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

u NITED

STATES OF AMERICA, PE-1

titioner,

v.
INTERNATIONAL

HARVESTER

COMPANY,

International Harvester Company of
America, International Flax Twine
Company, Wisconsin Steel Company,
The Wisconsin Lumber Company, Illinois Northern Railway, The Chicago,
West Pullman & Southern Railroad
Company, Cyrus H. McCormick, InEquity, ·
No. 624.
Charles Deering, James Deering, John
J. Glessner, William H. Jones, Harold
F. McCormick, Richard F. Howe, Edgar A. Bancroft, George F. Baker,
William J. Louderback, Norman B.
Ream, Charles Steel, John A. Chapman, Elbert H. Gary, Thomas D.
Jones, John P. Wilson, William L.
Saunders, George W. Perkins, defendants.
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,
(1)

2

3

acting under the direction of the Attorney General
of the United States, and files this supplemental
petition in equity in accordance with paragraph (e)
of the final decree entered herein November 2 1918
for the purpose of securing such further relief in this'
cause as shall be necessary to restore competitive
condi~ions in the interstate business in harvesting
machines and other agricultural implements and
bring about a situation in harmony with the law.
}

SUMMARY OF THE ORIGINAL PETITION.

On April 30, 1912, the petitioner filed in this
court its original petition against the above-named
defendants, charging that said defend ants were
engaged in a combination and conspiracy in restraint
of interstate trade and commerce in agricultural
implements and machines, more especially harvesting machines and binder twine, and were attempting
to monopolize and had monopolized such interstate
trade and commerce, in violation of the Act of Congress approved July 2, 1890, entitled "An Act to
protect trade and commerce against unlawful restraints and monopolies.'"
So far as pertinent, said original petition may be
summarized as follows:
Before 1902 the aggregate output of five separate
concerns manufacturing and selling harvesting machinery and twine, including binders, mowers, reapers, rakes, etc., amounted to over 85 per cent of all
the harvesting machinery and more than 50 per
cent of all the binder twine produced and sold in
the United States. These concerns were McCormick Harvesting Machine Company, an Illinois cor-

poration, with plants located at Ch~cago'. Illinois;
the Deering Company, a copartnersh1p, with fac_tories at Chicago, Illinois; the Plano Manufacturmg
Company, an Illinois corporation, with factories at
West Pullman, Illinois; Warder, Bushnell & Glessner Company, an Ohio corporation, with factory at
Springfield, Ohio; and Milwaukee Harvester Co~
pany, a Wisconsin corporation, with factory at Milwaukee, Wisconsin.
.
Each of the five-independent and in unrestramed
competition 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 Jilly, 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 th~ five concerns above named, b~lieving
combination would yield large profits, determmed 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 a~i
cultural machinery of all kinds, their purpose bemg
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to use the power obtained by a monopoly of trade in
harvesting machinery in such a way as to ac ·
. .
qUire a
s1m1l~r monopoly in other classes of agricultural
machmery.
The combination was to take the form of a corporation to be created under the law of such State as
permitted to its corporatio:ns the widest powers t
.h
' 0
wh ic corporation the five concerns named ab
..-.
.
ove
w~re to transfer all therr property and busmess as
gomg concerns; the individuals who owned and controlled these concerns were to receive as the consideration for such transfer shares of the capital
stock of the new corporation and no other consideration. Thereafter this corporation was to carry on as
one business the business of. the five concerns which
had theretofore been competing.
Accordingly in July, 1902, with the unlawful objects and purposes just mentioned, the McCormick
Harvester Company, The Deering Company, the
Plano Manufacturing Company, and Warder, Bushnell & Glessner Company executed with one W. C.
Lane identical preliniinary agreements to transfer
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 option
to purchase the plant, business as going concern, and
capital stock of the Milwaukee Harvester Company.
The preliminary agreements referred to provided,
among other things, that W. C. Lane, upon the
acquisition of the properties, should sell them to a
corporation thereafter to be organized; that the
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::iurchase price to be paid by Lane to each of the four
~endor companies was to be payable in full-paid and
o.onassessable shares of the capital stock of the pur~hasing company, taken at par; that the new company 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 dedetermined 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 performance of the contract completed prior to January
I 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
.issue 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 and
b
'
'
su sequently by him transferred to the International
Harvester Company, the new company.
The stock of the new company was allotted and
~eceived as follows (the same, however, being -delivered to the voting trustees and the real ownershi
thereof thereafter evidenced by stock trust certifi~
cates):
The total stock issued was $120,000,000. Of this
stock, $53,400,000 was apportioned among the owners
of the McCormick, Deering) Warder, Bushnell &
Glessner, and Plano companies, in consideration of
the tr.ansfer by each company of all its real estate,
factones, plants, buildings, improvements, machin~ry, ~atterns, :ools, apparatus, fixtures, patents,
mvent10ns, devices, patent rights, licenses, tradem~rks, trade names, and good will of all and singular
said property as a going concern, and supplies,
products, and materials on hand, pending contracts
railroad equipment, as well as all other property of
the vendor appertaining to the vendor's business
'
except bills and accounts receivable.
. Stock in the amount of $40,000,000 was apportioned among the owners of the McCormick Deering
'
'
Plano, and Warder, Bushnell & Glessner companies
in consideration of the assignment by the vendor
companies to the purchasing company of bills and
accounts receivable, of like amounts, guaranteed by
the vendors, or for cash.
Stock in the amount of $3,148,196.66 was issued 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 $3,451,803.34 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 artides of incorporation, the capital stock of the International Harvester Company was divided into two
classes, $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 declaration of a stock dividend of $20,000,000 on the common stock, this being a dividend of 33-! per cent.
Practically all of the officers and directors of the
newly formed International Harvester Company formerly owned an interest in and participated in managing one of the merged companies and were selected
according to a prearranged plan .
The International Harvester Company was mcorporated as an instrumentality to effect the unlawful purposes of defendants, as a means of destroying competition, or unlawfully combining and confederating a number of independent manufacturers,
dealers in and distributors of harvesting machinery,
tools, and implements, and binde~ 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
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operate. and control all their affairs in concert and
agreement; and that corporation then became and
with added acquisitions has ever since been itself
a combination in restraint of trade and commerce
between the States.
After the Milwaukee Harvester Company had
conveyed its properties to the International Harvester 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 Company of America. Said International Harvester
Company of America then concluded with the International Harvester Company an exclusive contract for the sale in the United States of the entire
output of the latter. The America company thereupon 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
is 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, 1903, 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
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machines, twine and tillage implements in competition 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 disguising 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 1903, in pursuance of their
general purpose, defendants, through the International 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 Aultman Miller Buckeye Company, an Ohio corporation,
was organized, which took over the plants and business 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,
auto buggies and tractors. The making of the" Buckeye" mowers and harvesting machinery formerly
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made by the Aultman Miller Company was discontinued.

In the early part of 1903 in pursuance of th .
1
'
w~~
era purpose, defendants, through the International
Harvester Company, acquired, by purchase of th
Gra.ss Twine Company, control of the stock an:
busmess of the Minnie Harvester Compau
f th M'
y, successor
o
e innea~olis ~arvester Company, long engaged
at St. Paul, Minn., In the manufacture of harvest
dt ·
.
ers
~n wme, selling and distributing its pr~ducts in
Interstate commerce throughout the United States
T~er~after by agreement of the defendants, th~
Mmme Harvester Company for a long time concealed and denied association with them and d
.
.
a vert1Sed itself as independent, in pursuance of the polic
of defendants, by disguising ownership to use coZ
trolled companies to break down opposition and
sec~re for themselves the benefit of the sentiment
agamst combinations. In the latter part of 1905
the International Harves1ter Company acquired b
conveyance
the business as going concerns of thye
.
comp~me~ named above, and thereupon the plant of
the Minme company was dismantled as a manufactory of. binders and mowers and subsequently converted mto a manufactory of twine j defendants disc?ntinued the manufacture and sale of the "Minnie"
bmders and mowers.
In the early part of 1903, in pursuance of the
general purpose of defendants, the International
Harvester Company acquired control of the Keystone C~mpany, an Illinois corporation with a plant
at Sterlmg, Ill., long engaged in the manufacture
and sale of harvesting machinery, and particularly
hay tools and mowers, shipping and distributing
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these articles throughout the United States. At
that time, by agreement of defendants, certain officers of the International Harvester Company purchased for cash all but a few shares of the stock of
the Keystone Company and thereafter operated that
company as an independent company, falsely advertising and holding it out to ble independent of any
trust or co:tnbine, in order that by disguising ownership defendants might use it as an instrument to
cripple opponents, with the view of driving them out
cif business and of destroying competition.
In September, 1905, the International Harvester
Company acquired, by conveyance from the Keystone 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 manufactory of hay tools and mowers. It was subsequently utilized for the manufacture of tillage implements and new lines. The making of the "Keystone" binders and mowers was discontinued by
defendants.
Prior to August, 1902, the five concerns which
combined in the formation of the International Harvester 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 competition with each other. Thereafter all such neces'sary raw materials were purchased by a single .organization in different places in the United States and
then shipped to the several plants or works of the
International Harvester Company, located as hereinafter described.
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In 1905, in pursuance of the:ir general purpose, defendants, through the International Harvester c
ompany, organized the Wisconsin Steel Company
'a
.
.
Wisconsm
corporation, with capital stock of $1 ooo _
000, all of which is owned by the International' Ha;_
vester Company. This company preserves a se a-·
rate organization, but its directors have at all ti~es
been elected by defendants, and its policy is controlled
and directed by them. It operates under leases :ironore lands in Wisconsin, Minnesota, and Michigan,
owns and operates coal lands and mines in Kentucky, blast furnaces for the production of pig :iron
at. South Chicago, Ill., and steel mills and rolling
mills at South Chicago and Chicago, where it produ~es ingots, billets, blooms, finished bars and shapes.
It is engaged in interstate commerce, selling its products above mentioned to defendants and others and
shipping the same from the places of production to
the plants and works of defendants hereinafter enumerated under paragraph IX.
In 1905, in pursuance of their general purposes,
defendants, through the International Harvester
Company, organized the Wisconsin Lumber Company, a Wisconsin corporation, capital stock $250,000,
all of which is held by the International Harvester
Company. This company preserves a separate
organization, but its d:irectors have at all times been
elected by defendants, and its policy is controlled
and directed by them. It is engaged in interstate
commerce, selling lumber and the products 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 defendants as means and instrumentalities to eliminate
competition and in pursuance of the general purposes hereinabove described.
In pursuance of their general purposes, defendants, in 1902, through the International Harvester
Company, acqu:ired all the capital stock, $500,000,
of the Illinois Northern Railway, an Illinois corporation. The Illinois Railway is a switching company,
organized in 1901 by the McCormick Harvesting
Machine Company, owning or leasing some twentyfive 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 Company, acquired all the capital stock, $400,000, of the
Chicago, West Pullman & Southern Railroad Company, 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 defendants as a means to obtain undue preferences from
trunk lines connecting therewith, among other ways,
by persuading and inducing such connecting railroads 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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Company, organized defendant, the International
Flax Twine Company, a Minnesota corporationf
capital stock $250,000, and thereafter, by means of
said Minnesota corporation, engaged in a further
extension of the business of the defendants of manufacturing and selling binder twine. To it was conveyed the plant of the Grass Twine Company at
St. Paul-purchased by the defendants in the manner
hereinbefore described-all the products of defendant, the International Harvester Company of America, which then sells them throughout the United
States in the same manner that it sells and distributes the products of the International Harvester
Company. Defendant, International Flax Twine
Company, is being used by defendants as an instrumentality in accomplishing the unlawful purposes of
monopolization previously described.
In the beginning the only business of the International Harvester Company was the manufacture
and sale of grain harvesters or binders, and mowers,
reapers, rakes, and twine, and corn harvesters, corn
huskers, shredders and shockers, the principal lines
being grain binders, mowers and rakes-the same as
that carried on by the companies whose plants,
business, and assets it acquired upon its formation;
but from year to year many other agricultural
machines, implements, and tools have been added,
so that to-day it is manufacturing and selling all
classes-tillage implements, seeding implements 1 harvesting machines, threshing machines, and wagons,
manure spreaders, gasoline engines, cream separators 1
autobuggies1 automobiles 1 tractors, cultivators, drills,
tedders, seeders, hay loaders, hay presses, sweep
rakes, stackers, trucks 1 etc. 1 all in pursuance ,of the
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Said original petition prayed that the combination
and each of the eleme:dts composing it be adjudged
illegal under the Sherman Law; that the court
adjudge the International Harvester Company to be
a combination in restraint of trade in harvesting and
agricultural machinery, a restraint, and an attempt to
monopolize and a monopolization thereof; that the
International Harvester Company be adjudged an
unlawful instrumentality operated and maintained
for the purpose of carrying into effect the illegal
purposes of the combination; that the court by way of
injunction restrain the movement of the products of
the International Barvester Company of America in
interstate commerce, or, if the court should be of
opinion that the public interests will be better subserved thereby, that receivers be appointed to take
possession of all the property, assets, business, and
affairs of said combinations, and wind up the same,
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 Harvester Company in other corporation defendants
under the circumstances shown be declared illegal
and that it be enjoined ~rom continuing to own such
shares and from exercising any right in connection
therewith; that petitioner have general relief.
The foregoing is a summary of the averments of
said 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 original petition as if the same were fully set forth herein.

