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Before the formation of Union in 1910 there were 

a few scattered boot and shoe factories in South Africa. 

Unfortui1r.. tely, owing to lack of statistics, it is impossible 

to tell v1~1i ch of these establishments were actually manu­

facturing boots and shoes, and which were only engaged in 

repair work. 

From the limited statistics available for this 

period, it may be observed that there were 7 boot and shoe 

establishments before 1890. During the following 9 years 

progress was very slow, and only another 9 boot and shoe 

manufacturing and repairing establishments came into being. 

The first four years of the twentieth century were years 

of much greater progress, as during this short time 20 

additiona l manufacturing and repairing units ~;vei"'e estab-

lished. This rate of progress did not decrease in the 

years that immediately followed, as statistics show that 

from 1905 to 1909 another 12 manufacturing and repairing 

units ·ae1~e established. (1) From these figures vre see 

that during the pre-Unio~ period 48 boot and shoe manufac-

turing cmd repairing units were establ'ished. Whether all 

of these establishments were still operating at the time 

of the amalgamation of the four provinces is a fact which 

must remain unknown. Unfortunately owing to the fact 

that statistics were not collected in detail during these 

years, it is impossible to give any information as regards 

their output, capital and number of employees. It is 

fairly certain, however 7 that none of these establishments 

(1) U.G. 17- 1920 , page 20. 
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were of any considerable size. 

During the pre-war years 1910-14 the boot and 

shoe trade was again in a very progressive state. Within 

these five years no less than 35 new manufacturing and 

repairing units were established in this industry.(l). 

Unfortunately also here it is impossible to give a detailed 

analysis of their operations. At this stage, however~ the 

limited amount of material available must be examined. 

It appears that the general opinion among South 

African manufacturers at this time was that the ~uality of 

South African leather could be considerably improved, and 

the ~uantity available for boot and shoe manufacturing 

increased, if a campaign Wel'e launched against the branding 

of cattle, and the damage caused by barbed wire fences, whips 

and shot guns . There was also room for improved slaughter-

ing.meth ods 9 and it was felt that the cattle and sheep should 

be dipped more often to ltill the ticks which have a harmful 

effect on the hides of the animals. (2) 

Manufacturers considered South African leather 

used as sole leather as good as any imported leather ; but 

they agreed that the South African leather which could be 

used for the uppers of the shoe could not be compar ed with 

the imported material. It was for this reason t ha t they 

used South African sole l eather but imported the le ~ther 

used for the uppers of the shoe. (2) 

Owing to climatic conditions here manufet cturcrs 

thought that workers could not do the same amount of work 

as a worker in England could do over the same period. 
-------···--------------v-··-----------------_L§g~-
(2) U.G. 9-13 "Summary of the evidence given before the 

Commerce and Industries Commission." 

) 
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Some employers put the difference at a figure as much as 

25%, and yet the wages paid to workers in South Africa 

were higl1er than those paid in England . Note the follow-

ing t Gbl e Ylhich compares the wages in the two cou..11tries. 

TABLE 1 . ( 2) 

Figure s for 1912. 

Bo£t fac~~ English wages 
per week of 

52~ hours. 

Cape wages per week of 54 hrs. 

Clickers 
Machinist 
Pressmen 
Lasters 
Finishers 

29/-
( girls )15/-

28/-
30/-
28/-

European Coloured. 

50 to 55/-
40/-
50/-
52/6d. 
47/6d. 

42/6d. 
27/- (male) 
28/-
32/-
30/-. 

The average wage for the factory 'I.'Jorks out at 

33/6d. here as against 18/lOd. in England. (2) 

One of the manufacturers, Mr. A . J. Coat on~ of 

the Western Tanning and Boot Company, Wellin~ton, Cape, 

said9 "The cost of manufacturing here is quite 335~ more than 

in Engl and, caused by higher ·wages, lower producing power, 

and higher charges. Thus a boot selling whol e s ale at 9/8, 

a similar boot made here would sell at 13/60.. 11 Many 

manufacturers felt at the time that with the &id of modern 

machinery they had reached a stage where they cculd produce 

a shoe as good as any imported English shoe, but they f ound 

it impossible to produce a shoe of this quality at the same 

price as the British manu:tacturers were doing. (2) 

From the above facts it may be concluded that 

although the South African .footwear industry was expanding 

it was do ing so under c reat difficulties. The . South 

African home market for footwear was limited. The ---.. ···---------------------------·-··· --·-------------• 
(2) U.G. 9 - 1913 11.A summary of the evidence given before 

the Comm erce and Industries Commission. 11 
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The customs tariff will not b e discussed here but it may 

be stated that South Africa was in such a posit ion ct that 

time that she could not export shoes to other countries. 

Production was thus for the home market only, and at t : at 

for European c onsumption only as the non-European demand 

for boots and shoes was insignificant . Above all this the 

industry had to face the fact that boots and shoes were 

being imported from other countries, because the consumer 

considered them of superior quality, and these imported 

goods could be sold on the South African home marke t at a 

price at which they could not be produced within the country. 

This was then the position the South African footwear 

industry found itself in, during the early years nfter the 

formation of Union. 

According to Laites commercial blue bock for 1914, 

there were in that year a total of 41 boot and ehoe f actories 

in the Union. Of these 11 were in Pert Elizabet:', and 6 in 

Capetown; in Johannesburg there were only 2 such factories . 

Of these 41 factories, 36 were in the Cape Province, 3 in 

the Tra'Ylsvaal, and Natal ) and the O.F.S. each had one , (3) . 

Altogether up to this date 83 factories had been es tab-

lished. It appears thus that 42 factories of the total 

that were established at some time or other before this 

date had already been closed down, a definite proof of the 

difficulties under which production was taking place. An 

attempt r1as made here by the writer to obtain il'"l..i'ormation 

that might indicate any possible amalgamation among the 

different establishments. Unfortunately, however, it 
_________ ./_~:!?.~ a~ed _ 

(3) Laites Commercial Blue Book for s. Africa, l 914, p.511 . 

) 
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appeared that such information was not available. It is 

felt, hm-,ever, that it is most unlikely that thePe was any 

major Dovement towards amalgamations among the dif ferent 

units in t hese early days. 

The first years for which detailed statistics of 

the footwear industry were collected were 1915-16. From 

these y ·:: ars the government undertook the task of issuing an 

annual report on the industrial statistics. It is to a 

large extent with the aid of these blue books that the tables 

in this chapter have been constructed. Some of the figures 

appearing in these tables were not found in the blue books, 

so they were calculated with the aid of the f igures that were 

available. Let these tables now be examined to see what 

facts ca.n possibly be deduced from the figures contained in 

them. rt is a great pity that these tables up to the years 

1924-25 represent both the boot and shoe manufacturing units 

and also the repairing units. 

Before starting any discussion on thes e figures, 

· it may be advisable to divide them into periods. The 

first period ~;vill cover the years of the first world •·rar, 

the second period the post-war boom ending about 1922, the 

third period the post-war slump ending about 1925. The 

fourth )eriod the boom till about 1929. The fifth period 

the slump which followed till about 1934· The sixth covers 

the boom years before the last war. The seventh period 

will cover as many of the war years as there are figures 

available for. 

The first period is one of remarkable expane ion. · 

It is a known fact that numerous South African industries 
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were given a certain amount of ar tificial protection by 

the way . This protection came in such forms as a rise 

in prices for overseas products, (if obtainable at all) and 

also a rise in freight charges on overseas goods. With 

these stimuli it is logical :that the · industries expanded 

much further and faster than would have been tbe case under 

normal conditions. The boot and shoe manufacturers took 

every o~portuni ty that came their way. 

Classification of factories in the Union according to 
average number of persons employed. 

ill.2::12. 

Under Four ·5-10 11-20 21-50 51-100 101 & 
L!-. over Total 

Est. 5 8 15 6 10 10 4 58 
. Hands 11 32 107 86 285 643 498 1662 

1917-1§. 

Under Four 5-10 11-20 21-50 51-100 101 & 
4 Hands over Total 

Est. 32 
Hands 95 

16 25 15 
64 175 208 

14 
423 

13 
946 

4 
582 

120 
2644 

---... -·--·-··------------------------------.. ·-----~ 

See page 



TABLE lla (6) 

Proportion per cent of employees in establishments of' each size -
Union 1916-17 to 1936-37. 

Year Under 4 5-10 11-20 21-50 50-100 101 and Total 
4 Hands Hands Hands Hands Handr:: Hands over 

1916-17 3-4 1-5 7·1 7·4 20-9 27.6 32·1 100 
1921-22 3·6 2-9 7·5 6-3 19.1 15-5 45.0 100 
1926-27 0.4 o.6 2.6 0.9 8.1 14-8 72-6 100 
1928-'29 o.o 0.1 1·4 .3·8 s.6 12 .2 76-9 100 
19'29-3'0 0.1 0.1 1.0 3·7 5·9 13.6 75.6 100 
1932-33 0.1 0.2 o.4 1-2 6.2 11.6 80.3 100 
19'34-35 o.o 0.2 0.5 1.0 7·1 8.1 83.1 100 
1935-36 0.2 0 .1 o.6 0-9 6.2 9·4 82.6 100 
1936-37 0.2 0.1 0-7 4-0 7-8 86.5 86 . 5 100 

TABLE llb ( 6a) 

Showing what percentages of employees are Europeans and non-Europeans, and also 
the average number of employees per factory . 

