company derives through its ownership of the
[risconsin B e ) c;. property. In fact, the large profits derived
naﬁonallspimpelar y further reduce the already low costs of the Inter-
national’s thp ements so.that other companies are at greater dis-
v la%l : han appears in Table 171. That the ownership of the
> thpf s Is not necessary to the implement business is indicated

y the fact that no other implement manufacturer owns any. Indeed

~ works and rolling
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a steel plant which embraces, as this one does, ore mines, oTe vessels,
coal mines, coke oveDs, and blast furnaces, in addition to the steel
mills, in order to be efficient requires such a large
output that no farm implement manufacturer could use its entire
product. As 2 matter of fact, the International, although its sales

are larger than the combined sales of the other 25 companies that
are covered by the investigation, now Uses in its implement plants

* Jess than half of the product of its steel plants.

The large profits of the Wisconsin Steel Co. are shown in the
following table:

—Profits of the Wasconsin Steel Co., 1918-1918, as revised by the Commission.

TasLe 172.

Net income Investéid Pert cent of

< hefore capital net income

Net sales. charging including | to invested

interest. borrowings.! capital.

- ) I
$10,596,361 | 3,345,735 | 810, 403,896 32
5,188, 840 1,202, 525 10, 658,372 11
8,187,369 2,675,142 11,413,088 23
17,111,390 7,401,381 10, 287, 054 72
26,464,267 | 12,055,620 10,171,133 119
27, 443, 400 970,433 | 12,085,434 80
15,831,905 6,064,139 | 10,833,163 56

than- the investment shown O the company’s
inly in the excessive ore mine values. (See

1 The investment shown here is about $5,500,000 less
p. 111-117, 224.)

books. The reduction made by the Com1nission was ma.
Report of the Commissioner of Corporations on the International Harvester Co., P

The above table shows that the Wisconsin Steel Co. made an
average annual return on investment of 56 per cent for the six-year
period, 1913-1918, inclusive. The highest return was 119 per cent
in 1917, and the lowest was 11 per cent in 1914.

The average annual net income for the six-year period was $6,064 -
139, which was made on average annual net sales amounting to

was $12,055,620 n

$15,831,905. The greatest annual net income
1917, which was made on annual net sales amounting to $26,464,267.

During normal times in 1913 the Wisconsin Steel Co. made 32 per
cent on investment. During the two years the United States was
engaged in the war the profit averaged 98 per cent on the investment.

The following table shows the sales and profits of the raw-
material companies, the rajlroad properties, and the implement
companies of the Tnternational Harvester combination, by years

from 1913 to 1918, inclusive:
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T . . .
J}iﬁfrn};’?&naklgaﬂﬁes; nit meome, and investment of the International Harvest,
separated as b tfl, ves 8}; Co. of New Jersey, and International Harvester Corporg <o
sepc ¢ etween the subsidiary row material, railroad, and tmopl, T o

panaes, 1913-1918, as revised by the Commission. ’ plement and tuwing

_ Capital

Net ineo invested Per
Company., Net sales.l | before chargg— including | net jileé%)g)ef
ing Interest 2 borromps to capital
and outside | invested s
investments. '
) 1913. o
Wisconsin Steel Co
risoonsi $10,59,361 | §3, 346, 7
Wisconsin gg_mber f}o " 401, 28 'fé ,’o§$ slf’igf’ ng 217
; 8,014 228 427,263 | 3,300, 609 e §§
. gt:gg;;vm%:jcenal companies.. ... 17,011,876 | 3,252,385 | 15,185,736 | o=
Tmplomongmpgales. ... I T R 140, 587 1,778,102 | A
" 14,185,560 | 19752137 | 107 171, 405 { 15‘ §§
otal.. ... ..., :
................... 181,107,436 | 23,145,100 | 209, 115, 945 [ oo

. 19
Wisconsin Steel Co..... ... . __

Trisconsin 5 5,188,640 | 1 202 525
Wisoonstn Cg_mber Co. " 143 831 {101 678 1?’ ggg’ gg T
5,066, 638 65,027 | - 1,761, 353 ) 2 23
%50 L7135 .
10,399,100 | 1,165,874 | 13, 956, g7 s
L 5 700 1,846 984 2 §’8
6,883,528 | 222,949, 636 7.57