II.
DECISION OF THIS COURT, FINAL DECREE DATED AUGUST
15, 1914, AND ORDER AMENDING IT.

The defendants having :filed a 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 hearmg
in November, 1913, before a specially constituted
District Court composed of Circuit Judges Sanborn,
Hook and Smith. On August 12, 1914, this court
hand~d down its decision holding that the International Harvester Company was organized to eliminate competition between the combining compan~es
and was from the beginning a combination in restramt
of interstate commerce, and a monopolization of such
commerce in harvesting machinery, and illegal, as in
violation of the Sherman Antitrust Act. The opinion of the court, by Judge Smith, ~oncludes as
follows;
We conclude that the International Harvester 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. ~nd
by the subsequent acquisitions of com:r_ie~mg
plants, and that all the defendant_ subs1di~ry
companies became from time to time parties
to the illegal combination, and the ~efendant
companies are combined to_ monopolize a p~t
of the interstate and foreign tr~de. It _will
therefore be ordered that the entire combma-
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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 this
case is appealed and this decree superseded,
then within 90 days from the filing of the
procedendo or mandate from the supreme
court, 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 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.
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 heretofore had, and the court being well advised in
the premises finds that the defendant the
International Harvester Company was as
originally organized and now is a combination
in restraint of trade and commerce among the
several States, and with foreign nations in
agricultural implements, and did from its
inception monopolize and attempt to monopolize a part of the trade and commerce among
the several States and with foreign nations in
agricultural implements, and the International
Harvester Company of America, the International Flax Twine Company, the Wisconsin
Steel Company, the Wisconsin Lumber Com-
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pany, the Illinois Northern Railway, and t~e
Chicago, West Pullman and Southern Railroad 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 Deermg,
John J. Glessner, William H. Jones, Harold
F. McCormick, Richard F. Howe, Edgar A.
Bancroft, George F. Baker, William J. Louderback, Norman B. Ream, Charles Steele, John
A. Chapman, Elbert H. Gary, Thomas D.
.Jones, John P. Wilson, William L. Saunde~s,
and George W. Perkins are officers of said
International Harvester Company and are
aiding and assisting it in the unlawful business
mentioned:
It is adjudged and decreed that said combination 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. l~ast three
substantially equal, separate, distmct, and
independent corporations, with wholly separate owners and stockhold()rs, 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 superseded, then the time in which the defe~dant
shall file said plan is hereby extended to mnety
days from the filing of the procedendo or mandate 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 defendants.
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Jurisdiction is retained by the court to make
such additional decrees as may be deemed
n:cessa? to secure the final winding up and
d1ssolut10n of the combination and monopoly
complained of and as to costs.
In case the defendants or any of them see
fit to ~ppeal from this decree the supersedeas
bond is fixed at $50,000, and the same may
be a~pr~ve~ by ~my one of the circuit judges
of this circmt who sat upon the trial.
The defendants having moved the court to modif

•t d ecree m
. certain particulars, the following order
y
I s
was entered on October 3, 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 herein on the
15~h day of August, 1914, and the parties
bemg present by their respective counsel and
the court having considered the same
'
It is hereby ordered, That said decre~ be and
the same is hereby, amended by strikin~ out
the words "and with foreign nations" wherever 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 commencement of this suit or since, so far as lawful and
necessary to effect a dissolution of the combination, are not renounced but expressly
reserved, and by striking out, pursuant to an
agreement between the Attorney General and
counsel for the defendants evidenced by the
written consent of the Attorney General signed
by the United States Attorney for Minnesota,
presented to the court this day, the first sentence in the second paragraph of said decree
reading as follows:
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"It is adjudged and decreed that said combination and rp.onopoly be forever dissolved,
and to the end that the business and assets of
the International Harvester Company be separated and divided among at least three substantially equal, separate, distinct, and independent corporations with wholly separate
owners and stockholders and that the defendant file with the clerk within ninety days a plan
for such separation and division for the consideration of this court,"
And substituting in place thereof the following:
"It is adjudged and decreed that said
combination and monopoly be forever dissolved, and to that end that the business and.
assets of the International Harvester Company
be divided ill 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 division 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 a plan of dissolution under
the decree August 15, 1914, as amended.
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III.
THE FINAL DECREE OF THIS COURT DATED NOVEMBER
2, 1918.

Following the dismissal by the defendants of their
said appeal and the coming down of the mandate of
the Supreme Court; there was entered by this court
on November 2) 1918) a final decree which after
~·eciti~g) by way of preamble) all former ;roceed
mgs m the case) and setting forth the hereinafterdescribed merger of the International Harvester
Company of New Jersey and the International Harvester Corporation into the present International
Harvester; provided as follows:
It is therefore ordered) That the decree here-

inab~ve set forth [dated August

15) 1914]

be remstated as the final decree in this cause.
and the name International Harvester Com~
parry ':~erever hereinafter used includes both
the ongmal and the successor corporation of
that name.

An? the parties ha~ng agreed upon and
subrmtted to the court a plan for carrying into
effect the order contained in said decree that
~he combination and monopoly therein adJUdged unlawful be dissolved and the court
!ia:Jng considered and appr~ved the plan;
it Is ·further ordered) in accordance therewith,
as follows:
(a) The defendants; International Harvester
Company and International Harvester Company of America) their officers; directors) and
agents, are hereby prohibited and enjoined,
~rom and after December 31, 1919, from havmg ~ore than one representative or agent in
any c1ty or town in the United States for the
sale of their harvesting machines and other
agricultural implements;
(b) T~e International Harvester Company
shall; w1th all due diligence, offer for sale, at

fair and reasonable prices, the harvesting machine lines now made and sold by the International Harvester Company under the trade
names of "Osborne/' "Milwaukee," and
"Champion," respectively, including the exclusive right t.o use such trade na:nes:. and all
patterns, drawings; blue.prints, drns,. Jigs, and
other machines and eqmpment specially us~d
by the International Harvesting Company. m
the manufacture of said three harvestmg
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 ~efendan~s
shall have any substantial stock mterest m
such purchaser nor shall any defendant be
such purchaser.' The International Harvester
Company, from and after the ~fate of the entry
of this decree, shall be reqmred to accept a
reasonable price from any purchase~ ap_proved
by the United States for a:iy of said lmes of
harvesting machines; and m. 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 pr~p
erty proposed to be purchased; such pnce
shall be fixed by this court.
(c) The International Harvester Company
shall also presently offer and endeavor. to
sell in connection with said harvester lines
th "Champion" harvester plant and works
at eSpringiield, Ohio; and the "Osborne" harvester No. 1 plant and works at Auburn,
New y ork, and shall stand ready to accept. a
fair and reasonable price for either of said
plants from any pu!chaser of eit~er o: the
harvester lines herembefore mentioned) and
in the event that the pa~ties ar~ unable ~o
l:J.gree as to what is a fa~r pnce for either of. said
pll:!.nts) the question at issue shall be subrmtted
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w?-~hout fom_ial :pleadings,
vi~ion and direct10n of the

under the superUnited States to
this court for decision, and the finding of this
court as to said question of a fair price shall
be acceJ?ted by and be binding upon the
Internat10nal Harvester Company:
.Cd) In th~ event that any one or more of
said three Imes of harvesting machines, including plants, patterns, etc., as aforesaid
shall not have been sold by the International
Harvester Company in pursuance of th
terms and provisions of this decree within on:
year after the close of the existinO' war i·
·
"' then,n
w hih
c . t h e U rnted
States is engaged,
upon the request of the United States, the
s~me sh3:11 be sold at public auction to the
highest bidder therefor, in such manner time
an~ place as may be agreed upon betw~en th~
Urnted States and the International Harvester Companyi and in default of such
agreement then under the order and direction of this court.
(e) The object to be attained under the
term~ _of t~is decree is to restore competitive
cond1t10ns m the United States in the interstate business in harvesting machines and
other agricultural implements, and in the
event that such competitive conditions shall
n.ot have been established at the expiration of
eighteen 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
the event that said war shall be terminated
wi~hin less than six months after the entry of
this decree), then and in that case the United
States shall have the right to such further
relief herein as shall be necessary to restore
said 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, ratifications of the treaty were exchanged at Berlin oh
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 International Harvester
Corporation was organized under the laws of New
Jersey to take over approxim:ate.ly 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 separators, 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. In
ret~rn for these properties and securities the International
. . Harvester· Company received
· · · 3·00, ooo sh ares
(entire ISsue) of the 7 per cent cumulative preferred
stock and 399,964 shares (total 400,000) of the
common stock of the International Harvester Corporation. The company offered the preferred stock
for pro rata distribution among the holders of its
own preferred stock and the common stock for r
t
d" t "b .
p 0
ra a is n ution among the holders of its own
co:n:non stock, each shareholder being given the
privilege of taking cash to the amount of the par
value of the stock so offered. The capital stock of
the International Harvester Company was thereupon
reduced from $801 000,000 common and $60,000,000
preferred to $40,000,00.0 common and $30,000,000
preferred.
In February, 1913, the International Harvester
Company changed its name to International Harvester Company of New Jersey.
On September 19, 1918, the present International
H~rvester Company was organized in New Jersey,
bemg a merger of the International Harvester Company of New Jersey and the International Harvester
CO,rporation. T~e merger ag:reement, dated July
26, 1918'. was ratified by stockholders of the merging
corporat10~s on September 19, 1918. The agreement provided that the new corporation should have
a capital stock equal to the capital stock of the two
merging comparl;ies, namely, $140,000,000 in all,
divided into $60,000,000 7 per cent. cumulative pre-ferred stock and $80,000,000 co:inmon stock, each
share being of the par value of $100. The shares of
the new corporation were issued to the shareholders

27

of the merged companies in eilchange 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 Novemqer 2, 1918, the defendant, the International
Harvester Company, has sold to the EmersonBrantingham 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 Emerson-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 machines; that they each had plants adequate to manufacture the newly acquired lines; that neither desired to acquire the plants of the International
Harvester Company at which those lines had theretofore been produced, and asking that it be per-
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mitted to sell the lines without the necessity of
disposing of the physical properties. The application was granted.
The Milwaukee line of harvesting machines, a negligible 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 arrange:r;n-ent of the International Harvester Company's plants in the United States is as
follows:
~~1cCormick Works, Chicago, Ill., binders, reapers,
harvester threshers, mowers, rakes, hay stackers,
corn machines, ensilage cutters.
Deering Works, Chicago, Ill., binders, reapers, harvester threshers, mowers, rakes, corn machines, potato diggers, cultipackers.
Milwaukee Works, Milwaukee, Wis., engines, cream
separators, tractors.
Tractor Works, Chicago, Ill., tractors.
Akron Works, Akron, Ohio, commercial cars, motor
trucks.
Auburn Works (formerly Osborne), Auburn, N. Y.,
tillage implements.
Chattanooga .Plow ·works, Chattanooga, Tenn.,
plows, cane mills, evaporators, and kettles.
Ft. Wayne Works, Fort Wayne, Ind., motor trucks.
P. & 0. Plow Works, Canton, Ill., plows, listers,
beet pullers, cultivators, corn planters.
Richmond liVorks, Richmond, Ind., seeding machines.
Rock Falls· Works, Rock Falls, Ill., corn shellers,
harrows, hay loaders, side rakes and tedders.
Springfield Works (formerly Champion), Springfield, 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,
Ill., corn planters, corn cultivators, threshers, manure spreaders.
Twine Works, two located in Chicago, one m
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, described 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. ?~·' described in the summary of the original pet1t10n.
Illinois Northern Railway, described in the summary of the original petition.
·
Deering Southwestern Railway, organized June 24,
1903, under the laws of. Missouri. Capital stock,
authorized and issued, $400,000. Operates between
Caruthersville and Hornersville, Mo., and in addition to serving the properties of the defendant, the
Wisconsin Lumber Company, does a general passenger and freight business.

v.
IN.A.DEQUAC'Y OF THE DECREE OF NOVEMBER 2, 1918, TO
RESTORE COMPETITIVE CONDITIONS.