Date 
1916-17 
1921-22 
1920-27 
1928-29 
1929-30 
1932.:.33 
1934-35 
1935-36 
1936-37 

.Average No. 
employed 
p er factory. 

4C 
50 
Gl 
63 
52 
59 
G6 
64 
63 

European 
% 

50 
52 
63 
63 
65 
71 
74 
72 
69 

Non- E'll:l·opcan 
I; 

50 
48 
'37 
37 
35 
29 
26 
28 
31 

(6) Office of Census & Statistics sp ecial report No . 137 p.6 
( 6a) t1 ll :1 II II II If ll II p . Lt 

I 
--.1 
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T.t'.BLE 111 5 ------

Date No. of' Value of Value of P. Total fixed --. - Est. L & B . &: M. & Tools ca~ital 
1915-16 58-£ 57~993 £54:253 -- £112-;24r-
1916-17 104 911107 86,516 177,623 
1917-18 120 108,087 94,594 202,681 
1918-19 138 153,415 141,766 295,181 
1919-20 147 191,931 192,649 3841580 
1920-21 146 210,040 265 ~526 475,566 
1921-22 148 236' 292 241,083 477,375 
1922-23 137 260,129 275,143 535,272 
1923-24 131 260,135 275 '324 535,459 
1924-25 74 207~422 327,119 534,541 
1925-26 76 244~658 322,700 567,358 
1926-27 73 254 ~ 266 347,678 601,944 
1927-28 71 265' 211 381,609 646,820 
1928-29 57 250,916 372,771 623,687 
1929-30 57 256 '901 357,665 614,566 
1932-33 57 300 ,556 408,169 708,725 
1933-34 74 395' 286 418~718 814,004 
1934-35 76 388,717 462,282 850,999 
1935-36 81 401,103 513,841 914,944 
1936 ... 37 82 428,231 553,448 981,679 
1937-38 82 432,069 554,863 986,932 
1938-39 83 466,165 593,040 1,060,105 
1939-40 79 495~008 575,362 1, 070' 370 
1940-41 84 526,623 606' 245 1,132,868 
1941T42 89 610?498 690,464 1,300,962 
1942-43 99 67C, 855 707 '220 1,388,075 

• 
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T.t\BLE 1Y? 

Number of employees. 

Date Europeans . Others All Average capital 
Male Female Male Female races per employee 

1915-16 ~41 ~20- 745 -56- 1662 £67 
1916-17 901 301 1112 74 2388 74 
1917-18 932 392 1239 81 2644 76 
1918-19 1177 491 1588 143 3399 86 
1919-20 1269 569 1701 91 3630 105 
1920-21 1054 455 1367 78 2954 161 
1921-22 1161 550 1445 127 3283 145 
1922-23 1483 804 1652 127 4066 131 
1923-24 1650 902 1751 129 4432 121 
192L~-25 1798 974 1515 130 4417 121 
1925 ~26 1888 1105 1728 141 4862 . 116 
1926-27 1962 1167 1667 141 4937 122 
1927-28 1979 1181 1741 143 5044 128 
1928-29 1924 1221 1683 129 4957 126 
1929-30 1989 1272 1628 128 5017 122 
1932-33 1760 1916 1727 151 6554 108 
1933-34 3268 2367 1749 189 7573 107 
1934-35 3636 2767 2099 183 8685 98 
1935-36 3700 3081 2412 188 9381 97 
1936-37 3875 3106 2892 235 10108 97 
1937-38 3679 3110 3001 282 10072 98 
1938-39 3635 3195 3364 361 10555 100 
1939-40 3211 3127 3695 262 10295 104 
1940-41 3307 3473 4726 413 11919 95 
1941-42 3429 3535 5365 475 12804 101 
1942-43 3516 3495 5704 510 13225 105 



T.ABLE v.5 TABLE Vl~ 

Amounts or salaries and wages paid. H.P.~mpl~ed & Cost of Fuel,Lighi_ 
European Non- European All .P. of & Power . 

Date ~ope an per year per Races engines Cost of Fuel, light 
per year. Other year & power. 

1915-16 £ 611614 £71 £ 37,228 £ 46 £ 98,842 459 £ 2,678 
1916-17 76,243 63 53,155 45 129,398 627 4,193 
1917-18 99' 239 75 62~076 47 161,315 762 4,684. 
1918-19 152,289 91 86,470 50 238,759 1162 6,191 
1919-20 196,230 107 105,959 59 302,189 1240 9,181 
1920-21 185?408 123 92,517 64 277,925 1236 10,625 
1921-22 201,606 118 107,913 69 304,519 1258 11,114 
1922-23 243,982 106 113,988 72 357,970 1524 14,102 
l923-2L~ 280,950 114 118,699 63 399,549 1582 15,652 t 

j-J 

1924-25 291,909 105 110,231 67 402,149 1711 17,106 0 

1925-26 320,612 107 123,382 66 443,994 2065 16,614 I 

1926-27 355,872 113 133,367 73 489,239 2126 15,846 
1927-28 373,258 118 140,674 74 513,932 2244 15,345 
1928-29 392,721 124 148,146 82 540,867 2178 16,211 
1929-30 422,554 129 148,394 84 570,948 2279 16,951 
1932-33 541,293 116 145,690 78 686,983 2586 15,799 
1933-34 613,887 109 157,420 81 771,307 3627 17,949 
1934-35 714,340 112 181,248 79 895,588 3876 20,776 
1935-36 789,779 116 199,025 77 988,804 4348 22,485 
1936-37 845,180 121 218,261 70 1,063,411 4662 23,722 
1937-38 837,590 123 248,398 76 1,085,988 I 4765 24,044 

• 1938-39 897,977 132 295 '763 79 1,193,740 15292 26,206 
1939-40 909,697 143 324,776 82 1,234,473 5377 25 ",320 
1940-41 1,039,146 153 461,617 90 1,500,763 5603 28 ·,324 
1941-42 1,267,414 182 632,165 108 1,899,579 6239 31,591 
1942-43 1,45 2,928 137 784,723 126 2, 210 ,'iao 6601 32,616 



TABLE V115 TABLE V1115 

Materials used in manu1.'acture. Imported % Articles manufactured, aT.n 
of t otaJ value added by manufacture. 

Date Soutl1 African Imported Total Art.manuf. Value added 

1915-16 £234,850 £80,195 31 £ 324,045 £ 503,999 £ 179,954 
19.16-17 388,327 110,552 22 498,879 726,712 227,833 
1917-18 484,796 151,377 24 636,173 965 ,550 329,377 
1918-19 653,946 211,009 24 864,955 1,291,765 42ti ,810 
1919-20 805,466 310,904 28 1 ,116,37"0 1~674,598 558 '228 
1920-21 538,945 240,398 31 779,.343 1,191,206 411,863 
1921-22 485,623 252,799 34 738,422 1 '250,521 512,099 
1922-23 507,508 294,122 37 801,630 1,512,791 771,161 
1923-24 555,444 370,113 40 925,55 7 1,681,445 755,888 I 
1924-25 558,341 400,624 42 958,965 1,655,880 696,915 ~ 

~ 1925-26 660,101 457,080 41 1,117,181 1,905' 279 78'8,098 I 

1926-27 667,412 530,898 44 1,198,310 2~0L~l, 726 843,416 
1927-28 728,570 554,387 44 1,282,957 2,153,055 870,098 
1928-29 789,096 598,386 43 1,387,482 2,348,498 961,016 
1929-30 693,074 601,081 46 1,294 ,155 2,305,973 1,011,818 
1932-33 599,54) 621,339 51 1,220,882 2,330,208 1,109,326 
1933-34 618,253 820,094 57 1,438,347 2 ~656, 142 1,217,795 
1934-35 786,781 894 , 014 53 1, 681,695 3,131,177 1,449,482 
1935-)6 841,214 967,762 54 1,808,976 3,439,121 1,630,lH.5 
1936-37 898~026 1~096,652 55 1,994,678 3 ·, 733' 231 1,714,8.51 
1937-38 843,648 1 '056 ,C46 56 1,899,694 3 '715 ,137 1,815,443 
1938-39 935,280 1, 213,626 57 2,148,906 4' 051,563 1,902,657 
l939-40 1,280,645 1' 253' 238 49 2,533,883 4,587,364 2,053,480 
l940-41 1,694,209 1~651,266 49 3,345,473 5 '759 ,079 2,413,604 
1941-42 2,360,729 1 ~ 080,872 47 4,441,601 7,658,223 3,216,622 
1942-43 2,868,167 29387,952 45 5,247,019 8,950,716 3,703,697 