—
"
18,101,102 | 238,751, 957 | 7.58

) 19
Wiscousin Steel Co... ... ... ___

Wisconsin Lum; 8,187,369 2,675, 14;
MoLood & Correr 0 lewei | (rigm | e 08 B4
wotar T 4 830, 826 183,563 | 1137 857 g
otal.. _..... ] -
Railroad companies - T 13, 216, 837 2,708,724 | 14 309 T
Implement and twine companies 11760 %855’ ng? 1893
17,288)201 | 201, 336, 314 g0

20,108,685 | 240, 501, 6o8 8.36

Wisconsin Steel Co
Pisconsin Stoel Co....... 17,111,390 | 7,401,381 | 1 4
MeTeod & G 2er ©° '385, 312 REd o i 5n
o 8,689, 671 232,045 | 1825 196 Bt
—_— 4 N
| 24,186,373 7, 543,60 | 13,862 105 54 42
.............. 9,992 1,927 )
105,641,351 | 20,576,097 | 210 564 ggg g g'zl
S
120,827, 724 | 28,290,620 | 235, 354, 683 12.02
_ 1917, .
“Wisconsi
Wiscgggiﬁ itﬁgll bCec;. ézgd steel departments. .. _. 26,464, 267 12,055, 620 10,171,133
Wisconsin Lur ... N 3) 34 93,155 | 1751827 g %
oo 11, 469, 805 835,216 | 2)657, 874 2553
otak. . .. :
Ratrong oo oo 38,557,415 | 12,784 021 | 14
Implement az?d twine companies_ . ) _iéé'é"}éi 828" 29’ 7??1 ééi 2 25 gfgz g(:% 8;. gg
, 378, , 775, 24, 195, 049 1398
Total.__._ ... __. : :
..................... 174,936,243 | 42,618,103 | 240,701, 296 | 17.70

1 Sales and net income of the three raw- i
g ~material ies i )
Plement companies of £he Tuternational 55 well as those Lo outelde soumss s . PFOAES on sales fo the fm-
adjusting the profty | companies hefore charging interest as shown m the i
Haalr_lyﬁster g P s In the steel from Wisconsin Steel Co. works in inventorie? t:)(%vtehga%etserlxia%eggﬁ
€ percentage of total net inco; to i i i
International Harvest wome o invested capital is for the Internatio
}ia'g' e er Corporation and their subsidiaries combined and mat con:iﬂ%aﬂrﬁ\;gsgesrgggélf rllg
08S.
® The ore mines in Minnesota and the bl
5 last furnaces and i i .
(Sjgéer(e)roe :igﬁg%gri;d c11;0 the International Harvester Co. of NS ::ve {nggs ?)g CD]neago hoihe Visoonsin Steel
3 ed the coal mines and coko ovens in Kentueky Yy ec. 31, 1916. The Wisconsin
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TasLE 173.—Sales, net income, ond investment of the Internotiona] Hu
International Harvester Co. of New Jersey, and International Harvester GOTgre;toerTamGoii’
separated as between the subsidiery r8w material, railroad, and implement gnd twine
companies, 1918-1918, as revised by the Commission—Continued. -

—_—
. X Capitaé
. Net income | ‘D¥eSted, 1} Per cent of
Company. Net sales. | before charg- ﬁfﬁ?ﬁﬁé z%%t é;;%?ﬂe
Ing interest. | 5 g outside | invested.
investments.
1918.

Wiscounsin Steel Co. and steel department s..... $27, 443,400 $9,708,433 | $12, 005,434 80.43
Wisconsin Lumber Co. . 3 559,765 135, 581 1,518,186 3.93
MecLeod & Co 10, 344, 509 336, 462 4,101,789 8.20
Total....... 38,347,674 | 10,175,476 | 17,685,409 57.54
Railroad compardes. ... ..o coeenai e ... 5105, 580 1,835,146 55,75
Implement and twine companies. 168,171,518 35,988,743 | 235,833,131 15.26
e R 206,519,192 | 46,058,632 | 255,353,686 18.04

5 The ore mines in Minnesota and the blast furnaces and steel mills at Chicago of the Wisconsin Steel
Co. were transferred to the International Harvester Co. of New Jersey on Dec. 31, 1916. The Wisconsin
Steel Co. still retained the coal mines and coke ovens in Kentucky.