At the time of the formation of the International
Harvester Company in 1902 certificates representing
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the capital stock of that company were exchanged
for the business and assets of the companies
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 $3,123,691 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
as 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 develop
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
investment in McCormick and Deering lines has
steadily decreased; and the proportion of the output and sales of the Champion, Osborne, and Milwaukee lines to the output and sales of the McCormick 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

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 ill 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. The proportion of the liries 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 December 31, 1910, is shown in the following table:
Plants.
Champ1on.---------·---------·--------------

--------------------------

Osborne 1 - - - -- --- - - - • - - - - - - - - - - -- · · · -- · · -- · · · · • · · · -Osborne and Champion combined .. ____________ --------------------

McCormick.... -- --- - -- - - - - -- - - --- - ---- ----- · · · -- · ----- · - · · -- ·- ---- -

1

Includes tillage works at Osborne plant.

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

'

'

Plants.
Champion. - - - - - ---- - - -- ---- · - -- · · --- - · · ---- ·- -- · · ·· · · ·· -- --Osborne 1 -- - -- - -- -· · ···- •• -- · · ·- · · ··- · •· ···- •• · - · · •· • • · ----- ----- -Champion and Osborne combined............................... --McCormick. - - - - -- ---- - -- - · · -- · · ---- · -- · ·· ·· · ·· · · -- · · · · -- · -- · · ·- -- -

l

Includes tillage plant also.

52077-23---3
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The following table shows the total output of harvesting machines by the International Harvester
Company, by lines, during the manufacturing season
ending September 30, 1910, with percentages:

merce m harvesting machines m the United States
that said decree is inadequate to accomplish its declared purpose, namely, to restore competitive conditions in the interstate business in harvesting machines and other agricultural implements and bring
about a situation in harmony with the law. Petitioner 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 machines in the United States that the separation
thereof from the International Company could have
no appreciable effect on competitive conditions.

Grain binders.

Brand.

Mowers.

Rakes.I

N-umber.

Per
cent.

Number.

Per
cent.

Number.

Per
cent.

3,142
6,409
7, 196

2.5
5.1
5.8

8,863
19, 338
13,439

3.4
7.4
5.2

11, 917
23, 672
6, 722

7.5
14. 9
4.2

Corn binders.

Number.

Per
cent.

_______,___ ,_______ - - - - - - - - Champion ..............

Osborne ...... __ .. __ .....
Milwaukee2 _____ .......

5 ····--565
3.0
1,888
10.0

-------~---------

Total .•...........

16,747

13.4

41,640

16.0

42,311

26.6

2,458

13.0

--==~=1====e===1=====•l====l=====I--

McConnick.............
Deering .................

Other brands'-.........

55, 095
52,083
1, 457

43. 9
41.6
1.1

115, 076
96,104
7, 706

44. 2
36.9
2. 9

67, 864
45,650
3, 401

42. 6
8, 761
46. o
28.7
7,812
41.0
2.1 ............... .

-----------------

Total............. 125, 382

100. O 260, 526

100. O 159, 226

100. o

19, 031

100. o

Exclusive of side-delivery and sweep .rakes.
z Manufactured at McCormick works.
a Includes Plano brand manufactured at Deering .works and Keystone brand manufactured
at McCormick works.
·

·

1

The following table shows the same for the manufacturing season ending September 30, 1918:
Grain binders.
Brand.

Num-

Per

Mowers.
Num-

Per

Rakes.
Num-

Per

Com binders.
Num-

_______ ,________________
ber.

Champion...............
Osborne.................
Milwaukee 1.. .. • . . . . . . . .

cent.

2 .......
1,351
Z.6
1, :M4
2. 3

ber.

2,061
5,394
3, MB

cent.

1.9
4.8
3. 3

ber.

817
5,080
1, 215

cent.

ber.

Per

cent.

1.7 ............... .
10.7
1,044
3.9
2. 6
2, 978
11. o

Total.............

2, 597

4. 9

11, 101

10. 0

7, 112

15. O

4, 022

14. 9

McConnick ..........•..
Deering.................

27,305
23, 379

51.2
43. 9

55,871
44, 529

50.1
39. 9

22,680
17, 610

47.8
37.2

12,572
10, 408

46.6
38.5

Total.............

53, 281

100. 0

111, 501

100. 0

47, 402

100. 0

27, 002

100. 0

1

Manufactured at McCormick 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 defendant, the International Harvester Company, and
such a negligible part of the total trade and com-

VI.
THE DOMINANT POSITION OF THE INTERN.A.TIONAL HARVESTER COlllIP ANY HAS NOT BEEN AFFECTED.

In 1911, the year preceding the filing of the original
petition, the International Harvester Company controlled 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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By 1918, the year in which the decree was entered,
the International Harvester Company's control had
declined to approximately 64 per cent. Its proportions of the total production in the several lines for
that year were: grain binders, 65 per cent; mowers,
60 per cent; rakes, 58 per cent; corn binders, 73
per cent. This decline was due largely to the marked
increase in the production and sales of Deere & Company, which formerly manufactured only tillage implements, and began making harvesting machines
in about 1911.
In 1921, which marked the termination of the war,
the International Harvester Company's proportion
had further decreased to 59 per cent. The principal
falling off in its control was in the lower-priced
machines, such as rakes and tedders, rather than in
the more important and expensive machines, such
as binders. By this time the number of competitors
of the International Company was reduced from 19
to 11. The situation for the year is shown by the
following table:

~

0

Sales of harvesting machines in the United States, 1921, wi.th percentages.
Binders.

Mowers.

Corn binders.

Reapers.

Headers,

push binders.

Total.

Tedders.2

Rakes.1

Num-1
·INum-1 Per INum-! -1N=-1 Per 1N=-1 Per 1N=-1 Per 1N=-J Per INum-1
ber. cent. ber. cent. .ber. I cent. ber. cent. ber. cent. ber. cent. ber. cent.
ber.
cent.
Per

Per

68.15138, 997
1, 4481 4. 85 4, 261
3. 52 1, 726
1, 053
·50
.16 1, 516
.02
52

57.48 5,862 65.71
6.28 ..•.... .. ..•..
2.54
7.49
668
2.23 ··-··-· ··--·-·
.08
3
.03

Per

1~
52
26
42

·······
------- ------- ·····-· ··----- ·······
3,565 11.98 8, 630 12. 72 1,644 18.43 ------762
2.55 4, 910
7.24
5. 31 ------474
Sears-Roebuck ................. -- ....... --····· ··-····
362
.53 ------- ···-··· ·-·····
....... ···----

Minn. P;ison . .. : ........................ 1, 550
Moline Plow... ---·--··-- ... ---··-------· 1,070

5.19
3.58

2, 666
3,404

Thomas.-------------·········---------·······-------- 1,325

3. 93 ······5.02
270
1.95 ·------

29,840 1100.00 167,849 1100.00
i
11

I s,921

--·-···
3.03

··--·-26

------· ···-·-1100.00

- -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 77. 98 2, 711 74.34 23, 010
7.84
781 21.41 3, 149
3. 92
155
4.25 2,031
6. 34 -·----- -----··
893
------- .. .. - ···---- 24
------- ···-··· ----·-- 716
------- ······· ----··· 4,371
------- ······· ------- 3, 137
------- ······· ------- 397
···---- ------- ------- 1, 764
3. 92 ·····-- ------- 1,882
~

-

--·-··· ······· -······

663 1100.00

54. 30
7.43
4. 79
2.11
.06
1.69
10. 32
7.40
.94
4.16
4.44
2.36

l,ooo

92, 848
9, 836
5,815
2,803
85
------- ···-··2.25
88
804
524 13.41 18, 734
855 21. 87 10, 138
------- ------- 759
------- ··----· 5, 980
393 10.05
7,045
31
. 79
2,356
1, 415
145
156
302

36.20
3. 71
3. 99
7. 73

59.07
6.26
3. 70
I. 78
.05
.51
11.92
6.45
.48
3.80
4.48
1.50

w

0)

I 3,647 1100.00 142,3741100.00 I 3,909 1100.00 1151,203 1100.00

Includes side delivery rakes.
Includes combination rakes and tedders.
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The foregoing tables 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
percentage has increased sharply, the percentages of
the purchasers of those lines have shown a marked
falling off. Thus the Emerson-Brantingham Company, purchaser of the Osborne line, had 6.45 per
cent of the harvesting machine business in 1921 and
only 4.88 per cent in 1922; and B. F. Avery & Sons,
purchaser of the Champion line, had 6.26 per cent
of the business in 1921 and only 4.35 per cent in 1922.
Moreover, the number of independent manufacturers of harvesting machines is steadily shrinking,
due to the inability of those companies to compete
with the International Harvester Company. The
latter, with its enormous capital, credit, and resources, its profitable side lines and lumber, steel, and
coal subsidiaries, is enabled, particularly in times of
depression, to sell its harvesting machines at cost,
which cost is generally lower than that of its competitors, and thus effectively eliminate competition and
monopolize the business.
Upon information and belief, petitioner alleges
that since the institution of this suit, and particularly 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
monopolizing the same by compelling its competitors to cease and desist from the manufacture and
sale 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 Company, Peoria, Illinois, which in 1911 was the International Company's principal competitor, suspended
active operations in 1919. Since then it has manufactured only a few machines from spare parts on
hand. In 1911 this company sold approximately
8,000 binders, 6,000 mowers, and 9,000 rakes. In
1922 it sold only 3 mowers, 1 corn binder, and 11
rakes.
The Walter A. Wood Mowing and Reaping Machine Company, Hoosick Falls, New York, one of
the oldest independent harvesting machine companies, has recently discontinued the manufacture of
harvesting machines and is now making only a few
parts for machines already sold, its principal business being 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. I:ri 1922 the company sold only 41 binders,
2,625 mowers, 38 reapers, 1,241 rakes, and 55 tedders.
Because of the falling off in their harvesting machine business, due to their inability to compete with
the International Harvester Company, the Moline
Plow Company, Moline, Illinois, Thomas Manufacturing Company, Springfield, Ohio, and MasseyHarris Company, Batavia, New York, are contemplating the discontinuance of their harvesting lines.
Wherefore petitioner alleges that the unlawful
combination in restraint of interstate trade and commerce 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
bv and through the defendant, International Harv~ster Company, has not been dissolved or affected
by the decree of this court, and that unless such combination and monopoly shall be effectively dissolved 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 commerce 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 harvesting machines which is their protection and right.