Number a n d value of boots and shoes, slippers and veldschoens produceu in South Africa. 
Boots & Shoes. Slippers Veldschoens 

pairs Value Pairs Value Pairs-- Value 
i916~i7 1,151,599 £ 546,918 44,050 £ 10~199 425,530 £106,272 
1917-18 1,291,105 741,526 123,813 51,616 350,853 £106,515 
1918-19 1,629,637 1,061,222 26,083 10,089 291,555 109,194 
1919-20 1,806,917 1,383,856 42,869 14,800 315,243 110,549 
1920-21 1,308,135 978,438 41,730 15,424 156,196 58,365 
1921-22 1,572,204 1 , 024,504 23,553 8,434 231,342 72,094 
1922-23 2,115,433 1,320,570 42,381 14,304 223,562 69,899 
1923-24 2,351,124 1,445 ~272 20,326 7,237 411,091 121,958 
1924-25 2,643,584 1,461~ 045 20,410 7,546 408,355 130,052 
1925-26 2,963,301 1,695 ,923 15,355 5p258 501,442 142,273 
1926-27 3,205,842 1,829 ,558 14,461 5,038 536,538 160,961 
1927-28 3,136,320 1,905,125 8,543 3,283 621~656 209,183 
1928-29 3,386,198 2,106,329 14,942 6,391 633,085 208,375 
1929-30 3,510,589 2,0~1,749 20,235 7,276 610~121 191,502 
1932-33 4 ,564, 6.56 2, 092,192 318,661 36,119 586,240 160' 259 
1933-34 6,201,048 2,429,769 422,656 44,519 545,975 158,084 
1934-35 7,535,081 2,854,008 897,412 125,472 441 ,695 136,682 
1935-36 8,667,111 3,09.8,488 1,200,114 142,188 570,800 175,982 
1936-37 9,668,608 3,390,468 1,125,388 123,618 588 , 612 190,627 
1937-38 8,768,024 3,368,491 1,105,621 119,445 623,094 194,664 
1938-39 9,837,922 3,675,015 1,396,300 132,757 720,330 215,239 
1939-40 10,518,093 4,178,541 1,528,175 174,682 567,017 197,870 
1940-41 10,941,001 5,197,413 1,588,511 205,573 878,662 327,097 
1941-42 12,526,388 7,008,831 1,349 , 013 243,251 846,742 367,770 
1942-43 11,738,721 7,935,039 1,524 , 780 314,027 1,374,263 631,015 
1944 12,965,000 1,850,000 
1945 14,027,000 1,812,000 
NOT~. The figures for the l)oots and shoes, the number and the value, include certain amounts 
for boots and shoes, the Ul1Pers of which were not made of leather but canvas . These figures 
were actually given in scpsrate columns for the latter half of the table, but as they we r e all 
given together in the first half, this method of tabulation was continued. There is no dat3 f or 

1915- 16 . 

I 
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"When war broke out in 1914, South Africa was still 

dependent on importation for the major portion of its boots 

and shoes. Local inJustry had not yet sufficiently developed 

to make a bid for a:P'Ql"'eciable workers with the ability, 

knowledge and deftn~s s of hand required in any indus try 

producing an article of superior quality and finish. By 

the end of the war :pe riod South African manuf'acturers were 

supplying a very large portion of th e South African needs 

in medium grade o:C footwear, and a cer·tain amount even of 

the higher grades of f ootwear. By t he end of the war 

period the industry had built up a body of skilled employees; 

had entrenched itself securely, and had potentialities of 

supplyi ng in due cours e almost all South African req_uire-

ments. 11 (4) 

Agai n, accox•ding to Lai tes Commercial Blue Book 

there were 41 boot G~1d shoe manufacturing an d repairing 

factories in 1914. This number h ad risen t o 120 during 

the war years (Tab l e 3) which means an increase in the 

numbe r• of' establis:1ments by almost 200% · The fixed 

cap ital of 58 fac tories in 1915-16 was £112,246 showing 

that the average C3pital pe r firm wae about £1935, but in 

1917-18 there were 120 establishments wi th a total cap ital 

of' £252,681 which ,:ives an .average of only £1,688. The 

62 new fitms that D ~ re established during the war had a 

tot al f ixed c ap it&l of only £90 1 435 g iving an average 

capital per firm of ~1462. It may be noted f rom Table 2 

that in both th e years 1915-16 and 1917~18 the size gr oup 

which contained the lGrgest number of establishments, i s - ----------- ·-···-···--·-··.-··- - ---- - --- ---------,.----------
(4) South Africa~ Journal of Economi cs Vol. 3 1935,p . 523 . 
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iS the one whic:·1 contains establishments employing 

bet··reen 5 and lC hJ.nd: 9 but at the 2ame time it may be 

observed that whereas in 1915-16 only 5 establishments 

employed under 4 hands, there were actually 32 establish-

ments employing under 4 hands in 1917-18. This shows 

that many of th e fix>r,1S established during the war> must 

have been very smo.ll. Many of the pre-war established 

firms must have extended their units as it may be observed 

from this table tll0t 13 firms instead of 10 were now 

employing more than 50 handc:, and 14 firms instead of 10 

were now employing between 21 and · 50 hands, but according 

to Table 2a, even at tb is time the four employing over 101 

hands were engagiD.g 32 .1~~ of the total employees in the 

footwear industry. 

In connect i on with this war period it may be 

observed from Ta.i)J.e 4 that the number of employees had 

incr··ased from 1662 in 1915-16 to 2644 at the end of the 

v;ar. This tab l e :-lso shows that t he re is a steady increas e 

in the amount of fixed capital employed per employee, an 

increase from £67 per employee to £76 per employee, showing 

that more of the v;o:.:·k 'Nas being done by mechanical means. 

In connection with this point it may be ebserved from 

Table 5 that the :Guropean wages increased from £71. to 

£75. p. a. &'"ld tbe non-European incrc ased from £46. to 

£47· p.a . Table 6 sh ows that the horse power employed 

incre as ed from 459 to 762 in .l917-18, also the fuel ros e 

from £2678 to £4684 s ho'Jing that the re was no actual 

increase per unit cost of the fuel consumed. 

Although t here is throughout tabl e 5 an increase 
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in the Euro11can wage it may be as w·ell to point 

out here that this :~.verage wage is not a very true reflec­

tion of the wa[es paid to male and female employees. It 

was obtained by adding together the figures of the total 

male and female Europeans employed, as given in Table ~-, 

and dividing this total into the wages paid to European2 

as given in Table 5· While this does give some idea of 

the wage level, account must be taken of the fact t~1at 

throuehout table 4 tbe percentage of European female labour 

i s continually increasing, this does tend tc bring the 

average per employee to a lower figure than would have been 

the case had the ratio of male to female labour remained 

the same. 

In connection with the cost of materials used, it 

may be seen by a study of table 7 that the value of South 

African materials used in the footwear trade during this 

period, ;ar exceed t~e value of the imported material used. 

The fact that the pr.: :.•centage of i mporte d ma terial used to 

the total used drop:!;)'Jd from 31 to 24/~ could not be put down 

to an improvement of South African l eathe: r as compared vvi th 

overseas leather, the cause for this drop in imports is 

probably due to the usual difficulties which any industry 

importing materiGls mee ts with during war time. Table 8 

shows that the value of articles manufactured in the foot-­

wear industry almost doubled itself during this period_. 

It must be remembePcd when studying this table that the 

prices went up c onsiderably d,uring the war, with the r esult 

that the increase in volume produced would not be nearly as 

great as the increase represented by value. 
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Unfortunately in table 9 figures are available for 

only two of the war years. It may be noted, however, that 

there is a fairly eubstantial increase in the number of 

boots and shoes produced. In the slippers production 

there is a very r emarkable increase. The volume increased 

by almost 2001-~ wbi1e the value in·creased by almost 400%~ 

giving some idea of the rise in prices~ but at the same 

time somethinc must be allowed for the fact that a better 

and more expensive type of slipper may have been produced 

in the latter year . A very good indication of the rise 

in prices iS givea in the section dealing with Veldschoen. 

Here it may be obE erve d that although almost 75,000 pairs 

less were produced in 1917-1918 than in 1916-17, the value 

of the total remained the same. The fact that prices had 

risen so much docs not mean that the manufacturer was 

pocketing an unusually large profit . In January 1918 the 

cost of living comr,lission made the following statement after 

its investigation. 11War or no war the prices of boots an d 

shoes would probably have risen as there is a world wide 

shortage of leather. Here supplies are also difficult 

to obtain and can only be purchased at high and increasinr; 

costs. The position~ however~ is much eased by the large 

product ion of boots and shoes in South .Africa11
• ( 7) 

From the c. lJcve facts and figures it appears thus 

tha t during this \7aP period the South African footwear 

industry had·gcne shead more than it has done in all the 

time that it has existed before 1914. The r e asons, as 

has been said 9 why it had gone ahead so rapidly during 

this period? is b ecause South African manufacturers found 

(7) U.G. 16 - 1918, p . 10. 
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themselves in a better position as a result of the 

difficulties wbich a war presents to such an industry. 

In the second period which will now be examined 1 

the industry is once again operating under freer conditions] 

Where it is able tc import as much plant and equipment, of 

the most modern ty)e,as it pleases, and also in a condition 

where it finds tl1e competition of foreign producers a very 

real factor. 