It is necessary to point out that the total amounts of the annual
sales shown in the preceding tables do not agree with the amounts
of the net sales of the International Harvester Co. shown in Chapter
III. The difference is due to the fact that in the tables given in
this chapter the subsidiary companies of the International Harvester
Co. and International Harvester Corporation are treated as separate
companies, inter-company sales between them and their subsidiaries
not being eliminated, whereas in Chapter III the International Har-
vester Co. and the International Harvester Corporation and their
subsidiaries have been consolidated and considered as one company,
consequently eliminating such inter-company sales. :

The table shows the financial results for the raw-material com-
panies as though they were independent concerns—that is, their net
sales and net income include the sales and income from sales to the
implement companies of the International as well as on those to the
outside concerns. The purpose of this is to indicate the real profits
obtained by the International through its ownership of its steel
properties. v

The rate of return on nvestment for the steel business was very
large every year, ranging from 11.28 per cent in 1914 to 118.53 per
cent in 1917. '

The lumber company was unprofitable, showing losses in the first
four years and moderate profits only in the last two years.

The fiber company, McLeod & Co., showed a small loss in 1913,
small profits in 1914, fairly high profits in 1915 and 1916, high

profits in 1917—about 24 per cent—and moderate profits in 1918.

e
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The railroads averaged fair
: profits for such propert 1
period 1913 to 1917 inclusi PPy g tho
poriod | , inclusive, and showed a loss of about 6 per cent

The implement and twine i

- ! companies showed generall i
%);‘:ﬁltéslguruag the period 1913 to 1916, inclusive, but sho@e?inlyroff?lr
for 1917 ﬁthlgli that may be considered large for a compfny zi
such a variety of product and with

control of the industr i Suoh o oxtensive
controt y, and consequently with such small risk or

The important point, however, i

2 er, is that the excessive
221 msteel‘ had the. effect of further increasing the total é)llj(?g:: gfladﬁ
oo e};alglfest g;)nllbmsd, a]gg this in spite of the low profits and GVZD
X umber, fiber, and railroad concerns. Th i

tabulatlon sl?ows the rate of profit on invesi:ment.madee bfon'owmg
ment and twine companies and by the steel company: 7 mple

Year. Im; lementi
ang twine Steel
companies.1| ¢OTPany.
10.28 32.17
7.57 1328
7.71 23.44
9.37 71.95
13.28 118. 53
15.26 80,43

t Befors the adjustment of inter-company profit in the steel purchased from the W‘lsconsm Steel Co. in
the inventories of the International Harvester Co.

The above tabulation sh
n shows why the steel profits enh
%olflits (Zi the International Harvester Co. as an entir\cs’oyaﬁ)cezii rthte
Bl%her N alrll was e'arned by the implement and twine com aniE:ee
although the steel Investment was less than 5 per cent of thp i
1n§estmefnt of the International Harvester Co o torad
n so far as the steel compan i : '

. L con y sold its products to the i
c(gnpam?[sf o_f the combination, it charged such companies ’;}iprlr?ﬁle;;?;
facile; A it had‘not done so, the costs of the 1mplements m:;nu—
e Wz iche{, e’;h; m;;})llementb companies would be largely reduced
Bu ay the combination chose to ch ials,
it.is evident that the net result t i e e

‘ o the combination hol
same. IFrom a competitive poi i e hole e e
: point of view, however, it i
creased the combination’ i | pricos becs O wor
creased L on’s power to dictate prices because of lower

Se;tmn;&—Character of dissolution that would restore competition
Chanteviev:hofcthe ffzctls se.t forth in the preceding sections of this
N pter, the Commission is of the opinion that the final decree of
ove.n'lber 2, 1918, will fail in its purpose to “restore ¢ titi
f:ond1t10n§ in the United States in the interstate business ionnﬁ)e : Wte
ing machmes‘ and other agricultural implements.” The cour: rziiv-
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ever, stated in the final decree that in the event such competitive
conditions were not restored ‘gt the expiration of 18 months after
the termination of the existing war’’ the United States should have
the right to such further relief as shall be necessary to bring about
a condition in harmony with the law.