VII.
REPORT ,AND FINDINGS OF THE FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION 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. 223, directing the Federal
Trade Commission, under authority of the act entitled "An Act to create a Federal Trade Commission,
to define its powers and duties, and for other purposes," 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 (c) 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 Stat t
es o prevent
d
t .
an res ram an:y viol~tion of the Antitrust
~~t~, .to make mvestigation, upon its own
imt1ative, of the manner in which the d
has been or is being carried out ·and uecree
the
r t•
)
non
app :ca wn of the Attorney General it
shall be Its duty to make such investigation
It shall transm~t to the Attorney General ~
report .embodymg its findings and recom1?-endat10ns as a result of any such investi at10n, and the report shall be made prb11· g.
th d"
.
u
c In
e Iscretion of the Commission.
!hereupon the Commission proceeded to mak
pamstaking and
h
.
.
.
e a
.
.
ex austive mvesfagation of the
entrre subject of the cost of farm machinery. On
May 4, 1920, the Commission made its report to th
Senate, containing the most explicit find'
e
all h
f h
mgs on
p ases o t e subject, including the effect of th
decree _o~ this co~~t dated November 2, 1918,
competitive cond1tions in the h
t·
.
. d
arves mg machine
m. usi;ry. A copy of said report was duly transm1tted to the Attorney General, as provided by the
statute.

o:

The Commission found (and petitioner hereby
adopts said .findings and alleges them to be true) that
the sepa~at10n of the Osborne, Champion, and Mil:vaukee. ~nes can have little effect upon the dominat~ng pos1t10n of ~he International Harvester Company
m the harvestmg-machine industry. This finding
was based on three principal factors (1) the small
and constantly decreasing importance of those brands
and plants as compared with other brands and
plant~ to be_ retained by the company; (2) the large
and mcreasmg factory costs of the two or three
brands surrendered as compared with the factory

costs of the two brands retained; and (3) the low
total cost of the two brands retained-McCormick
and Deering-as compared with the total cost of
the harvesting machines 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 interstate trade and commerce in harvesting machines,
it would be necessary to separate the McCormick
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 may be arrived at that.
will in fact restore competitive conditions m the
harvesting-machine business.
The Commission suggested the division of the
business and assets of the International Harvester
Comp.any into three companies, as follows:
IMPLEMENT COMPANY A,

Deering.
Milwaukee.
Osborne tillage.
Plano.
Keystone.
Chattanooga.
Chatham (Canada).
Lubertzy (Russia).
Croix (France).

IMPLEMENT COMPANY B,

McCormick.
McCormick tractor.
Akron.
Weber.
Parlin & Orendorff.
St. Paul.
Hamilton (Canada).
Neuss (Germany).
Norrkoping (Sweden).

STEEL COMPANY.

Steel works.
Ore mines.
Coal mines.

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, dealing with the inadequacy of said decree to restore
competitive conditions, are attached hereto as a part
of this supplemental petition, marked "Exhibit A."
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VIII.
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 interstate trade and commerce in harvesting machinery,
and still is monopolizing and attempting to monopolize 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 opinions, orders and decrees of this court.
2. That the provisions of the decree, dated November 2, 1918, for the disposition by the defendant,
the International Harvester Company, of its Osborne,
Champion, and Milwaukee lines of harvesting machines are inadequate to achieve the declared purpose of said decree, namely, to restore competitive
conditions in the United States in the interstate
business in harvesting machines and other agricultural 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 decree 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 conditions 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

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

Jr.,
United States Attorney.

LAFAYETTE FRENCH,

ABRAM F. MYERS,

Special Assistant to the Attorney General.
H.

M. DAUGHERTY,

A.

T.

Attorney General.
SEYMOUR,

Assistant to the Attorney General.
GuY D. GOFF,
J. A. FOWLER,

w.

F. MARTIN,

Special Assistants to the Attorney General.

47

:REPORT OF FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION .ON THE CAUSES .O
HIGH PRICES OF, FARM IMPLEMENTS, DATED .MAY 4, 1920. ]'

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 repairing of old machines to meet the increase in domestic requirements.

LETTER OF SUBMITTAL.

INCREASE IN PRICES.

EXHIBIT

A.

FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION

Washington, May 4, l920,
To the President of the Senate:
. Thi~ report is ma_de_ in response to the resolution of the Senate i
direct~ng the ComJ_IDss10~ to report the causes for the high prices of
farm :in:plements, mcludmg any facts relating to restraints of trad
or unfair method~ of competition· in the industry, and whether b;
re~son of such prices the farmers have been prevented from mak
fair pro~ts. This inquiry i~volved, therefore, a determination of::
costs, pric~s, and profits of rmplement manufacturers, the prices and
profits of implement dealers, the question of restraints of trade
unfai_r me~hods of competitio~ among manufacturers or dealers, a:~
the s1tuat10n_ of the farmer with respect to the prices paid for implements and his general economic position.
PRINCIPAL FINDINGS OF FACT.

The Commission :finds that the prices of farm implements purchased _by the farmers increased on the average 73 per cent during
the period 1914 to 1918, and that this increase was due to the following 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
the~r 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 manufactureT<s 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 in~rease in_ the pric:s of farm products was generally greater
than the mcrease m the prices of implements and this increase in implement 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

S. Res. 223, 65th Cong., 2d sess.

(46)

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 manufacturers, 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 considerable increase m 1917. The increases in 1915 and 1916 were
quite 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
handled other articles as well as implements, were as follows:
The net sales increased 60 per cent, the gross profits 75 per cent,
the total expenses 38 per cent, the net income 152 per cent, the investment 28 per cent, while the rate of profit on investment increased
from 9 per cent in 1915 to 17.7 per cent in 1918, which is an increase
of 97 per cent.
PROFITS OF MANUFACTURERS.

Twenty-two farm implement manufacturers, embracing over 85
cent of the industry, showed for 1918 compared with 1916 the
results from their implement business:
The net sales increased 63 per cent, the cost of sales 67 per cent,
the selling, general, and administrative expenses 17 per cent, the net
operating income from the implement business 106 per cent, the investment 1 per cent, while the rate of return on investment in the
implement business increased from 9.7 per cent in 1916 to 19.9 per
cent 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
rate of profit was nearly the same as in 1916, namely, 9.8 per cent;.
in 1917 it was a little lower than in 1918, namely, 16.6 per cent.
52077-23--4
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CONCERTED ACTION AMONG MANuFACTURERS.

Practically all important manufacturers of. farm im~le::nents :ire
members of the National Implement and Vehicle Associat10n, 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 form implements. The gener~ offices
are in Chicago. The association and each department has its own
president, secretary, and executive corn:IDttee. These office~s ~nd
co=itteemen carry on most of the active work of the associat10n.
All of them, except the secretary of the main association, are officers
or employees of the member companies. There are two other associations 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.
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.

49
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 maintaining 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
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
Co=ission, 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
The methods used by officers and members of the manuf~cture::s'
and Vehicle Dealers' Associations with offices at Abilene, Kans., and
associations in bringing about concerted price advances and m marnthe Eastern Federation of Farm Machinery Dealers, with offices at
taining prices were as follows:
.
.
.LW.autJl~J.lila, Pa. There are also a large number of local clubs which
Price comparison meetings at which advances .ill prices recently
been organized by the larger associations.
made or intended to be made were discussed.
The federations and their constituent associations have attempted
Cost comparison meetings at which inflated costs were compared
increase the profits of members and protect them from competition
with the tacit understanding that prices would be advanced the same
many ways, the following being the more important:
percentage shown by the inflated costs.
.
.
They have fostered local price agreements between dealers of the
Terms meetings at which agreements were made respectmg umtown.
form terms, thus making the prices of the different members more
They have induced manufacturers not to sell to dealers who do
comparable.
.
.
_
maintain prices locally agreed upon.
Standardization meetmgs at which agreements were made respect
They have induced manufacturers not to sell to concerns con.ing the standardization of implements .and the equi?ment to be fu~
as irregular by the dealers, especially cooperative stores and
nished, thus making the costs and prices of the different members
mail-order concerns.
more comparable.
.
uld
By means of so-called cost education they have urged dealers to
Frequent exchange of price lists by mail'. so that me.mbers co
l!'n1aint:'l.m a high and uniform percentage of gross profit.
check up each other's prices, terms, and eqmpment furmshed.
d
Frequent exchange by letters of what advances had been ma e
recently and asking for other members' recent price advances.
METHODS OF ADVANCING PRICES.
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EFFECT OF HIGH PRICES ON FARM PROFITS.

Although the prices of farm implements were advanced m
"dl th
h ·
·
ore
r~pi . y . an t e mcreases m ~he act:ial costs of manufacture and
di~trrbut10n warranted, they did not mcrease so rapidly as did the
prices of farm products. In 1918 as compared with 1913 the ·
f .
.
'
'
prices
~ farm pro~ucts mcreased 118 per cent, while the prices of farm
implements mcreased 72 per cent. Consequently, the product of an
~ere of fahrm I.and would ~my a larger quantity of farm implements
m 191 8 t _an m 1914 or m preceding years. Furthermore, the expense attributable to farm implements represents only a small partless than 10 per cent-of the farmers' total expense.
No comprehensive ~ata are available regarding the profits of
~armers, but all the ava~able evidence indicates that they were higher
m 1917 and 1918 than m the four years preceding notwithstand·
the higher prices of farm implements.
'
mg
I_Iow~ver, if implement prices prevailing at the present time are
mamtamed and the prices _of farm products decrease, this expense
may well become a factor m preventing the farmer from makin
fair profit.
g a
INTERNATIONAL HARVESTER DISSOLUTION.

. The_ Commission is by law empowered to investigate the manner
m which a final d_ecree in any antitrust suit is being. carried out.
A~ t~e ~al ~ecree m the International Harvester case was filed while
t~s ~nqmr~ mto the implement industry was in progress, the Com_rmss10.r: has mcorporated in the present report the results of its inquiry
mto this matter.
_By_ a consent decree filed November 2, 1918, in the United States
District Court at St. Paul the International Harvester Co. was ordered ~o sell its Champion and Osborne harvester plants and its
Champ10n, Osborne, and Milwaukee harvesting lines, and was furthermore restricted to one dealer-agent in each town.
The proportion of the investment in the Champion and Osborneplants to_ the total investment in all the company's plants was 12.9
per cent m 1910 and 8.9 per cent in 1918, which shows the small and.
decreasing importance of the plants which are to be ~old.
The proporti~ns of the number of Champion, Osborne, and Milwaukee harvestmg 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;
mow~rs, 16 per cent in 1910 and 10 per cent in 1918; rakes, 26.6 per
cent m 1910 and 15 per cent in 1918; corn binders, 13 per cent in.
1910 and 14.9 per cent in 1918.