It may be obse:eved from ·rable 3 that the fixed capital 

of the industry as is to be expected during a post-war boom 

had expanded treme~dously. At the end of the war the totnl 

fixed capital of the industry was £295,181; this figure 

increased to the su<:1 of £1+77 ,375 in 1921-22. A large portion 

of this fixed capital consists of plant and machinery 

employed. It is interesting to note that much of this plant 

E~nd machinery Gees not belong to the manufacturers. The 

machinery is actually rented to the manufacturers by the 

Brit ish United Shoe ~·.lach inery (South Af rica) Ltd. Unl:er 

this system a r _rt or royalty is paid by the footwear 

manufa.cturers to t~1e machine manufacturers for the use of 

the machine. Undc? t~is agr -ement the footwear manufacturers 

cannot use tbe mac111ne of another company. The lessee has 

to keep the machine in 2ood order and if a spare part is 

required he must buy t~at part from the company which is 

lending him the machine. This is indeed a great advantage 

to all footwear manufacturers as they now have to spend 

very little money to eQuip their factories with machines, 

and also with sucl1 a system in use the manufacturer can 

v.rithout any considerable capital expense scrap his old 

equipment and refit his factory. Without such a system 
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the manu::.'"' act urer would require to provide for the 

replacement of wol"'n out machinery by means of a sinking 

fund. The fact ·clnt this shoe machinery company has a 

monopoly of patents o: the best machines does to some 

extent suggest L.c t ·the benefits the footwear manufactu.rc:;:'s 

derive fror.: this sc:1er:1e are not as great os they appear 

at first sight. ·r:1e average capital :;>er firm has risen 

during the COUI'Ge of this period, from £1688 per firm to 

£3236 per firm 7 c:lwwiag that firms were eetting bigger. 

It may a ls o be noted from Table 4 that the total number of 

employees had decrcazed from 3399 to 3283 9 but that the 

average capital em·9loyed per employee had risen from £76 

per employee to Cl45· The fact that there is a decrease 

in the number of employees and at the 2ame time an increDse 

in the capital en~loyed per head, does show that the work 

is being done more 'Ti_th the aid of machinery 9 South Afric~:m 

footwear manufetctu:c·Cl"S have realised that they cannot 

compete against the mo.: :s production metbods of foreign 

producers if tl~ey d.o not employ the same ar:10unt of machiner·y 

pel"' worker. Dul"i:i1~: t l1e pe:ciod under discussion at l--:2st 

28 new factories co::!:.:.enced operations. With trade &.i~c'l 

communications cnce 3Zain back to normal, and with such 

easy terms as tLcse un,ler which the footwear manufacturers 

obtained plant end e -.:uipment, it appears that it would 

not be unduly optimistic if it were assun1ed that these 

28 factories were equipped with the best possible 

machinery9 anC:~ t:1 . t -c:1ey did a great deal towards raising 

the capital em~loycd )er head. It is also observed t :12t 

during this rcriod t~e footwear industry was at one stage 
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stnge (1920-21) actually employing so much machinery 

tba t thf' capital p~· P l1ead bma risen to £161. 

Table 5 aJ.e c shows that the wage per employee 

(European) had increased from £75· to £118 p.a. and the 

non-~_:;uropean frcr: £1+ 7 t o £69 p. a. How far the increase 

in the Europ~:an \7age is due to trade union pressure and ho\{ 

much is actually '"'ue to an increas~ in efficiency is 

difficult to sa:'t~ · T~1e figures in Table 1 show that even in 

1912 the South A;~ic~n employees were being paid more t an 

the same employees in England. In connection with the 

rise which took ~:lace in the wages of the non-European 

workers, this is ~robably due to a large extent to an 

increase in efficiency, as there were no non-European trade 

unions which coulC force the wages up. There were , of 

course , a certain number of Coloums employed which may join 

European trade unions. 

The incre- as ed use wh ich has been made of machines is 

we ll represented in Table 6. It may be observed in thie 

Table that the bo:'"'se yO'Ncr of the en~?ines used increased :Cr om 

763 to 1258 , whiL. ~ he cost of the fue l consumed rose from 

£4684 to £11,114 in these five years. 

Now that tl1c ·:1ar was over, South Afrtcan manufactur­

e_·s could also i r.::port as much foreign leather as they plensed. 

Table 7 shows thr.t during this post-';Jar boom period the 

percentage of im~o~ted leather to the total uaed increased 

frora 245-~ to 34~:.;. Tl1e total value of South African l eat her 

used during 1921-22 ·-,as just about the same as that used 

i n 1917-18, but t ;1e total value of imported leather had 

increased from £151,377 to £292,799 or an increase of about 
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95~~. It must , hcHcvci', be observed that at one stage 

during this post-n:tr boom period, the value of South African 

leather used during the yeai' was £805,466 which represented 

an increase of 66> ~ on the 1917-18 f'igure, but in the same 

year the South African footwear manufacturers used £310,904 

worth of imported. }.eatl1er which represented an increas e of 

well over 100~~. 

Table 8 also s~ows up 1919-20 as the most prosperous 

of the post war ye~rs. During this year the Value of 

articles manufac t ured reached a total of £1,674,598 whicb is 

a considerable increase over £965,550 which is the fieure 

for the last of the war years. By the end of the post war 

boom period the f ic:ure was cons iderably less than it was for 

tbe most prosperous year . 

The numbers of pairs of boots and shoes produced 

during this period incre ased. (Table 9) Here again 1919-20 

was the year in ~-· nich the largest nur.1ber of pairs were 

pr oduced. The dominating feature of this table for the 

second period is t~1e ·.7aY in which the product ion of slippers 

suddenly dropped. In 1917-181 123,813 pairs were produced ~ 

but in the following year both the value and the volume 

dropped, to about 1/5 this figure. After that the volume 

of product ion again rose slowly, and tl1e highest value was 

attained in 192C-21 . As regards the manufacture of 

Veldschoens it may be observed that throughout this period 

ther. has been & decline in the volume of production. 

In conclusi on it may be stated that this post-war 

boom period wa s an _xtremely prosperous ~eriod for the 

footwear industry or South Africa. All the expansion 
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that it wanted to Go during the prev ious period, but 

which it could not do owing to war time difficulties, could 

be done during this period as it c ould now once again obt ain 

as much mate rial and equipment a s it needed. During this 

period it also once a~ain had to feel the pres sure of 

foreign competition. This competition was to a large 

extent killed duri~g the war~ but now with impr oved equip­

ment and methode sf mass pr'oduct ion, the foreign producer·s 

put forqard a etrcng0r case than ever before. It is worth 

obsei'Ving tllat tlle number of manufacturing units incre ~sed 

very rapidly during the fi rst two post war years , but tha t 

in the fol l owin[ year it actually decreased by one. The 

figures show ttat 1919-20 was the most prosperous year of 

this period, but ev en in the two ~ ars that followed when 

trade was not so prosperous, it appear z difficult to i mag i ne 

why nobody thoug!: t it ·aor th while establishing a new firm. 

Owing to tbe fr-:,ct that some manufacturers felt that the tide 

had turned, they probably amalgamated with other manufactur­

ing units to form one unit~ so that they might be in a 

stronger position w~1cn the slump actually c ame . The fact 

that the amount o: l ixed capital employed per head rose 

considerably after t l1e most prosper ous year does indicate 

t hat firms w~re in a stronger posit ion, a position that 

was probably broucht about by the amalgamation of severa l 

units. 

The figures in the tables fol~ the tnird period mus t 

now be examined. ·rhis period covers the post war slump 9 

and it was a period in which many of t he footwear units 

that wr= re estab~. ished under war conditions were tested 

to s . e whether t~ey coul~ r eally exist for an indefinite 
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number of years and 80 through all the stages of the trade 

cycle. 

Throughout this period the total fixed capital of the 

footwear industry did not expand. (Table 3). It must~ 

horyever, be observed that the total fixed capital is made 

up of value of lrnd and buildings and value of plant and 

machinery. The v ~lue of the land and buildings increased 

very.little. In 19 21-22 the total was £236,292 and this 

amount had risen to £272,0CO by 192L~-25. The value of 

machinery and plc(nt had increased considerably from £241,083 

in 1921-22 to £336 9800 in 1924-25. This substantial 

incr,~· ase durine tl:e slump was no doubt due to the fact tbat 

a large :percentage 0 1..' t11e ma chinery was rented and not owned. 

During this period it was decided to collect the 

census fo\" the f'ootwear manufacturing and repairing units 

separately. Thus ~ s from the last year of this period only 

the figures for tne actual manufacturing units are considered, 

Some idea can be £Ot of the size of the repairing units 

~hen the figures f er 1924~25 are compared. In this year t~ 

there was a tot al o~ 133 manufacturing and repairinE uni te . 

Theee 133 unit:.: l;s d land and buildinJs to the value of 

£272,000 and plant and machinery to the vailiue of £336 9 OOC: . 

Of these 133 units 74 were manufacturing units employil'lg 

land and buildin~s t o the value of £207,000 and plant and 

machinery to the v.:: lue of £327,119. These figures do 

show clearly that "'.:l1e repairing units mus t have been ver y 

mucl1 smaller thar: tl1e manufacturing units. 

Table 4 shows that manufacturers adopted a very 

conservative policy during the slump. The number of 

employees increased from 3283 to 4417 but at the same time 
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the capital employed :_Jer head fell off frcr.1 £145 per head 

to £121 per beaC? si.1oning that manufacturers were very 

reluctant tc erect new builqings. (Table 3 shows that 

plant and r.1acl1inC:t7 did incr·ease considerably). Table 5 

also bears the signs of a heavy depression. The European 

Wa[e during this ~-, e:c' iod fell from £118 p. a. to £105 p. a. 

The non-Europeem ¥iage on the other hand fell only from £69. 

to £67 p.a. This small fall as compared with the European 

fall is probably because the non-Europeans had no system of 

collective bargaining which could force up wages during the 

boom period. 