The Commission is of the opinion that further steps are neces-
sary to secure the objects aimed at by the decree.

The monopolistic power of the International Harvester Co. is
chiefly with respect to harvesting machine lines, and particularly
with respect to grain binders. The maintenance of this monopolistie
power is aided by the steel-making business of the company.

The division of the business of the International Harvester Co.,

therefore, should be in such a way as to divide effectively the har-
from the steel business,

vesting machine lines and to separate there
which is obviously too large to be left with either of them. To make
any such division of the harvesting machine lines effective In
restoring competition it is absolutely cssential to separate the
MecCormick and Deering plants and the McCormick and Deering
brands. It would also be necessary, of course, to enforce absolute
- separation of ownership of the stock in the new companies t0 be
organized.

On this basis it is suggested that the plants and business of the
International Harvester Co. be so divided that there shall be at least
two implement companies and 2 steel company, the Deering and
McCormick plants being in different companies. Tt is not very
important what is done with the lumber company or the fiber
company. Merely as 2 concrete illustration of this idea the following
division is suggested: :

Steel company.

Implement company B.
Steel works.

Implement company A.

Deering. McCormick.

Milwaukee. McCormick tractor. Ore mines.
Osborne tillage. Akron. Coal mines.
Plano. ‘Weber. ’
Keystone. Parlin & Orendorii.

Chattanooga. St. Paul.

Chatham (Canada). Hamilton (Canada).

Lubertzy (Russia)- Neuss (Germany)-

Croix (France). Norrkoping (Sweden).

above assumes that the decree

The plan of dissolution as outlined
o remain in force so

of the district court of November 2, 1918, is t
far as it requires the sale by the International Harvester Co. of its
Osborne, Champion, and Milwaukee harvesting lines and its Osborne
harvester plant and Champion plant. It such a dissolution as that
suggested above were effected it would appear N0 longer necessary to
make any restriction with respect to the number of dealers handling
the implements of either of the proposed new companies in any towi.
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It is Decessary to separate the McCormick and Deering plants ang
brands becagse 1t 1s these that, legally combined in 1902 hav e
the Internatlgnal Harvester Co. its monopolistic position} in tl‘iegitven
vesting-machine lines. By their volume of output, their low co tm;
production, and their reputation in the trade, the p’ossession of 131 .
two plants and brands makes effective competition from an }‘1356
mmplement manufacturer llusory. v other

The owneljship of iron and steel works and ore and coal mines b
the_ In’gernatlonal Harvester Co., apart from the foundry equi s,
Wh11ch 15 1ot a part of the steel broperty, is not a necessa;l Jirzfte -~
In the successful operation of a concern manufacturing a, Izcult U-Tflﬁ
lmpleme_nts. Such ownership, however, especially of thg steelu-ra
terests, increases th_e monopolistic position of the International H;];L-

tional’s already low cost of manufacture, makes effective com titi
from other companies on harvesting machines impossible petion
One of theA most important considerations in conneoti'on with th,
proposed division of the International Harvester Co. is the enf. ;
ment of absolute separation in the ownership of the stock inort?le—
several new companies to be organized, which was demanded b the
Attorney General in 1912. Coramunity of interest establishe}: be
pro rata distribution of the stocks of the New companies amona thy
stockholders of the old companies would prevent the develo . i
of real compe‘tition between them. This danger is especiaﬂypﬁ ei)le

of each of the new companies.