51
As is shown by the above figures, the brands to be sold were of
"'"'"''"·"'"", 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
the 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
binders. The third brand to be sold-Milwaukee-has costs that
compare 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
the costs of the harvesting machines of other manufacturers.
The proportions of the total production of the principal harvesting machines which the International Harvester Co. had in 1911,
before the Government suit was brought, and the proportions it ha,d
in 1918 were as follows:
Grain binders, 87 per cent in 1911 and 65 per cent in 1918; mowers, 77 per cent in 1911 and 60 per cent in 1918; rakes, 72 per cent
in 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
ma,chines shown, the company still retains a sufficient proportion of
the business to give it a dominating position in the industry, especially as it has additional advantages in low costs of manufacture and
in 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
basis of output.
The separation of the Champion, Osborne, and JYiilwaukee brands
and the Champion and Osborne harvester works from the International Harvester Co. can have little effect, therefore, upon the dominating position of that company in the harvesting-machine line,
especially as regards grain binders. This results from three factors:
(1) the small and constantly decreasing importance of those brands
and plants as compared with other brands and plants to be retained
by the company; (2) the large and .constantly increasing factory
costs of two of the three hr.ands surrendered as compared with the
factory costs of the two brands retained; and (3) the low total cost
of the two brands retained-McCormick and Deering-as compared
with the total cost of the harvesting machines manufactured by other
companies.
It is indicative of the dominating position of the International
Rarveste:r Co. ill the harvesting-rnachine business that it refused .to
cooperate with other h1J.rvesting-machine ma,nufacturers in lJ.$$Ocia-
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tion activities, although it did so cooperate with respect to th
.
f.
1
.
o er
1mes o imp e~e.nts ~hich it did not dominate. (Seep. 548.)
The Comm1ss10n is of the opinion that the final decree of N 0
?er 2, 1918, will fail in its purpose to "restore competitive condi~_em..t d S
. h .
.
ions
m th e U m e
tates m t e mterstate business in harvestm·g
" T
mahin
c es.
he court, however, provided in the final decree that ·
the. ev~nt such competitive conditions were not restored "at t;:;,
exprrat10n of 18 months after the .termination of the existing war"
the Government s~ould have the ~1~ht to such further relief as shall
be necessary ~o ?rmg about a cond1t10n in harmony with the law.
The Comm1ss10n believes that further steps are necessary to secu
the objects aimed at by the decree.
re
!'he d?minating position of the International Harvester Co. is
c~iefly with respect to the harvesting-machine lines and particular!
":th respect to grain ~inders.. The maintenance of this position
~1de_d by t~e steel-makmg busmess of the company, which furnishes
it
. either
. with large profits or with steel at cost' thereby furth er
mcre~sm~ the International Harvester Co.'s dominating position by
reducmg its already low costs of manufacture.
The division of the business of the International Harvester Co
~herefore,. sho~d be in such. a way as to divide effectively the harvest~
mg-machme Imes and to separate therefrom the steel business less
than half o~ the pr.oducts of which have been utilized by its ~ple
ment factories and is. therefore ~_u?h too large to be left with any one
of them. To make any such d1vis10n of the "harvesting-machine lines
effective in restoring competition it would be absolutely essential to
separate the McCormick and Deering plants and the McCormick and
Deering brands. It would also be necessary, of course, to enforce
the absolute separation of ownership of the stock in the new companies to be organized.
· It is necessary to separate the McCormick and Deering plants and
bran~s be?ause according to ~u~icial decision they were illegally
combmed 1Il 1902. and because it is these that have given the International Harvester Co. its dominating position in the harvestingmachine line. By their volume of output, their low cost of production,
and reputation in the trade, the possession of these two plants and
brands makes effective competition from other implement manufacturers illusory.

fs

CONCLUSIONS.

Farm-implement manufacturers and dealers by concerted action
advanced prices in 1917 and 1918 by amounts that were larger than
were warranted by the increase in their costs and expenses, and this
resulted in unusually large profits for those years.

In spite of the great increase in farm-implement prices, the farmers
were not prevented from malring as much profit as before because
the prices of farm products increased to an even greater exte::it.
The partial dissolution of the International Harvester Co. 11:11918
did not change the dominating position of th~t company m ~he
harvesting-machine line and will not do so while t~e McCorm1?k
and Deering plants and the steel business re1:11ain umted under its
control either directly or by common ownership of stock.
RECOMMENDATIONS

The Commission believes that judicial proceedings should be instituted against associations who have been active in restraining trade
in the farm-implement industry.
The Commission also believes that the International Harvester case
should be reopened as provided for in the final decre~, ~o that ~ J?lan
of dissolution be arrived at that will restore competitive cond1t10ns
m the harvesting-machine business.
Respectfully,
VICTOR MURDOCK, Chairman.
HUSTON THOMPSON.
NELSON

B.

GASKILL.

JoHN GARLAND PoLL.A.RD.
WILLIAM
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THE INTERNATIONAL HARVESTER DISSOLUTION,
1912-1918.
Section !.-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 International Har:ester _Co. It was the
outcome of the Government's suit for the d1ssolut10n of the International Harvester Co., which had begun in 1912.
The decree ordered the company to sell three of its minor harvestinu-machine lines and two of its smaller plants. It also provided that the company should retain onlJ'." one d~aler .in eac~ tow:i·
In this chapter is shown the effect this p~rtial d1s~olut.10n will
have on competitive conditions in the harvestmg-macbme lme.

s~ction 2.-Formation and subsequent development of the International
Harvester Co., 1902-1911.
The International Harvester Co. was organized in 1902 as a consolidation of the five principal manufacturers of harvesting ma-
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chines in the United States-namely, the McCormick Harvesting
Machine Co., Chicago, Ill.; Deering Harvester Co., Chicago, Ill.;
Plano Manufacturing Co., Chicago, Ill.; the Warder, Bushnell &
Glessner Co., Springfield, Ohio; and the Milwaukee Harvester Co.,
Milwaukee, Wis. The companies thus consolidated had in 1902
about 90 per cent of the total production of grain binders in the
United States, and about 80 per cent of the total production of
mowers, the two chief kinds of harvesting machines. The other
principal manufacturers of harvesting machines in the United States
were located in New York State, and their market was mainly confined to the North Atlantic States and to the export trade, so that
they did not come into severe competition with the machines of the
combination in the chief domestic markets, the Mississippi Valley
and the western prairies.
Almost immediately after its organization, the International Harvester Co. commenced the acquisition of competing manufacturers
of harvesting machines. In January, 1903, it secretly acquired control of D. M. Osborne & Co., Auburn, N. Y., its chief remaining
competitor. This secret control was maintained for nearly two years.
In 1903 and 1904 the combination secretly acquired and so operated
for a time several other competing harvesting machine companies,
namely, the Minnie Harvester Co., St. Paul, Minn.; the AultmanMiller Co., Akron, Ohio; and the Keystone Co., Sterling, Ill.
The company's acquisition of competitive harvesting-machine concerns was followed by the extension of its manufacture into numerous other lines, partly by converting certain of its harvestingmachine plants and partly by the purchase of established concerns
already manufacturing other lines. Among the more important of
such lines were tillage implements, manure spreaders, farm wagons,
gasoline engines, tractors, and cream separators. The e.xtension of
the company into these lines was facilitated by its substantially
monopolistic control of the harvesting-machine business, as control
in the most important branch of the farm-implement business
afforded a powerful lever for forcing the sale of its other lines.
As a result of the development just described, the position of the
company changed from that of a maker of harvesting machines
only, until by 1911 it was an important factor in several other
branches of the farm-implement business. In manure spreaders it
had come to have 50 per cent or over of the business, and in disk
harrows about 37 per cent, and was increasing its proportion in several other lines, such as wagons and gasoline engines.
In 1911 the company still maintained its supremacy in harvesting
machines, in spite of new competition from certain large plow and
tillage implement manufacturers, who were endeavoring to establish
a full line by beginning the manufacture of harvesting machines.
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Co., a new company 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,b00,000 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 proportion 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
Co. were allowed to turn in their stock and receive in exchange
therefor new stock certificates of the International Harvester Co. of
New Jersey and the International Harvester Corporation for onehalf the amount of preferred and common stock so turned in!
DECISION OF DISTRICT COURT IN 1914.-0n August 12, 1914, the district 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 ordered that the entir<;i combination 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 * * * 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
5 up and
dissolution of the combination and monopoly complained of and as to costs.

DECREES FILED IN 1914.-0n 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:
It is adjudged and decreed that said combination and monopoly be forever dissolved,
and to the end that the business and assets of the International Harvester Co. be
separated 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 a plan for such separation and

·division for the consideration of this court.
<Report of the Commissioner of Corporations on International Harvester Co., 1913. p. 169.
' 214 Fed., 1001.
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The Federal Trade Co=ission had no opportunity at that time
to express its opinion regarding the decree because it was not advised
that such action was contemplated. The Co=ission 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
Interp.ational Harvester Co., the appeal was dismissed by the Supreme 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 decree 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 hereinafter 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 Interm,tional 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, lJlue 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., froU::
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 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.
(c) The International Harvester Co. shall also presently offer and endeavor to sell
in connection with said harvester lines the "Champion" harvester plan{ 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
plant~ 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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national Harvester Co. in pursuance of the tei-ms and provisions of this decree within
one year after the close of the existing war in which the United States is engaged
then, upon the request of the United States, the same shall be sold at public auction
to the highest bidder therefor, in such manner, time, and place as may be agreed
upon between the United States and the International Harvester Co.; and in default
of such agreement then under the order and direction of this court.
(e) The object to be attained under the terms of this decree is to restore competitive
conditions in the United States in the interstate business in harvesting machines and
other agricultural implements, and, in the event that such competitive conditions
shall :r:iot have been established at the expiration of 18 months aftei- the termination
of the existing war in which the United States is engaged (or at the expiration of 2
years from the date of the entry of this decree in the event that said war shall be
terminated within less than 6 months after the entry of this decree) then and in that
case the United States shall have the right to such further relief herein as shall be
necessary to restore said competitive conditions and to bring about a situation in harmony with law; and this court reserves all necessary jurisdiction and power to carry
into effect the provisions of the decrees herein entered.•

It wili be noted in the last paragraph above that in the event
competitive conditions in interstate business in harvesting machines
and other agricultural implements are not restored within eighteen
months after the termination of the war, the United States shall
have the right to such further relief as shall be necessary to restore
competitive conditions.
MERGER OF FOREIGN AND DOMESTIC BUSINESS IN 1918.-In July,
1918, following the agreement between the International Harvester
Co. and the Attorney General in regard to the terms of a consent
decree, the directors of the two companies made an agreement of
merger between the International Harvester Co., of New Jersey, and
the International Harvester Corporation. This agreement was
adopted by a substantially unanimous vote of the stockholders of each
company at a special stockholders' meeting held September 10, 1918.
The merger and consolidation was approved by the public utilities
commission of New Jersey, September 18, 1918, and the two companies on September 19, 1918, became merged and consolidated
into a new company-the International Harvester Co.-with a
capital stock equal to the sum of the capital stocks of the two merged
companies. 10
PURCHASE OF PLOW COMPANIES IN 1919.-In April, 1919, the International Harvester Co. purchased the Parlin & Orendorff Co.,
of Canton, Ill., manufacturers of a long established and favorably known line of plows. This was followed in May, 1919, by the
purchase of the Chattanooga Plow Co., ·of Chattanooga, Tenn. The
purchase of these two plow compames gave the International Harvester Co. for the first time factories for the manufacture of plows
in the United States.
9 Final Decree, International Harvester case, District Ca:urt of the United States for the District of
Minnesota, pp. 5, 6, and 7.
io Annual Report of the International Harvester Co., 1918, pp. 9, 15, and 16.
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of the Osborne and Champion plants on the com an 's i.
domestic implement plants in 1910 is shown inpth:fon~:~:-~~l~~
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164.-Number of harvesting machines manufactured by the International Harvester Co. in the United States, by lines, during the manufacturing season ending
Sept. 30, 1910.
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Total implement _plants ___ . _____________________ _

14, 525, 673
34, 682, 349

1

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 lYIAOHINE INDUSTRY.-The number of
harvesting machines manufactured in the United States during the
manufacturing seasons 1910 and 1918 was also obtained. The following table shows the number of these machines manufactured by the
several domestic plants during the manufacturing season of 1910;

Per cent.
3. 5
5. 4
8. 9
31. 5
17. 7
41. 9
100. 0

Includes tillage plant also.

Corn binders.

Number. Percent. Number. Percent. Number. Percent. Number. Percent.

-------1----1---------------------Champion............

3,142

Osborne..............