It is again well illustrated by Table 6 that the 

slump did not aff ect the footwear industry by preventing 

it from increasinz the number of machines used. Here it 

ie seen that the lJoi~se power of the machines used increased 

from 1258 to 1711 bj the end of the slump period. The 

cost of fuel used by these engines increased from £11,114 

to £17,106 b;· the end of this period. 

Throughout this period of depression the value of 

both South African ~nd foreign materials used increased. 

(Table7) but it is also to be noted that more and more us c 

is being made of imported material. The percentage o.~.· 

imported materiel uced to the total used increased from 

34~ in 1921-22 to 42% in 1924-25. The total value of 

articles produced during this period did increase, although 

th e increase for t ne latter ye ars was very slight (Table 8) . 

It may well be observed what effect the depression 

had on the manufacture of footwear, Table 9· During tlis 

period the production of boots and shoes actually increased 
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cyover a million pnirs . The total value of the boots 

and shoes Eloes sl1c-.;r that the price fell slightly. The 

first year in this l)criod seems to have been a VEry good 

year in the manu:_·::,c ture of slippers ~ but after that 

production figur: s fell again. The decline which has been 
tn 

going on~the prcfuction of Veldschoens suddenly stopped and 

production figures showed an increase in production. The 

reason for thie chan~e is probably because during a 

depression people cannot afford to buy as many boots and 

shoes as they were in the habit of buying in previous ye ars; 

thus they decrease t l1e demand for boots and shoes and 

increase the deman d ?or Veldschoens ~ which is a cheaper 

G.I'ticle and whic~' rrill probably give just as long service 

as the sboes they wci'e previously buying. 

The third ~c~ io d may thus be cons idered one in which 

trade was very sleek. Manufacturers were not keen to 

extend th e ir units as they did net know how long the 

depression would laot. The numb er of establishments 

actually decreaeed .-~rom 148 to 133 : showing the number 

which were forced .:.~ ut of business by t he depressed state of 

the trade~ but 2t ~ 11 e s ame time th e depression is the t inc 

when rr.anufacturcrt. EI'€ most willing t o amalgamate and so 

prevent closing down. It is the r efore felt that there 

were probably seve1·· al amalgamations of fi rms at this time , 

thus enabling these who have amalgamated to be in a strc~~er 

position and so str nd up to the depression for a longer 

The year s · _;h i e~ lay ahead of the footwear industry 

at this time were again years in which it was able to 

develop itself. Trade conditions throughout the world 
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improved after 1925, and with the prospect of still 

better ye,.ars aheo d~ manufacturers sunk more and more 

capital into their businesses, hop ing to capture still a 

l a rger portion ui t~1e \narket 1 and in r et urn receive 

increased ~"J rofi ts .. o::· their additional ef:Corts. 

Durinz tbis ~~cried the figures show an increase 

in the amount o:..· i' i:;~e d capital employed (Table 3). .An 

increase which i s Ilc t great a nd rapid : but rather a slow 

and steady one. It must 1 however, be observed that more 

fixed capital WES employed during the y e ars 1927-28 than 

was employed a t ·;:lJe end of . this period·. At t h e same time 

the number of employr.:;es increased (Table 4). Also here 

1~27-28 is the pede year. 

A sure sien. ot ·Lne prospe r ity in th e industry is el'wwn 

by Table 5. The · :ar.e s per emp l oyee incre ased from £1C5 p . a . 

to .. 2129 p. a. f or ~~urop · a...J.s and f o r non-:...:urope~ms it 

increased from £~7 to £84 p. a . Note tha t the rise in w~ges 

f or both Europc.c.n :md non-:2urope an has been s teady through·· 

out this period. .J?urther pro of of increasing prospe_;:-· i t y 

is seen in Table 6. The total horse power of engines 

em:9loyed inc1··eased :!.'rom 1711 to 2279 while the v alue of 

fuel consumed by t !1esc engines decreas ed from £17,106 t o 

£16,951. This f ::-.::.1 is no doubt due to a decrease in t he 

price of fuel , or it r.1ay be that as the old engines wwrE 

out new engines ccns~ning less fuel or less expensive 

fuel were institut e d in their places. 

It is wi t~1 r egret that it is obs e rve d from Table 7 

tha.t throughout t~1ts ~er iod there is a cent inuous increase 

in the rcrcent age of imported mat e rial to the tot a l 

ma terial used. TiKr>~: is in t his per iod a s t eady i ncrease 
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in the value of Scut~ jfrican material useds but this 

increase is exceeded by far by the very rapid increase· in 

the value c:f foreiga material used. Table 8 also shews a 

steady increas e i~ tb~ value of finished articles produced. 

It is interestinr to note from this table that the percent-

age of the tota l va lue of the articles represented by the 

11 value aci.ded t o r;1 ,- tl. ri a ls by manufacture 11 is remaining 

fairly constant. 

For this period Table 9 shows a constant increase in 

the production anc~ value of boots and sboes , slippers and 

veldschcens. It r.1ay, however, be observed that the percent-

age increase in Vcldschoens is much larger than the increase 

in the production o~ boots and shoes and slippers or stated 

in another way it say be said that the increase in cheap 

utility shoes is rr~ater than the increase in expensive 

shoes or luxuries sucb as slippers. 

The di scussion on this period may be concluded by 

stating that it ~-i;· r:; a ::_)e riod in wh"\.ch general all round 

progress was 1:1ade in the footwear industry. Althagh 

procress was made during this period it appears that the 

industry as a wl1cle has not gone ahead as much as it was 

expected it would. ~hen an examination was made of past 

blue books and eelect committee reports, one ~ery interes t-

ing statement in connection with this particular period 

rras found. ( 8) . The following were the reasons given in 

this statement wl1y -~ he footw ar industry was net doing as 

well as it ought to. 

(1) Ther~ ha2 lately been repeated increases in the 

wages paid. Th is naturally has made working conditions in 

(8) U.G. 18- 1930 yace 17 
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in the industry very difficult. Above this difficulty 

competition has never before been so keen. The imports 

from overseas had i ncreased immensely. 

"During 1927 the local industry found itself facin,e: 

severe competition ;rom an unexpected source. Czecho-

Slovakiay which had exported only 7847 pairs valued at 

£4299 to the Union in 1925,increased her exports in 1926 

to 24,$89 pair2 ·Vulued at £10,923 and in 1927 to 72,897 

pairs valued at ~2~ ,073. In 1928 the imports of boots and 

shoes into the 1·n.ion fr om this country totalled 196,172 

pairs valued at £65,846 while in 1929 300,867 ~airs were 

imported valued at £94,168 . This great increase in the 

importation of foot\:ear from Czecho-Slovakia had been brought 

about by the development and extension of footwear produc-

tion at Zin, Czecho- Slovakia, by hles~rs. T. & A. Bata. This 

firm had risen in ~ comparatively short time to being the 

largest producers r:,;: boots and shoes in Europe. By means 

of an amazingly e j~ficient organisation of production in all 

its branches, thi s f irm was able to sell at prices which 

t ook its products in s pite of al l tariff barrier:, , all over 

the world." (9) 

( 2) It seens t o be the general opinion among manu·-

facturers that retRilers are earning too l arge a profit. 

The government hcs b c:en asked to investigate this matter. 

(3) PriceE of raw materials fluctuate considerably 

and cause an uneven flo'.·v of business. They are now, 

however, fairly r i ~ ~ 2t a leve l about 15% above the 

previous year. 

( 9) South Afri can Journal of' Economi cs Vol . 3 1935, P·535 
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These, it i s f elt 9 ere the 3 main reasons why the 

South African footw ~ :tr indus try has not progressed as mucb 

as it should hevc d'J.r ing thr:-s e years. It may \Yell be 

obsc:rved that cJ.urinz this period t11e number of manuf acturing 

units actually (.ec:....,ca1lll.Gd from 74 to 57, sho' . .r ing again thr. t 

shut downs have been fr•eg_uent. The very fact that tbere 

i:: ac tually an i nc l'€ s se in the f ixed capit a l invested does; 

howeve r, indica t E t~ : 3 p r obability of the amale;amation of 

in<l.ividual unit:::· t:,ul"Ll.£:: this period. In connection with 

this point 9 it is i:n:~eres ting t o note from Table 2.A th 8.t 

a t the end of tb ie ~criod 75.6~ of the tota l employees of 

the South Africsr: foot~·rear manufacturing unit s were emploz'c d 

in fact cries t bat 'i/ 1. re employing mor e than 101 hands. 

When thes e "C 2bles were divided into periods 9 it was 

intended th f· t the f ifth period should cover the years of 

the depres sion. Unfortuna tely th:::; Union rovernment onl;)r 

collected statistics ;or the last two years included in 

this p e riod. 

It may be ob s : rved that during this fifth perio d the 

f ixed capi tal em~)lcy,.d increased from £614,566 to £814 ,0C4 

(Table 3) . It i s also observed 9 hcweVf;r ~ t h at the rer.12:··::-

able feature about th is inc1:cas e is t:,at wherea...; in the 

previous depre ssion the machinery and plant increas ed muct 

more than the l nn d .:' i1d buildings 9 in this depre ssion the 

position is reve r eed , and the land and building increac ed 

much more than plant 2nd machinery. The only explana ti on 

thnt can be offE:red is t h at the mo.nufa ct ur e rs did not 

expand their ls~~ end building sufficiently during the 

prosperous years because at the high prices ruling it was 

too expensive t o d o so , so inst e ad they built up reserves 
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and purchased tbc l..,c __ u i red land and building during t he 

depr~ss ion ~. ;hen ;_ t ','J -:tS :;;>o:::s i ble t c obtain it at a much 

lowe r price. 