The specious objection formerly raised that any such division a
outlined above_ would jeopardize the foreign business and ex orts o:?
the company is certainly no longer of any force Whateverp Each
of the two implement companies in such g division of the imj lement
business WOUIC.I have plants in the United States Oanaé)a and
Burope, and, in regard to the export business 'frZ)m the I,Inited
Stateg plants, these two companies, and other implement compani
also, if they so desired, could now form a company under the V%' bss
Pomerene Act for the export of implements. o

In the a}bove dissolution plan for the separation of the McCormick
and Deerylg plants and the steel business, the other plants are
arranged in §uoh 8 way as to furnish a practically full line to each
of th.e two implement companies resulting from the division. A
full'lme 1s one of the most striking developments of the implement
bu.smess and one that is apparently bound to be an even more con-
spicuous feature in the future. Tt Tepresents opportunities for
greater advantages in the sale of goods, greater security in the risk

7

element, and better facilities for securing the best retail dealers.
Expansion of business in the direction of the full line, whether by
growth of a single concern or the consolidation of several concerns,
when' confined to normally related lines, does not present the ob-
jectionable and monopolistic features of a combination of com-
peting producers. Expansion of business in this direction does not
have a tendency to destroy competition, but rather to increase it.
Therefore, the plan suggested above for the division of the business
of the International Harvester Co. has been made on the basis of

" establishing for each of the new implement companies, so far as

possible, a full line of implements. .
That the two companies into which it is proposed to divide the

combination would have a comparatively full line at the domestic
plants is shown in the following table:
Tasre 174.—Distribution between proposed companies “A” and “B” of number of

machines shipped from United States factories of the International Harvester Co.,
season of 1916.%

United States plants.
Kind of machine.
Company A.{ Company B.
Grain machines: Number. Number.
Grain BIRARTS. L. e ieieeaaaas 50,173 53, 511
Reapers.... . 9, 758 9,898
Headers........... 4,160 4,033
Harvester thresher 503 169
Strippers.......... 500 oeoiiiiaan
QGrass machines:
Mowers 76,415 89,801
Rakes............. 29,761 36,790
Rakes, side-delivery.. 7,028 fooaaas
o P 10,846
Tedders.. 97 feeeeei L
STl P 2,422
o Hay loade 12,049 {. .. ...l .
orn machines:
Corn binders. ... 8,790 11,733
Shredders, small 324 460
Shredders, large... ] 1?5
Ensilage CObbers. . Lo 2,156
Corn planters. 9,739 4,601
Corn pickers. - 264 108
Shellers, hand. 6,282 | .............
Shellers, power-. TI2 i
Tillage improvements:
Cultivators, I-ROTSe .. Lo 30,736 |.._...... i
Cultivators, 2-horse... 15,136 23,571
Disk barrows......... 57,639 8,849
Harrows, peg-tooth s]«; '; z, g% 8,835
Harrows, spring-tooth.. ) 7
Seeding machines:
Seeders, broadeaste -va e o ou o R 25 |
W Drﬂls.a......& ......................................................... 228 ool
agons and spreaders:
gWagons, Ehm‘se. 229 R 25;
Wagons, 2-horse. 9,732 12, 8?8
Gears, 1-horse. 5 %, o
Gears, 2-horse. . . = 3;;% y
Manure spreaders. . 18; G |

Cream SeParatorS. ... .o uo i s
1 fmplements manufactured by the Chattancoga Plow Co. are not included, but those of the Parlin &

Orendorft Co. are included in the table.
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Tasre 174.—Distribution between proposed companies “ A" and “B” of number of

machines shipped from United States factories of the International Hear
season of 1916—Continued. vester Co.,

United States plants,

Kind of machine. —

Company A. Company B,

Engines and motors: Number.

Engines, 1-horse.. £ 320 Py umbgrs .