6,409
7,196

2.5
5.1
5. 8

8,863
19,338
13, 439

3. 4
7. 4
5.2

16,747

13.4

41,640

16.0

42,311

Mi.J._waukeez__________

Total.. .. -......
McCormick...........

=
=
=
=
55, 095
43. 9
115, 076
44. 2

11, 917
23, 672
6, 722

Deering______________

52,083

41.6

96,104

36.9

Otherb;ands•.......

1,457

1.1

7,706

2.9

67, 864
45,650
3,401

Total.. ... _.....

125, 382

100. 0

260, 526

100. 0

159, 226

l
2
3

7. 5
14.9
4.2

5 ......... .
565
3. 0
1, 888
10. 0

26.6

2,458

13.0

28.7

7,812

41.0

=
=
=
42. 6
8, 761
46. O
2.1 ········---···-----100. 0

19, 031

100. 0

Exclusive of side-delivery and sweep rakes.
Manufactured at McCoim.ick works.
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
McCormick 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.
52077-23-5

The above table shows that the investment in th Ch
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Osborne plants combined wa
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Rakes.1

Mowers.

Brand.
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The number of different harvesting machines manufactured at
domestic plants in 1918 is shown in the following table:

combined made large incrnases 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 International in the Vnited 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 manufacture at the plants of the International:

1G5.-Number qf harvesting machines manufactured by the International
Harvester Co. in the United States, by lines, during the manufacturing season ending
Sept. 30, 1918.

TABLE

Grain binders.

Mowers.

Corn binders.

Rakes.

:Brand.

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _N_=_b_er_. Per cent. NUIDber. Per cent. NUIDber. Per cent. NUIDber. IPer cent.
1
2 .. . .. .. .. .
2, 051
i. 9 --------;;;::;- --1-.1- ~I~
1, 351
2. 6
5, 394
4. 8
5, 080
10. 7
1, 0441
3. 9

Total..........
McCormick..........

Deering..............

1,244

2. 3

3, 646

3. 3

2,597

4.9

11,101

10.0

27, 305
23,379

51. 2
43.9

55, 871
441 529

50.1
39.9

------------

1,215

2. 6

2, 978

11. 0

~·j~------:;;o22f~
22 680 I
11;610

47 8112 572 ·1
37:2
10~408

46 6
38:5

Total. ...... :·· 53,2sl----wo:Qlll,5ol----wo:Q47,402j----W0:027;002j-WO:O
I

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.

TABLE

Manufactured at McCormick works.

The above table shows that the Champion, Osborne, and Milwaukee 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
United States.
Kind of machine.

Grain binders:
1910 ............................. , .......................................... .

Mo;.;i::- --------.. --.--------.--------.---------------.---------- --------------1910 .................................................. ···················-···
Rak~;~ 3 ·· -··~···············································-······ ··· ······· ···
1910 ........................................................................ .
1918- ....•....••...•.••••••••••.•.........•••.•••. _•... ·······•······· ·······

Com binders:
,,
1910 .................................... - ................................... .
1918 .... ········· ·····-··-······························ .................... .

Champion, McCormick
and
Osborne,
and
Deering
brands
Milwaukee
combined.I
brands
combined.

13.4
4. 9

85. 5
95.1

10. 0

81.1
90.0

26.6
15. 0

71.3
85. 0

13. 0

87. 0
85.1

16. 0

14. 9

1 In 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. In 1918 no 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

Grain binders.

Corn binders.

Rakes.1

Mowers.

Brand.

Number. Per cent. Number. Per cent. Number. [Per cent. Number. Per cent.
- - - - - - - ---- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - Champio:q. ... --------Osborne ... __ .... __ --Milwaukee 2 __ --------

Total..........
McCormick.......... .
Deering. __ .......... .
All other brands. _ .. .

Total.. ........ .
i

2,551
4,217
5, 360

2. 7

6,673
10, 010
6, 746

4.0
6. 0
4.1

6,335
11, 250
3,275

64
1,295

0.2

10. 7

5. 7

3.1

2,881

10. 8

12, 128

12. 9

23, 429

14.1

20, 860

19. 8

4, 240

15. 8

42,315

45. 0
.8

61, 125

702

1,482

36. 8
.9

34, 824
1, 145

32. g
9, 745
36. 4
1.1 ................... .

93, 994

100. 0

166, 034

100. 0

105, 611

4. 5

6. 0

4. 8

=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
46. 2
12, 794
47. 8
48. 2
48, 782
41. 3
79, 998
38, 849
------------------------

Exclusive of side-delivery and sweep rakes.

2

100. 0

26, 779

100. 0

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 manufactured, being 15.8 per cent and 13 per cent, respectively.
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The following table shows the number sold in 1918:
167.-Number of harvesting machines sold in h U ·
from domestic plants of the Inte:rnational Ha;vester /5oe du::J,~egd tftatell.and Canada
1918.
·
e se ing season of

TABLE

Mowers.

Grain binders.

Rakes.

Corn binders.

Brand.

Number. Percent. Number. Percent. Number. Perce11t. Number. [ Percent.
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ [____

o. 7

fr~~~~~~~::::::::::: ~--1·_9
1,os1
2.0

ChampiO!l.......

Total...........

418

701
a,166
1,407

2,551

4.6

5,274

48.1
47.3

37, 742

b--------------

26, 837
2 6; 373

301149

Total... -.. -. . . .

55, 761

100. 0

73, 165

~~.;;.~ick...........

1. 0
4 3
1:9

s, ir~

16:~
1.7

586

~~

38 i--------1,196
.... 2:2

13. 6

1, 577

:::

121773

5o. 3
36.1

8 899
1:021

50 9
40:1

35, 369

100. o

17, 497

100.0

~

17,782

41.2

100. o

I

In 1918 th~ proportion of the Champion, Osborne, and Milwaukee
brands combmed
f h was ·smaller for the number sold 1·n th e case of
every one o t e mach:nes shown than was their proportion for the
number man:ifactured m 1918, as shown in Table 165.
A c~mparison of the percentages of machines sold under the
Champ1~n, Osborne, ~nd Milwaukee brands combined and under the
McCornnck and Deermg brands combined is shown in the foll ·
table:
owmg
Percentage of machines
of domestic manufacture sold in United
States and Canada.

Kind of machine.