Table L~ s~-::c,··:; th ~1.t the t otnl er.1ployees increas ed 

by 50~~ durinr t hi E period from 5017 in 1929-30 to 7573 in 

1 933-34· The ct.~") it::tl employed per he a d fell from £122 to 

£107 , s howing th~' t n.s the number cf employees increased more 

work was betng dc";.e by hands and less by machines . Beth 

the Europe ans and t~1e non- European wage fell during the 

depression . The ~uropean wage de creasing from £ 129 to £109 

p . a . and the non- Europea n wage decreasing from £84. to £81 

p. R . Eer e a[ a in it is worth observing tb (3 actual fa 11 i n 

the two sets of ~ igures. 

The ho r se po·.-re r of t he machines used r ose more clurinr:: 

t!1is p e-riod thc:;n it ' '/aS expected it wculd (Table 6) . The 

actua l increase in horse power being gre ater than the inc ;~aGe 

f e r the previcus bco:n period . I t is as well t c observe t b . .-.t 

the increase in tll:! r.1oney value of thcGe mnch ines for t :1is 

period is net ve~ y ouch more than hal; the increase of tte 

machine v a lue fc:..' t:1e )revious boom period. 

During tbi::. :;cP i od the v: a lue cf Sout h Afr i can 

materials used in t :1c proces s of manufacture actually fell 

from £693,074 to £ Gl J ,253 ( Table 7) while the value of 

imported ma ter i.al ros e f rom £601,081 to £820,094· The 

percentage of imported nater ia l us ed to the total used 

rose still further from 465~ t o 57%· The prob able explana­

tion f or thi s bi g rise in percentage of impor ts is that 

t~e depress i on t it the foreign countries harder , with the 

result that p?ices f c l l more tha n they di d in South Africa . 

Table 8 ~r 2 in shows an increase in the value of 
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articles manu~actured. It seems, however, that this 

increase mainly came qbout during the last year of this 

particular period, when the worst of the depression was 

over, nnd trade en the general road to recovery. 

The number of pairs of boots and shoes produced 

during this pericc~ increased tremendously (Table 9) from 

3,51C 1 589 in 192S' -·30 to 6,2ul,048 in 1933-34· Note, 

however, tha t the total value of the boots and shoes 

produced did not b,,. ;my means increase proportionately; 

in 1929-30 the t ot~l value of 3,510,589 pairs was £2,081,749 

but in 1933-34 the total value of 6,201,048 pairs was cnl~ 

£2,489,769 shmvinr n cons iderable fall in the price per pc:ir . 

.A similar reductJ.on in price per pair is evident in the 

slippers tra de. In 1929-30 the total value of 20 , 235 pairs 

was £7,276 but in 1935-34 the value of 422,656 pairs (note. 

the terrific inc r t ase in production) was only £44,519· As 

is to be expected the production of Veldschoens shew a decresse i 

~ in the m_l_ .. :!be i• of pairs produced. The number of 

pairs of Velds chcens produced decreased from 610,121 pairs 

in 1929-30 to 543 ,975 pairs in 1933-34· The value of th r. 

total produc tion ( ecreased from £191,502 t o £158,084. Aft er 

examining the 1_.roduct ion for boots aYJ.d shoes and sl ippel ... e 

this decline in the volume of Veldschoens produced was 

expected. The volume of production for boots and shoes 

and slippers increased beyond all expectations. With 

this increase in production came a fall in price. 

Consumers now divcx•ted their demand from the cheap utilit ~r 

shoes (Veldschoenc:) to cheap fancy shoes. 

The gr~ at incr2aoe in the demand for South African 

boots and shoes, ~nJ slippers, during this period is no 
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doubt to some extent uue to the national advertising 

campaign which wr.ts started in 1931 with the purpose of 

removing the pre ju·,·:icc the public had agains t South African 

produced shoes. Eighteen firms co-operated and organised 

this campaign, nine of these firms were in Port Elizabeth. 

The administrat tm1 of the campaign "was in the hands of a 

committee of Port :Llizabeth footwear manu_·acturers and 

tanners. It was the South African footwear as such that 

was advertised and not any indi vidual brand. South Africnn 

leather also rece ived special attention in a series of 

advertisements. The whole campaign was carried out on a 

bilingual b:;.sis. 11 (10) 

During this ;cried the number of individual estnb-

lishments in the :Jcuth African footwear industry actually 

incr~ased from 57 to 74 · This increase in the number of 

manufacturers does to some extent explain bow the industry 

managed to expand its output so much in the last year of 

this period. Table 2a also shows that by this time 80.3~~ 

of the total employees of the South African footwear 

industry were being employed in establishments employing 

more than 101 hcndo. 

Let the f ieurc;;s which fall into the sixth period ncvv 

be examined and nn ~ttempt be made to trace the develop-

ment of the South A: rican footwear indus try. This period 

cover s 'all the years from just after the depression of the 

early thi r·ties ~ up ·:~o the time of the commencement of 

world war 2. 

During this ~eriod the fixed capital of the industry 

increased from £814,004 to £1~060 9 105. It is worth 

noticing that the raaii·~ illcrease was in the plant and 
T-1 ) ---------- -. --· -----------·------------------\.LO S.African Journa l oi' :B:r.onomics Vo1.3 1935 P · 539 
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machinery division~ The average capital employed per 

individual firm w::,s at the beginning of this period about 

£1l,OOO:by the end of the period it had increased to an 

average of £12,772 per individual firm. This is in harmony 

with the rigurcs cf Table 2A. In 1932-33 80 . 3% of the 

tota·l employees cf the industry were employed by firms 

employing more than 101 h8nds. In 1936-37 this percent-

age had risen to 86 . 5~ of the total employees. 

It is also ·:: o be observed that throughout this period 

there has been an increase in the number of employees, an 

increase from 7573 to 10555· It must, however, be observed 

that although there ~1as been an increase in the fixed capital 

employed, the fixed capital per employee actually decreased 

during this pcricd from £107 per head to £100 per head. It 

must also be observed that at one time during this period 

it was actually as lo~ as £97 per head (Table 4). 

Table 5 again proves the old theory that as the 

capital per head f~lls more l abour is employed to do the 

worl>:: the machines had previously done. To do this work 

they rec.tuire more skill than they would need if they merely 

had to attend tc ·c. l1e ,nz\chines. With 1ncr1..:ased skill r.oec 

increased wages, snC so in this period it is found thct 

the wages of the Europeans had risen from £109 p.a. in 

1933-34 to £132 p.a. in 1938-39· The non-European Wa[e 

on the other hand had risen from £81 p.a. to £82 p.a. in 

1938-39· The reas on why the increase is so small is 

probably because t ne non-European labour is being used on 

unskilled jobs. Also in connection v:ith this question 

it is interestinc: tc glance at Table 2b and observe that 

throughout the ye2rs that have been discussed in this 
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chapter the percen~ngc of non-Europeans employed to the 

total employed has been decreasing. The only exception 

to this rule occure i n the last tVJo years mentioned in the 

table, where there is again a slight increase in the percent-

age of non-Europc~ns employed. 

The horse po~er of the machines employed increased 

considerably durir..::; this period. (Table 6). The increase 

in the value of plant and machinery is of course to b e 

expected during prosper ous times, as the actual cost of 

installing an additional machine is very little to the 

manufacturer under the leasing system. It is as well t c 

observe that the co:~ t ot the fuel consumed by the mg_ch ines 

increased proporticnntely. 

It is with J l easure that the large i ncrease in the 

value of South African material used in the process of 

manufacture is obsc .:.""ve·d. The percentage increase in the 

value of imported ;·1nterials used, however, is about the 

same. Actually for most of the years during this per i od 

the percentage of imported materials used had actually 

f allen, but in 19~G-39 it w~s the same as it was in 1933-34· 

The total value of the finished articles produced 

also increased by over 50%, and their volume by about the 

same amount. Observe also that the re has been no fur ther 

marked fall in the price (Table 9). The output of 

slippers increased by ·:;ell over 200% and their value by 

about the same e.mount. In this case there has been a 

certain reduction in price. The Veldschoen trade was 

also prosperous and_ even here product i on increased from 

545,475 pairs in 1S33-34 to 720,330 pairs in 1938-39· 

It may cor~idently be said that this has been one 
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of the most prosperous periods the footwear industry of 

South Africa has ever had. The number of producing uni ts 

increased from 74 in 1933-34 to 83 in 1938-39· This 

i ncrease does sh0\7 that there was plenty of work for every-

body throughout this period; whethcr ' this was still the 

case just befor~ the ~ar is difficult to say. There \vas 

a minor setback ill 1938, but the fieures do not show any 

effect that it mig11t J.1ave had on the f ootwear industry. The 

number of employ~_ ee L~ id not decrease, although short time 

v1as worked. The~e uas , however, a feeling at the time 

that supply was tl~reatening to exceed demand. 11The opinion 

is held in many quarters that there are more factories in 

the country than .:-:r·e necessary to supply its needs. It is 

hoped that the number of factories will not increase for 

some time, at any J'at c not until the i.ncrease in consumption 

following naturally en the growth of the Union's population 

h as restored the bl'.lr:mce between pr-oduction and consumption . 11 

(ll) 
The seventh ::md last period cover-s a number of the 

war years. Unfort nately it has b~en impossible to obtain 

statistics for all the war years. The Director of Census 

states that they Cl.re not available yet. 