Engines, all others. . 5,184 £ 93
Tractors, 8-16 and 10- 2)127 3 &
Tractors, all others. ... 611 168
Motortrueks. ... 2 354
MOCOTHTUCK CRASSIS « « ««oeee e eaemeoeoneone eI s 3Z0
MiscIecllaneous: ''''' 0

nife grinders............ --

_Feed grinders. . Z” igg’ ........ 16,719
Twine 114,400,353 | 101,673, 742

Approximate factory cost I 824,300,000 | 526,100, 000

As shown by the above table company B has practically a full line
of implements, as has also company A, except for plows. But the
Chattanooga Plow Co., which is not included in the above table, has
been assigned to company A according to the plan on page 674, and
this would give this company a line of plows, thus completing full
lines for both companies. Both companies would be substantially
equal in size also, as is shown by the number of implements shipped by
each and by the approximate total factory cost given at the end of the
table. -

That the two companies would be substantially equal in size is also
indicated by the following table, which shows the manufacturing costs
at domestic and foreign plants for company A and company B in 1918:

TaBLE 175.—Factory costs of machines manwufactured by plants of proposed ““4” and
“B?” companies for year ending Oct. 1, 1918.

Plant. Machines. Repairs. Twine. Total.
A company:
Domestie—
Deering..... $9,684,649 | 81,713,101 | $13,870,084 | $25,267,834
o 16,103,957 1,046,836 |.. .. .. 17,150, 093
2,039, 893 8,939, 609
. Plamo.................... 2,901,607 3,204,216
Keystone. ... . 2,417,992 2,478,790
Chattanooga 2 ... .. . ... lililfeeiiiiiiiioo.. : 400,000
Total, dOMeSHE . - < numemeeeenanennnn. 33,147,398 3,243 645 j 19,949, 499 56, 740, 542
Foreign—
Chatham (Canada). .. 710,117 10,769 |__o_..o....... 720, 886
Lubertzy (Russia)®. 2, 866,444 98,815 oo, 2,965,259
Croix (France)3 1,493,891 65,385 730, 948 2,280,224
Total, freign . . «.eeeoeeeieenemeeoos 5,070, 452 174, 969 ’ 730, 948 5,976,369

Total, domestic and foreign..........| 38,217,850 38,418,614 f 20, 680, 447 62,716,911
i

§ ; =
1 Cost of Osborne tillage implements and repairs estimated at half the total cost of all machines and
~epairs manufactured at that plant. )
2 Estimated and not divided as between machines and repairs.
3 Buropean plants for year ending Oct. 1, 1914.
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TaBrLe 175.—Factory costs of machines manufactured by plants of proposed ““A” and
“B” companies for year ending Oct. 1, 1918—Continued.

Plant. Machines. Repairs. Twine. Total.
B company:
Domestic—
MeCormick harvester.... ... 12,216,090 |  $2,021,080 | $15,985,526 | 330,122,696
MeCormick tractor . 8,056, 802 919,125 i, .- 8,975,927
ARron. ......... 9, 968, 653 750, 438 10, 719,096
Weber . .-.......- 2] 582, 230 60, 067 2,642, 29
Parlin & . 2,372,785
St.Paal........... , 052, 817 4,052,817
Total, domestic. . .. 32,823,780 3,750,710 | 19,938,343 58,835, 618
Foreign—
Hamilton (Canada) 5,140,511 411,358 |.ooioieiain 5,551,869
Norrkoping (Sweden) 5. 594, 608 37,023 255,105 836, 736
Neuss (Germany) 3 . 1,383,297 73,950 1,240,495 ' 2,607,742
Total, foreign................... ... 7,118,416 522,331 ] 1,495, 600 9,136, 347
Total, domestic and foreign. .. ._..... 39,942,196 } 4,273,041 | 21,433,943 68,021, 965
Grand total, Asnd B......o......... 78,160, 046 ’ 7,691, 655 ! 42,114,390 | 130,738,876

2 Estimated and not divided as between machines and repairs.
3 European plants for year ending Oct. 1, 1814.

In making the division along the lines described above the object
in view should be the establishment of a number of efficient com-
petitors, and this number depends largely on the character of the
independent companies with which these separated parts of the com-
bination will have to compete.