Champion,

qsbome,

~~~-

J~kc~d

Deering
brands
brands
combined. combined.l
Grain binders:

MoJ!!:,:::::: :: :: ::::: :: ::: :: :::::::::: ::: ::_ -· -.. -.__ ._: :::::: :: ::::::···-···--

12. 9
4.6

86. 3
95.4

Rakes:

14.1
7.2

85.0
92.8

col~t.~;,::::::::::·:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::·-····--

19.8
13.6

79. l
86.4

15. 8
9. 0

84. 2
91.0

mt::::::·:········-·-··-·-··-··-···-··-·-·--···-·····-··-··-·--···--······
- ·······-··-·-··-····-·-··-···-··-·
····---··-··

i~rn:···········-········-·---·····--·-·-·-··

·
------------------------·----------------------··---

1 The Plano and Keystone brands in 1910 had th f l
·
~.8tper
ce:r~.t; for mowers, 0.9 per cent; and for rakese 1olpowmg
pterceinntages of the total: For grain binders,
In ;he Umted States or Canada.
' · er cen ·
1918 these two brands were not sold

The above tab:11ation shows t~at the percentage of the Champion,
Osborne, and Mil:v-aukee machines sold in the United States and
Canada decreased m every case between 1910 and 1918 hil th
t
f th M C
.
, w e e percen age o
e c ornnck and Deering machines sold in the United

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 number manufa9tured 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 compared with the McCormick and Deering brands.
FACTORY cosTs.-The Commission obtained the factory costs as reported 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

168.-Factory costs 1 of harvesting machines sold in the United States and Canada
by the International Harvester Co. in 191 O.
Grain binder.
Mower.

Brand.

Rake.

Com
binder.

----------------!-------------$47.12

:: ::

~~b:~~o~==
:: ::::::: ::: :::: :::::: :: :
Milwaukee 2_. __ =~::::::::::
. ______________ . ___ . ___ . ________ .. __ .
McCormick ....... __ .... -- ........... - - -- - -- . - - . -- - ..
Deering ............. - .... - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - · · - - - -

Excess cost-Champion over Deering. __ .. __ .. --.... _
Excess cost-Osborne over Deering ..... __ .. ___ .. ___ _
1

Do not-include selling expense.

2

$66. 72
60.39
51. 70
51. 78
49. 73
16. 99
IO. 66

$72. 22

68.02
63. 01
58. 74
55.14
17. 08
12.88

Manufactured at McCormick plant.

$26. 70
22.17
16.64
17. 95
18. 75
7. 95
3.42
3

$11. 68
10. 39
11.06
9. 74

10.12
1. 56
.Z'l

47.12
47.12
44.21
47. 43
3 .31
3 .31

Less than Deering.

The foregoing table shows the high factory costs of the Champion
and Osborne harvesting machines in 1910 as compared with the
McCormick 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. For example, the 5,
6, and 7 foot Champion grain binder had factory costs $16.99 higher
than the Deering binders, and the Osborne binders of the same size
were $10.66 higher than the Deering binders. There were comparatively 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, McCormick 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:
169.-Fc:ctory costs 1 of the International Harvester Co. for machines shipped in
the domestic trade Oct. 31, 1915, to Oct. 31, 1916, as reported by the company.

TABLE

Grain binder.

Mower.

Brand.
5,6,and
7 foot.

ii~t2~LLL~L)LL-;·:·:;:_;-~;;;;

Excess cost-Osborne over Deering _________________ _
1
2

$H.21
69. 32
53. 80
54.44
19. 77
14. 88

Rake.

8-foot.

$84. 93
78.17
62. 54
60. 23
24. 70
17. 94

$36. 93
23.82
20. 32
20.40

6. 53
3. 42

$11.68
11. il
10. 58
11. 52
.16
.19

Corn

binder.

$59. 62:
49. 58
52.56
7. 06

Do not include selling expense.
Includes Milwaukee brand1 which is manufactured at the McCxmick plant.

The McCormick and Milwaukee machines could not be separated
for the above table, _the fi.gure~ shown for McCorillick being average
costs of the McCornnck 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
i=ense handicap, the Champion costs on 5 61 and 7-foot o-rain
binders being $19.77 higher than Deering co:ts and Osborne ~osts
$14.88 higher than Deering. On mowers the differences were smaller
while there was little difference in the cost of rakes of the differen~
b_rands. 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 manufactured in 1918:
TABL;;;

170.-Factory costs 1 of domestic harvesting machines made by the Inteniational'
Harvester Co. in 1918, as reported by the company.'
Grain

binder,

6~t~'

Brand.

bundle

·carriers.

Grain
binder,

~t~I

The Champion and Osborne brands advanced more than the other
brands, which increased the spread between their costs and the costs
of the other brands.
As shown in the table of 1918 costs above, the excess costs of the
Chamuion and Osborne brands over the Deering brand were $28.45
and $,_23.30, respectively, for 6-foot binders; $11.28_ and $5.05, respectively, for mowers; and $1.45 and $2.2~, respectively, for rakes.
No Champion 8-foot grain binders or corn brn.ders were manufactured
in 1918. The Osborne 8-foot grain binder cost was $24.61 greater
than the Deering cost, and the Osborne corn binder cost was $10.67
greater than that for the Deering.
.
The McCormick brand showed somewhat higher cost on the gram.
binders than the Deering brand, and somewhat lower cost on mowers
and rakes, while its costs on corn binders were much lower than the
Deering.
.
The Milwaukee brand, which is made at the McCornnck plant,
was considerably higher than the McCormick brand on grain binders
and corn binders, and a little lower on mowers and rakes.
The table shows the extremely unfavorable position of the Champion and Osborne brands in regard to cost~ as compared with ~he
McCormick and Deering brands. The Milwaukee brand, which
compares more favorably with the Deering and McCo~mick brands,
it will be remembered, is manufactured at the McCornnck plant and
has not yet been sold.
CoMPARIS.ON OF TOTAL COST OF SIX COMPANIES.-A comparison of
the total cost sold of the McCormick harvesting machines with the
harvesting machines of five other manufacturers is shown in the following table:
TABLE

171.-Comparison of total costs sold of McCormick harvesting machines and the
ha:rvesting machines of five other manufacturers, 1916 and 1918.

Com
binder
Mower.

Rake.

bnndle

Manufacturer.

[~&JiliJIBtliiITJ

U ··ig

Excess cost-Osborne over Deering._._ ....... __ .... _
1
2

23. 30

24. 61

$50. 97
44. 74
36. 95
39. 29
39. 69
11.28
5. 05

$22. 83
23. 62
19. 89
20. 52

$112. 05'
99. 56
91.11
21. 38
101. 38
1. 45 ·····-·-·2. 24
10. 67

Do not include selling expense.
Five-foot size.

a Manufactured at McCormick plant.
4

Dump
hayrake,
10-foot.

Corn
binder.

with
1916.

McCormick . .. _. - ......... - .... - - .. - - . - . - - .. · - - - . - - · · - $140.19
124. 40
116. 05
115. 58

Mower,
5-foot.

bnndle

carrier.

carriers.

Grain
binder,
6-foot.

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.

L ..................................................... 2 ••.......•...•.....•.......••.........••. .-.••...•.•....
3 •••• ••·••··••··•·• •··••··••··••• ·••·••••••••••·• ••••···

4 ...................................................... .
5 ...................................................... .
1918.

r~~0~~;;;~~~:~::~~~:~~::~~~::~::~:~:~:::~::::~:::::\
t::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::1
t

7-foot size.

2

With transportation truck.

$76. 71
87. 81
1103. 21
'108. 93
1115. 26
3131. 89

$27. 72
31.34
33.23
33.10
36. 69
40. 92

$14. 79
15.44
18. 62
'14. 76
'18. 33
21.08

119. 77
151. 23
1 147. 85
'164.24
1161.65
3 202. 73

45. 09
56.03
48. 50
52. 65
56.56
65.35

24.54
29.05
28.23
a 25.44

s &-foot size

432. 07
34.43
4

$72.10
88. 87
94.66

······iaa:si

135. 53

112. 02
152. 78
129. 71

-·····151:35

9-foot size.

215. 65
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Total cost sold includes factory cost and selling, general, and administrative expense.
The total costs of the International for the McCormick machine
were lower in both 1916 and 1918 than the machines of any other
manufacturer, especially for the grain binder and corn binder. The
McCormick costs would be even lower were the intercompany profits
of several dollars per machine in the steel furnished by the subsidiary steel plant eliminated.
·
EFFECT OF FINAL DEOREE.-It is apparent from the facts given in
the preceding part of this section that the separation of the Champion, Osborne, and Milwaukee brands and the Champion and Osborne harvester works from the International Harvester Co. will
have little effect on the dominating position of that company in the
harvesting-machine line, especially as regards grain binders. This
results from three factors: (1) The small and constantly decreasing
importance of those brands and plants as compared with the other
brands and plants retained by the company; (2) the large and constantly increasing excess factory costs of two of the three brands surrendered as compared with the factory costs of the two brands retained; and (3) the low total cost of the McCormick and Deering
harvesting machines as compared with the total costs of the harvesting machines manufactured by other companies.
This indicates that the International Harvester Co. need not fear
the competition of any company to which it sells the above-named
plants and brands, nor of any company already manufacturing harvesting machines. .As a matter of fact, the International is still
manufacturing the Osborne and Champion lines and selling the
machines to the Emerson-Brantingham Co. and B. F. Avery & Sons
at certain prices mutually agreed upon. And, as already stated, it
has not yet sold the Milwaukee line nor the Champion or Osborne
plants. It would appear, therefore, that up to the present the final
decree has not much affected the harvesting machine lines of the
International Harvester Co., nor will it do so when the decree has
been complied with completely.
Section 7.-Profits of the Wisconsin Steel Co.

The final decree did not touch upon one of the strongest elements
in the competitive power of the International Harvester Co. This is
the profit which that company derives through its ownership of the
Wisconsin Steel Co. property. In fact, the large profits derived
from this property further reduce the already low costs of the International's implements so that other companies are at greater disadvantage than appears in Table 171. That the ownership of the
steel plants is not necessary to the implement business is indicated
by the fact that no other implement manufacturer owns any. Indeed
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TABLE

172.-Profits of the Wisconsin tee

Year.

m~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
1916 .•..•••..•.•...... ·•········•····
1917 ....•.•....•....•••••... •···••··
1918 .•.• •··•·••···•··· ···••··•· ....•

l C 1913-1918 as revised by the Commission.
o.,
,

Net sales.

Net income
before
charging

interest.

$10, 596, 361
5 188, 640

$3, 346, 735
1 202, 525

26, 464, 267
27, 443, 400
15, 831, 905

7, 401, 381
12, 055, 620
9, 703, 433
6, 064, 139

s: 187, 369
17, 111, 390

2: 675, 142

Per cent of
net income
to invested
capital.

Invested

capital,
including
borrowings.I
$10, 403, 896
10, 658, 372
11, 413, 088
10, 287, 054
10, 171, 133
12,065,434
10, 833, 163

32

11
23
72

119
80
56

Average .. --- - - - -- - - - - · - - - - -- · ·· · ·· · · · · ·

1 s than: the investment shown o~ the com:pa(J'~~
1 The investment .shown ~erb is fu~og~~~~~iggow:; mainly in the e~ceCivep~e {f_f ~ v;~)s.
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rations on the International Harves er o.,
.
'
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nd profits of the rawThe following table sho"'.'s t de s es t~es and the implement
.
·
the railroa proper i ,
:material compamesI,
t.
l Harvester combination, by years,
companies of the nterna lona
from 1913 to 1918, inclusive:
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173.-Sales, net income and investment .r h I
·
International Harveste:r Co. of New Jers
d
t e .nternatwnal Harvester Co
separate~ as between the subsidiary raw :'%,~t!1al nte;nat~onal Hai·vester Coi·poi·atio;,,
companies, 1913-1918, as revised by the Commissi~~~i roa , and implement and twine

TABLE

IJ
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17~.-Sales, net income, and investment of the International Harve t
C
Inte:rnational Harvester Co. of New Jersey, and International Harveste:r co/
o.,
separate~ as between the subsi_diary r8w materia;l,. railroad, and implement a~d ~~~~~;
companies, 1913-1918, as revised by the Commission-Continued .

TABLE

i; ,.

. Capital
Company.

Net sales.1

n1vested,

Net income

;t>ef~re

charg-

rng interest.2

including
borrowinfl"s
and outside
investments.

Per cent of
net income
~o

capital

Company.

Net sales.

mvested.a

Net income
before charging interest.

Capital
invested,
including
borro-wings
and outside
investments.

Per cent of
net income
to capital
invested.

1918.

$10, 403, 896
1, 461, 231
3, 300, 609

Wisconsin Steel Co. and steel department 5. __ . _
Wisconsin Lumber Co ___ ---·---------·-----·-McLeod & Co ................................. .

$27, 443, 400
559, 765
10, 344, 509

$9, 703, 433
135, 581
336, 462

$12, 065, 434
1, 518, 186
4, 101, 789

80.43
8. 93
8. 20

Total....................................

38,347,674

10, 175, 476
5 105, 580

17)685,409
1, 835, 146

57.54

Total ....................................

206,519,192

46, 058, 639

255, 353, 686

18.04

35, 988, 743
235, 833, 131
r~~i'~~~~~~~1f:~~ ·companies:::::::::::=== :1_--_i_68_-;_i_7i_;_51_·s_·1-----·1------1----'1_g_:
~-g

5 The ore mines iµ 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.

17, 111, 390
385, 312
6, 689, 671

2, 675, 142
'119, 981
153, 563

11, 413, 088
1, 758, 844
1, 137, 857

23.44
• 6. 82
13. 50

2, 708, 724
111, 760
17, 288, 201

14, 309, 789
1, 855, 595
224, 336, 314

18. 93
6. 02
7. 71

20, 108, 685

240, 501, 698

8. 36

7, 401, 381
4 89, 786

10, 287, 054
I, 749, 915
1, 825, 196

7L 95
5.14
12. 71

7, 543, 640
169, 992
20, 576, 997

13, 862, 165
1, 927, 966
219, 564, 552

54.42
8. 82
9.37

28, 290, 629

235, 354, 683

12.02

26, 464, 267
623, 343
11, 469, 805

12, 055, 620
93, 155

10, 171, 133
1, 751, 627
2, 657, 874

118. 53
5. 32
23. 90

fm~~~~~~~rfJ~~ :~~~~~~~;::::::::::::::: --i 3 _68,'.3~7~87, 48_218~.

7~~; ~~

~~~~~;~ii=~~~~~~~~~;::::_:_:::::::::: ""i~~~;::-;;;.

232, 045

4

Total. - - - - - - ---- . - -...................... l-1i;2i!J9,""f3;22"71,?7;:24~1--;;,~~;;-l-~~:=:.'.~:_1---..'.':.~
1917.

635, 216

Total. ...

Ii: g~~; ~gi I

12,
87. 68
29, 775, 664
224; 195, 049
~g
Total ................................... _l--;1:;;7:;4,-;;9;;:36;-,:;;24:;;3;-l--::'-=~--1--2::.:.::'...:'..'.::._, _ _ _ __
42,618,103
240,791,286 j
17.70

l

Sales and net income of the three raw-material

.

.

i

&

'

pli1¥gf
\comtp.anies of the International as well as t'.ft~~pt~~~~~Jlude
sales. and profits on sales to the im. . a ne m.come of all companies before char .
.
e comp arues.

~Justing the profits in the steel from Wisconsin ~g in~erest aks s~o'Yll in the above tables is before
arvester Co.
ee o. war s lil inventories of the International
Ina The yercentage of total net income to invested ca i
·
.
Chternational Harvester Corporation and their subsiaf t!ll 1S fo~ .the International Harvester Co and
l
anes com ined and not consolidated as giv~n in

aloii_l.

5

The ore mines in Minnesota and the blast fur

~t" i{Ie tr'.'1-nsfen::ed to the International Harvest~~~~ a~vtee~mills at Chicago of the Wisconsin Steel
ee

o. still retamed the coal mines and coke ovens in. Kent~~ky~rsey on Dec. 31, 1916. The Wisconsin

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 Harvester Co. and the International Harvester Corporation and their
subflidiaries have been consolidated and considered as one company,
consequently eliminating such inter-company sales.
The table shows the :financial results for tl;i.e raw-material companies 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.
The rate of return on investment 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.
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·------------------ ili!Y<••••••••••··<••••••••••••••••••••····.···•••·•.••••·····
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9.37
13. 28
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80. 43
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Section
I
·8.-C.haracter of dissolution that would res t ore compet1t1on
n view of the facts set forth i th
.
.
.
chapter, the Commission is of the:
precedmg sect10ns of this
November 2 1918
- f il . .
P on that the final decree of
'
' W111 a
m its purpose t 0 "
t
..
conditions in the United States in th .
res .ore c_ompetit1ve
ing machines and other O' • It 1 ·~ mterstate busmess m harvest.
a,,,ncu ura unplements . " Th e cour,
t h ow-
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ever, stated in the :final decree that in the event such competitive
conditions were not restored "at 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 necessary 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 monopolistic
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 harvesting machine lines and to separate therefrom the steel business,
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 essential to separate the
McCormick 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 to 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 a steel company, the Deering and
McCormick plants being in different companies. It is not very
important what is done with the lumber company or the fiber
company. Merely as a concrete illustration of this idea the following
division is suggested:
Implement company A.
Deering.
Milwaukee.
Osborne tillage.
Plano.
Keystone.
Chattanooga.
Chatham (Canada).
Lubertzy (Russia).
Croix (France).