Table 3 shews that there has been a large increas e 

in the value of l.'i::ed capital employed. This increase is 

due t o a cons i<ie::_, ·_ ble inc-rease in both the land and build-

ings and the plant and machinery values. It is t o be 

obse rved, however, that the increase in the value of the 

l and and buildines is large r than the increase in the value 

of the plant and machinery. 

(11) Industrial and Commercial South Africa J an. 1939;p.l9. 
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The number of employees also show a considerable 

increase. From 10555 in 1938-39 to 13225 in 1942-43, 

Table (4). The same table shows that the capital employed 

per employee has increased to £105. per employee by 1942-43. 

The rise is very small. It is, hov1ever, to be observed 

th:.·,t there has been considerable fluctuations during the 

years between theoe t wo dates. 

There has been n considerable increase in the ~a[es 

paid to both Europ ... :·.n and non-Europcan employees. The 

European wage increasing from £132 to £187 p.a. and the 

non-European wage from -·~79 to £126 p. a., the latter figure 

being about the s~8c ~s that representing the European 

wage in the pre-war years. The increase in wages in both 

these cases is probably not due to a big increase in the 

efficiency of employees, but to a rise in the cost of living 

which is always v~ry noticeable during a war. 

The hers e-pov,rer of the engines employed has also 

increased from 5292 to 6601 horse power. The cost of fuel 

used by these encines i ncreased from £26,026 to £32,618 

showing that thE ~e hac been very little increase in the 

cost per unit of the fuel used. (Table 6). 

The effect of the war on the materials used in the 

footwear industry is shown by Table 7. The value of 

South African mstc:Pinl used increased from £935,280 in 

1938-39 to £2,8683167 in 1942-43· The value of imported 

material used on tne other hand rose from £1,213,626 to 

£2,373,952. VVhc-1 the actual rise in price of these 

materials is taken into consideration, one might quite 

easily come to the conclusion that there might actually 
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have been a decre ase in the volume of imported material 

used although thc i"G is an increase in the value of this 

material. It is t o be observed tb L=: t only 451~ of the value . 
cf the total mntcriul used in 1942-43 was of foreign origin. 

A study of tl1e figures representing this period in 

Table 8 also reveals a big inc~ease in the value of the 

finished articles produced . Here~ however, it must also 

be borne in mind that th e increase in volume will not be as 

large as the incr'ease in value owing to the rise in prices. 

Table 9 bears out clearly what has been said in the 

previous paragraph. The volume of boots and shoes increased 

from 9,837,922 pairs t o 11,739,721 pairs in 1942-43 and 

14,027,000 pairs in 1945, while the value increased from 

.231675,015 to £7,935,039 in 1942-43· The figures for the 
0~ $I ,·I"'P~ '<'5 

productionAincreased from 1,396,300 to 1,524 1 780 pairs in 

1942-43, the value of these slippers increased from £132,757 

to £314,027· C:1)serve that the volume had increased tc 

1,872,00C pairs by 1945. The figures for the Veldschoen 

trade also shor:e th:-.t the value of Veldschoens increased 

much more than the ,v ol ur.1e did. It must, however, be 

observed that tbe main rise in prices only came about in 

the last t wo years for which figures ar e available. 

During this )eriod the number of manufacturing 

establishments in t he footwear industry increased from 83 

to 99· The war eives an industry such as the South 

African footwe ar industry a great deal of artificial 

stimulation, as i t does t o a l arge extent kill all forei gn 

competition. When the industry as a whole finds itself in 

a more favourable position, the establishment of a number 

of ttmushroomtt fact cries usually ta1r.es place. These 
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factories can ver;/ often exist only U11der such wartime 

conditions. On the other hand, if an industry requires • 

a large amount cf imported material, the war might force 

this particular ty::e of industry ouc of business, as it 

might now be unable t o obtain the naterials it requires in 

sufficient quantities . Whether in the f irst year of the 

war a nuober of :L::.ctor ies had to go out of production owing 

to the shortage of material required fPom abroad is dii'ficult 

to determine, but the fact that the fixed capital employed 

during this year i ncreased (especially the land and buildings) 

does sugges t thnt a certain number of amalgamations may 

have taken pla ce. 

The South .Af'rican footwear industry has gone ahead 

during this period. The industry has certainly created 2 

n ame for itself in the production of _"'ootwear required by 

t he Allied armed lorces. W'hether it will be able t c lceep 

that ·which it bas ga 'i.ned during the war years, and later 

even extend its murkets, will to a l arge degree depend on 

how its prices &nd •.-;:,uality compare wit!~ those of the forci.:n 

producers \/hen once c..ca in the wor·ld ' s trading conditions 

are normal. If it ~ants to keep pace with overseas 

producers~ it ~ust indulge in rese2rch~ not only to 

i mprove the qualit:r o::~ tl1e footwear it produces , but a lso 

the most efficient rn3thods of attracting the attention of 

the consumer must be s tudied. 
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(1) U.G. 17-1920 page 20 

(2) U,G. 9-1913 "Summary of the evidence given before 

the comr.1crcc and industries commission." 

(3) Laites commercial blue book for South Africa 1914 p.511. 

(4) South Africcn Journal of Economics vel. 3 1935 p. 523· 

(5) The following r;:::re the books useO. for the construction 

of' the tables in this chapter 

(1 
( 2 

~~ 
(7 

8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 

(17 
( 18 

U .G. 1~8 -1921 page 67 
U ,Q • 40-1922 11 37 
u .. o . 14-1924 " 38 
u . G • LJ-1 -19 24 II 44 
U. G. 41-1927 II 50 
u.a. 32-1928 11 50 
u. G. 51-1928 II 52 
U .G. 18-1932 " 46 
U.G. 41-J--1930 II 47 
U.G. 33-1931 II 38 
U,G. 31-1935 II 46 
U.G. 34-1936 11 47 
U.G. 30-1937 II 46 
U.G. 24-1938 11 46 
u. G. 39·-1939 II 46 
u. G. 2It-1941 11 53 
u. G. 20-1945 II 75 
Stol{cr - Facts and figures 

(19) u.G. 20-1946 page 69 

of South African 
footwear. 

( 6 ) Office cf census and s tatistics apecial report No .l37 

(6a) tl It II II tl 

(7) U.G. 16-1918 page 10 

(8) u.G. 18-1930 paae 17 

II 
p.6 

II p.4 II 

(9) South African Journal of Economics vol. 3 1935 page 

( 10) II II II It II 3 II 
535 
p .539 

(11 ) Industrial c.~:nc.1 commer~ ial Scuth Africa ;.;·an.l939 p.19. 
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In the first half of this chapter the main theor­

etical arguments in connection with the size of the unit 

and the optimum size of the firm will be considered. In 

the latter half an attempt will be made to discover the 

size of the unit and the optimum size of the factories in 

the South African footwear industries. 

When a factory is erected there are several facts 

which by their influence on the entre~::.~1.eur( s), play a 

very important role in the size of the establishments. If 

it is a one man concern the dominating feature is usually 

the capital required. Very few people are in such a 

fortunate position as to establish a factory which requires 

a big sum of money for both fixed and floating capital. 

If it is a company with hundreds of share holders who are 

willing to furnish the concern with capital 7 this financ­

ial feature loses its importance. Other features which 

will influence the size of the manufacturing unit are such 

matters as, the size of the potential market, and the 

location of the market in relation to the location of the 

factory. In connection with the location of the manu-

facturing unit such details as the cost of raw material 

at nearest source, cost of transport from source to 

factory, wages and fuel costs, and costs of transport to 

market must be considered .. If it is a highly mechanised 

:t'actory the availability of repair shops must also be 

considered. The amount of labour available in certain 

areas is also very important 9 and so are the banking 

facilities which enable the firm to obtain a loan when it 

reg_uires one. 

These factors then influence the entre~~eur before 
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he has started production. In connect ion with the actual 

producing the manufacturer soon realises that the amount 

:1e produces has a decided influence on tlle cost per unit 

of the article he produces. When his manufacturing unit 

is of such a size that its cost of production per unit is 

as low as it possibly can be, then it is said that his firm 

is optimum size, meaning by that, that his firm is of the 

most economical size from the cost of production point of 

view. If he expands or contracts the size of his firm, 

his cost of production must rise~ How then does a manu-

f acturer arrive at this optimum size? 

There are five main factors which influence the 

optimum size of the firm. In fact it may be said that any 

one firm may have five different optima to v1hi ch it may grow 

or contract,as the case may be. To be of the most efficient 

size, it must be of such a size where there is within it a 

compromise between these different optil!la. The following 

are the f'i ve different forces each malcing for a different 

optimum size. 

( 1) Technical forces making for a technical optimum 

size. 

( 2) Managerial forces making for a. managerial optimum 

size. 

(3) Financial forces making for a financial optimum 

size. 

(4) Influences of marketing makinc for an optimum 

sales unit. 

(5) Forces of risk and fluctuations making for a 

position where the firm will h 2ve the rrr eatest 

chance of survival. 
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.Let each of these different optima now be discussed 

in turn, and it be seen how each o:f' them af.fect the optimum 

s ize of the firm. 