The competitors of the International Harvester Co. vary greatly
in size and also in respect to the extent in which they are engaged
in the manufacture of different lines of implements. There are,
however, several large concerns, each of which is engaged in the pro-
duction of a great variety of implements; such, for example, are
Deere & Co., the Emerson-Brantingham Co., the Moline Plow Co., and
the Rock Island Plow Co., besides others which are already important
“or in the process of extending their operations. There is no reason,
of course, for making such a division of the International Harvester
Co.’s business as would make the several parts weaker than the ex-
isting independent concerns, but the division should be of such a
character that the larger of these independent concerns will be put
in the position of being reasonably effective competitors.

52078236
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That the International Harvester Co. now overshadows the other
implement companies is shown by the following table:

TaBre 176.—Investment and net sales of International Harvester Co. and the five
next largest farm-implement companies, 1918.

Manufacturer. Investment, | Net sales.

$46,319,600 |  $39, 049,172
92,915,853 | 19,562,318
20,660,426 | 11,890, 258
10, 658,890 11,751,707

8, 368, 381 9,655, 693

108,923,150 92, 809, 076
.................................................. 238, 903, 066 193, 604, 338

Now, as formerly, the strongest hold of the International Harvester
Co. on the implement trade is its predominant position in harvesting
machines, which again indicates the importance of separating the
ownership of the McCormick and Deering plants. A comparison of
the production of harvesting machines by the International Harvester
Co. and by the independents is shown in the following table for 1911,
just before the suit was brought, and also for 1918, the last year for
which figures are available:

TaBLe 177.—Proportion of the total production of specified harvesting machines in the
United States made by the International Harvester Co. in 1911 and 1318,

1911 1918
; International Har- International Har-
Machine. Total vester Co. Total vester Co.
number. number.

Number. | Per cent. Number. | Per cent.

Grain binder. ... ...l 168,904 | 146,981 87.0 1 181,593 53,281 65.3
Corn binder ; ) 219,693 ] 214,874 75.5 | 37,268 { 27,002 72.5
MOWerS.emeeeeauaans _.{ 315,171 | 241,285 76.6 11187,310 | 111,501 59.5
Side-delivery and dump hay rakes........ 8228,271 | 164,246 72.0 09,842 | 457,402 57.5

1 Including sstimated production for one small company.
2 Production for 1909; figures for 1911 not available.

3 Of these, 14,400 are estimated.

1 Including estimated production for side-delivery rakes.

The foregoing table indicates a considerable decrease in the pro-
portion of harvesting machines made by the International Harvester
Co. in 1918 as compared with 1911, which was partly due to the
growth of several of its largest competitors and partly to the cutting
off of export trade in 1918, in which the International Harvester Co.
was by far the largest factor.

Broadly speaking, the control of the International Harvester Co.
in the harvesting machine trade declined from roughly 80 per cent in
1911 (taking account of quantity and value of machines) to about 64
per cent in 1918. While there was, therefore, a considerable decline
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in its proportion of this business the percentage remaining in its
hands is so great that it still retains its dominating position in the
industry, on the basis of the quantity produced. .Furth:.armore when
consideration is also given to the costs of _productmn of its two great
harvesting machine plants, the MeCormick and Deering .WOI'kS, it
is evident that the independents are unable to offer any serious com-
ition in harvesting machines. .
Pe?n conclusion, ther%fore, it may be stated that the division of the
International Harvester Co. in the manner recommended above (see
p. 674), while safeguarding the legitimate interests of the stockhol.dgrs
of the International Harvester Co., would bring about a con}petlt%ve
situation more in conformity with the law and at the same time give
each of the implement companies into Which‘the combination is to be
divided a substantially full line and a larger implement business th{m
any present independent company. It would also separate the Wis=
consin Steel properties from any implement company, thereby remo;lr—
ing one of the present great artificial competitive advajnt.ages of the
International Harvester Co. In other words, the Qommmsmn beheées
that any plan for the dissolution of the Internat_lqnal Harvester Co.
which will be adequate in bringing about a cgndltlon of COn'lp.etlf;lOIl
in the harvesting machine lines must Rrowde: (1) For giving the
McCormick plant and brand and the Deering plant ar}d brand to tWOl
independent implement companies; (2) the separation of thg stee
business from both of these companies; and (3) an absolqtgly distinct
and separate stock ownership for each of these three divisions.

O