Implement company B.
McCormick.
McCormick tractor.
Akron.
Weber.
Parlin & Orendorff.
St. Paul.
Hamilton (Canada).
Neuss (Germany).
Norrkoping(Sweden).

Steel company.
Steel works.
Ore mines.
Coal mines.

The plan of dissolution as outlined above assumes that the decree
of the district court of November 2, 1918, is to remain in force so
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. If such a dissolution as that
suggested above were effected it would appear no 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 town.
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It is necessary to separate the McCormick and Deering plants and
brands because it is these that, illegally combined in 1902, have given
the International Harvester Co. its monopolistic position in the harvesting-machine lines. By their volume of output, their low cost of
production, and their reputation in the trade, the possession of these
two plants and brands makes effective competition from any other
implement manufacturer illusory.
The ownership of iron and steel works and ore and coal mines by
the International Harvester Co., apart from the foundry equipment,
which is not a part of the steel property, is not a necessary feature
in the successful operation of a concern manufacturing agricultural
implements. Such ownership, however, especially of the steel interests, increases the monopolistic position of the International Harvester Co. by furnishing it either with large profits from the steel
business or with materials at cost, which, in view of the International 's already low cost of manufacture, makes effective competition
from other companies on harvesting machines impossible.
One of the most important considerations in connection with the
proposed division of the International Harvester Co. is the enforcement of absolute separation in the ownership of the stock in the
several new companies to be organized, which was demanded by the
Attorney General in 1912. Community of interest established by
pro rata distribution of the stocks of the new companies among the
stockholders of the old companies would prevent the development
of real competition between them. This danger is especially to be
feared as a single family group of stockholders would apparently
have an effective control and perhaps a majority interest in the stock
of each of the new companies.
The specious objection formerly raised that a!ly such division as
outlined above would jeopardize the foreign business and exports of
the company is certainly no longer of any force whatever. Each
of the two implement companies in such a division of the implement
business would have plants in the United States, Canada, and
Europe, and, in regard to the export business from the United
States plants, these two companies, and other implement companies
also, if they so desired, could now form a company under the WebbPomerene Act for the export of implements.
In the above dissolution plan for the separation of the McCormick
and Deering plants and the steel business, the other plants are
arranged in such a way as to furnish a practically full line to each
of the two implement companies resulting from the division. A
full line is one of the most striking developments of the implement
business and one that is apparently bound to be an even more conspicuous feature in the future. It represents opportunities for
greater advantages in the sale of goods, greater security in the risk

11
element and better facilities for securing .the bes~ retail d~ale~s.
Ex ansion of business in the direction of the full lme, whet er y
p th of a single concern or the consolidation of several concerns,
confined to normally related lines, does not.
the
.ectionable and monopolistic features of a c~mb_mat~on of com
J . pro d ucers. Expansion of business in this directrnn
petmg
· does not
·t
have a tendency to destroy competition, but rather to mcrea~e I .
Therefore theplan suggested above for the division of the bbus~essf
'
o
of the International
Harvester Co. h as b een m ade on. the aSis
f
establishing for each of the new implement compames, so ar as
Poss ible a full line of implements.
d. .d th
·
· pro~ws ed to IVI e .e
That 'the two companies mto
wh.ICh 1·t Is
combination would have a comparatively full hne at the domestrn
plants is shown in the following table:
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pre~ent

ob~

anies
and "B" Harvester
of nilmberCo.,
of
_174.-~istribution
o'
the"A"
International
machines
shipped from $;t'!iedenSptrotpos;dt~~=!
unite
a es Jae
J
season of 1916. 1

TABLE

United States plants.
Kind of machine.
Company A.

1

-Ei b,~

'"if:~i~··P

+ :m . . . . 11~
> · Ji~ ~:
Number.

Stackers ............... · ·. · ·· · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·· · · · ·::::::::::::...

Hay loaders .. ·································

Company B.

Number.

· · · · ··· ·. · i2; 94ii"
, ~~
8

11, ~~g

6

---------- ------··9;739·

2

i~~

264

4:601
106

6,~~~

::::::::::::::

r~,i~~ -----·-·2s;57i
57' 639
72' 681

8, 849
8, 835

34;714

-----·-·33;704

- ---------- --------

J;~ . . . . '~
25

:iii••···················································

Cream separators ... -- --- -- ---- ---- · -· - -· · -· --· · - -· -.. -- - C
ot included but those of the Parlin &
I Implements manufactured by the Chattanooga Plow
o. are n
'
Orendorff Co. are included in the table.
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.174.-J?istribution bet?.fJeen proposed co;npanies "A" .and "B" of number 0
machines shipped fro_m United States factories of the International Harvester C 1
season of 1916-Contmued.
o.,

TABLE

TABLE

175.-Ji'actory costs of machines manufactured by plants of proposed "A" and
"B" companies for year ending Oct. 1, 1918-Continued.

United States plants.

Plant.

Machines.

Twine.

Repairs.

Total.

Kind of machine.
Company A.

Company B.

B company:
DomesticMcCormick harvester... _.... ____ .... _._ $12, 216, 090
McCormick: tractor ... _........ _.. _._ .. _
8, 056, 802

$2, 021, 080

$15, 885, 526

919,125 . ___ .. -...... .

t.T~-i~~~~~~i~:2:_:_: :~ :~ ~::::: ::::::: _. __ ~~ ~~~~ ~~- ______ ~~~~ ~~~- ::::4,052,817
::::: :::::

St. Paul.. ............................................ ······-·······

T~tal,domestic .......... -----·-----Foreign-

~~~~~fn\?t~~~~)c::::::::::::::

Neuss (Germany)'··...................

Approximate factory cost .... _.. _.. _.. _. ___ . __ ._ ... _.. _... _____ . __ . ____ . __ ._

$24, 300, 000

!

$26, 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 completin~ full
lines ~or ?oth com~anies. Both companies would be substantially
equal m size also, as is &?-own by the number of implements shipped by
each and by the approxrmate 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 manufactured by plants of proposed "A" and
"B" companies for year ending Oct. 1, 1918.
Plant.

Machines.

Repairs.

Twine.

Total.

A company:

DomesticDeering .... - .. --- ..... ----. - - --- . -- . - -Milwaukee ........... _...... ___ . ___ ... _

Osborne tillage and twine i __ --- -- . .

. . . .

$9, 684, 649
16, 103, 257

2, 039, 893

U, 713, 101
$13, 870, 084
1, 046, 836
120, 301 - · ·· 5;079;415 ·

~:fr~:i~i~;:::::::::::::::::::::::::: _ J;~~'.~~~- ···---~~~:~g~- ::::::::::::::

1

8, 239,609

3,204,216
2,478, 790
400, 000

Total, domestic .. --------------------

33, 147, 398

3, 243,645

19, 949, 499

56, 740,542

ForeignChatham (Canada) .....................
Lubertzy
(Russia)'········
.............
Croix
(France)
3. _______ • __ • ____________

710, 117
2, 866,444

IO, 769
98, 815
65,385

--------------------------730, 948

720, 886

1,493, 891

2, 965,259
2, 290,224

Total, foreign ..... _. _____ ..... _______

5, 070, 452

174, 969

730, 948

5, 976,369

Total, domestic and foreign ... -------

38, 217, 850

3, 418, 614

20, 680, 447

62, 716, 911

C_ost of Osborne tillage implements and repairs estimated at half the total cost· of all machines and
manufactured at that plant.
Estimated and not divided as between machines and repairs.
European plants for year ending Oct. I, 1914.

~eparrs
i
3

$25,267, 834
17, 150, 093

32,823,780
5

'1t~;g5~

1,383,297

3,750,710 I
4

g;i~

19,938,343

I

······2ss;ios1,240,495

73,950

$30, 122, 696
8, 975, 927
10, 719, 096
2,642,297
2, 372, 785
4, 052, 817
58, 885, 618
5

'~i~;~~i

· 2,697, 742

-~~~-!-~~~-

Total, foreign........................

7, 118, 416

J

1, 495, 600

9, 136, 347

Total, domesticandforeign..........

39,942,196 /

4,273,041

522, 331

I

21,433,94.3

68,021,965

Grand total, A and B. ... . . . ....... .. .

78, 160, 0461

7, 691, 655 /

42, 114,390

130, 738, 876

2 Estimated and not divided as between machines and repairs.
a European plants for year ending Oct. 1, 1914.

In making the division along the lines described above the object
in view should be the establishment of a number of efficient competitors, and this number depends largely on the character of the
independent companies with which these separated parts of the combination 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 production 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 existing 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.
52078-23-6
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· That
1 the International
. . Harvester Co · now overshadows th e oth er
imp ement compames is shown by the following table:

in its proportion of this business the percentage remammg in its

TABLE

176.-Investment and net sales of International Harvester C
next largest farm-implement companies, 1918.
o. and the five
Manufacturer.

Investment.

Net sales.

Now, as ~ormerly, the stro~g~st hold of the International Harvester
Co. o~ the implement trade is its predominant position in harve t'
h
hih
· · ·
smg
mac me~, w c agam mdicates the importance of separating the
ownership ~f the McCormick and Deering plants. A comparison of
the product10n ~f harvesting machines by the International Harvester
?o. and by the mdependents is shown in the following table for 1911
JUS~ before~ the suit was brought, and also for 1918, the last year fo;
which figures are available:
TABLE

171.,-Proportion of the total production of specified harvesting machines in th
United States made by the International Harveste:r Co. in 1911and1918.
e
1911

Machine.

Total

1918

International Harvester Co.

International HarTotal

vester Co.

number. 1---~--I number.!--~---

Number. Per Cent.
146, 981
14; 874
241/ 285
164, 246

2

~
3
4

87. 0
75. 5
76. 6
72. 0

Number. Per cent.
l

1

53, 281

65. 3

1871 310

27, 002
111, 501

72. 5
59. 5

99, 842

•57,402

57.5

81, 593
37, 268

Inc111dil:1;g estimated production for one small compan
Production for 1909; Ilgnres for 1911 not available
y.
Of the~e, 14,400 are estimated.
·
Including estimated production for side-delivery rakes.

T~e

foregoing table indicates a considerable decrease in the proof harvesting machines made by the International Harvester
Co. m 1918 as comi_:mred with 1911, which was partly due to the
growth of several o~ its larg~st co:npetitors and partly to the cutting
off of export trade m 1918, m which the International Harvester Co.
was by far the largest factor.
. Broadly sp~aking, the control of the International Harvester Co.
rn the har.vestrng machine trade declined from roughly 80 per cent in
1911 (takmg account of quantity and value of machines) to about 64
per cent in 1918. While there was, therefore, a considerable decline
port~on

hands is so great that it still retains its dominating position in the
industry, on the basis of the quantity produced. Furthermore when
consideration is also given to the costs of production of its two great
harvesting machine plants, the McCormick and Deering works, it
is evident that the independents are unable to offer any serious competition in harvesting machines.
In conclusion, therefore, it may be stated that the division of the
International Harvester Co. in the manner reco=ended above (see
p. 674), while safeguarding the legitimate interests of the stockholders
of the International Harvester Co., would bring about a competitive
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 than
any present independent company. It would also separate the Wis•
consin Steel properties from any implement company, thereby removing one of the present great artificial competitive advantages of the
International Harvester Co. In other words, the Commission believes
that any plan for the dissolution of the International Harvester Co.
which will be adequate in bringing about a condition of competition
in the harvesting machine lines must provide: (1) For giving the
McCormick plant and brand and the Deering plant and brand to two
independent implement companies; (2) the separation of the steel
business from both of these companies; and (3) an absolutely distfoct
and separate stock ownership for each of these three divisions.
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