(1) Technical opt imum size. In considering the optimum 

size from the technical point of view, the chief considera-

tion should be , economies achieved by specialisation and 

division of labour. A large firm has an advantage over a 

small firm here as it is able to lend itself more to spec-

i alisat ion. It can employ a large nunber· of workers to 

t ake an article through the different processes; it can 

thus allow its workers to specialise more than would have 

be . .:n the case if it could only employ say l1olf the workers 

it was employing now. As the employees specialise, they 

must naturally become more skilled than the employees of 

another firm where they are required to handle the product 

for more than one stage during the process of manufacture. 

The outcome of this specialisation is greater efficiency, 

and with greater efficiency must come s to some extent, a 

decrease 1n Co?ts . Also, if there is division of labour 

the management will find it easier to fit ea ch worker into 

the job for which he is best sui ted. There is thus less 

chance of misfits occurring in the factory. Again, if an 

employee does a certain job, and none other, and has a 

machine assisting him to do this particular job, a lot of 

time is saved if that employee stays with that machine 
" 

all day, and does not have to change over from one machine 

to another, or bas to adjust the machine to do a different 

job . Specialisation and division of labour do to some 

extent lead to new inventions. An employee is much more 

likely to discover some labour saving device if he does 
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the same job all day, than he would if he was continually 

changing from one job to another. 

The general movement towards greate r specialisation 

a nd division of labour has caused a certain amount of 

unemployment, especially among the older employees. These 

employees usually have a certain amount of responsibility 

such es being the ch ief wage earners in a family, with the 

result that they cannot afford to undereo an apprent iceship 

period , as their wage during this period is too small to 

keep the family alive. On the other hand, they cannot find 

employment without undergoing this apprenticeship period, 

as they have not got the qualifications such a job requires. 

Tlley thus h ave to do unskilled work a~ a much lower wage. 

Even here they find it difficult to obtain employment in 

South Africa, as most of the unskilled wor1{ is being done 

by the non-European population. The only i mportant 

exception to this i s probably the South African Railways . 

Also, in connection with the technt cal optimum 

the poss ib ili ty of r cpl ac i ng men by machines must be 

c onsidered. If the firm i s a big producer it wi ll be 

able to instal machines that cannot be installed by 

smaller f'irms, ow inc to the f act that t11e2e smaller firms 

have not got the availJble c a~ i tnl , and a l so have not 

created a demand l arcc enough to absorb all that such a 

large machine could produce. Before a firm which is 

capvble of inst alling s uch a r:1a chine does inst al it 9 it 

mus t consider whe ther the cost of the ma ch ine, plus the 

running costs of the machine, is less than t he wages that 

would have b een pa id to er.1ployees had the machine not 

been install ed. If the cost of the machine is less t han 
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tl1e sum of the other two, then it will be worth while 

to employ machines instead of men. The danger of 

installing a machine is that it may suddenly become 

obsolete soon after it has been installed , owing to the 

invention of a new machine which reduces tl1e costs still 

further than the one in use, and whicl1 i s capable of 

forcing the producer who employs the old machine out of 

production. He thus has no alternative but to scrap the 

old machine and instal a new one, even ir it does mean 

1cavy capital expenditure. 

The power required for running these machines can 

also be got more easily by a large firm than a small one. 

T~e large firm will probably require a great deal of 

power in which case it will be able to operate its own 

power station, or if there is a large public power station 

close at hand 9 it can obtain the power from this company 

a t a reduced r ate, owing to the fact that it will use 

such a large quantity . 

A large firm also has the advantage t'tat with its 

numerous employees and machines, it stands ::-. better chance 

to avoid bottle necks. If an article 9a~ses from 

Department l to Department 2 , to Department 3, and so on, 

then the production must be so balanced that if Dept. l 

employs 50 workers, and t11ese 50 employees produce 100 

units per hour 9 then Dept. 2 must employ so mo.ny workers 

as are able to cope with 100 units per hour ~ or if Dept. 1 

employs 10 machines producing 100 units per l1 our, then 

Dept. 2 must employ enough macl).ines to col=Je with 100 units 

per hour, and Dept. 3 etc. must in turn ·c i>lploy enough 

1:1achines or workers to cope wi tb all t he D~pt . before it 
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produces within that particular time. 

It seems that from the technical point of view 

t :1e optimum size of the firm is large. It may, ho.wever, 

be stated th at the technical optimum of' a fi'rm is large 

when the product of' that firm is l aree ; e . g. ships, or 

'"Then the product 13 very complex, sucl1 as watches, but 

w~ere the product is of a simple nature ~ such as the pro-

duction of pins , it is quite likely tl"J !l t t~·1e optimum from 

the technical point of view will be small. It may, 

however, be obs erved, that even where the tec~nical 

economies cease to exist in large firms; it is unlikely 

t l1.J.t it will l ead to any disadvantage. ( 1) 

(2) Manage r ial optimum unit. The perfect manager 

of' an establishment must have at least three outstanding 

·:;_uali ties. The y are (a) he must be able to organise, 

(b) he must know a great deal about t be technical size of 

tl"1e businees, and (c) he must be at hor:1e \:ben discussing 

-c;:, e business and its financial requirements. One man 

very seldom possesses all these qualities. It is therefore 

thus found that in a small business vvl1icl1 can only afford 

one manager, some sides of the business are not being run 

as efficiently as they could be. In the c ase of a large 

firm the situation changes. The busi'ness can afford to 

employ a number of' men, each of whom is an expe rt in one 

particular branch. The position i s thus found where the 

financial and technical advisers are totally different men 

to the one actually doing the organisi:ne. .Also in a 

small firm with one manager , he may h ave to Qo certain 

unirnport ant jobs v:~1 ich would be done by s orae one else in a 

(1) E.A.G.Robinson- Structure of competitive industry, 
pages 25 - 35· 
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large firm. The fact that the manager ~l<J.S to do these 

odd jobs does involve a certain amount of wnste of high 

grade labour. 

In the managerial as in the technical department, 

specialisation and division of labour· a:L- e key words. The 

advantages of such specialisation ar•e t'·vo . In the case of 

people such as managers, who are considered high grade 

labour, they are c onfined strictly to t be actual management 

of the business. Also, in the case of the worker, he 

becomes a specialist in his own particular task . 

From the managerial point of view tlle optimum size 

of the firm again tends to be large. As t he works expand 

the managing staff also expandsp b ut in octua l fact it is 

found that the management does not expand to the same 

degree as the rest of the firm. If the size of the firm 

increases and the number of employees inc Pease from, say 9 

1000 to 200C.; it vill be found that t he actual managing 

body will probably only increase from 10 to 15, showing 

that big firms are more economical thon snmll ones , from 

t!1is point of view. Even when the ratio of tlle number of 

workers to the number of the managing s tG.ff is increased~ 

it is still found that in larger f ir'ms the ttlanagement 

plans with greater smill and efficiency t:)e c:eneral run­

ning of the factory than they would do in the case of 

smaller firms. 

Even in the managing side of the firm it is found 

that there is a certain amount of displacing of men by 

machines. In recent years the number of machines employed 

in connection with the bookkeeping side of the firm has 

increased considerably. These machines can do the books 
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of the firm with great speed and acct~racy. In fact, one 

machine can tal:e the place of several :·ccc.untants. Here 

again, owing to the bigh purchasing price of these machines, 

it appears that only the large firms can fi r~d these 

oachines within their range of expenditure. 

·~n the mana gerial size of tlle firm 2rows beyond 

n certain size, it ceases to increase the economies it had 

attained by its earlier growth. There ie thus an upper 

limit to the size of the firm from t b i c point of view. As 

t J.1e firm grows, its number of debtors and creditors will 

naturally increase. It will then be fcund that even with 

t~e ereatest possible specialisation 2n a division of 

labour, it does net derive any economiec if its growth is 

oeyond a certain point. 

The problem of co-ordination wi tbin o. big firm is 

indeed a difficult one. It must be seen t~at all the 

departments of the firm are in harmony rt ith each ether. 

As the firm grows, the problem of keepin(I the departments 

in harmony with each other grows with it; i n fact, it is 

just about impossible to obtain perfect :·1arnony within a 

ve ry big firm. The maximum size to , -;~.1 ich 8 :f irm can 

eventually grow will depend on the co-crdin2t ion of the 

individual departments and the indi vi c1u .J. l s r1i thin them. 

To achieve the best form of co-ordination and the most 

efficient form of management, a number of systems have 

been devised. Let some of these systems now be studied. 

(1) Military or line type. In this type of 

organisation a general manager takes all the responsib-

ility and has all the authority. Tbe result of this 

is that the executive places too much emphasis "on the 
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phases of the bus iness with which he is P 3?ticularly 

familiar, with tbc resultant lack of t:cvelo~pmcnt along 

other lines"(2). This type of organisa tion, b~cause of 

its simplicity, is found in a great many smo.ll and grow-

ing businesses. 

(2) Functional type of organisation. This type of 

organisation was invented by F •. w.Taylor. In it there are 

a number of managers, each of whom i s a specialist in his 

own department. An employee thus has ac many bosses a·s 

he has facets. This forr.1 of organiection has met with 

a certain amount of success. "The lack of definite allo-

cation of r esponsibility is one of its worst faults."(2) 

It is found to work best in a factory w:1ere t'here are a 

limited number of articles produced. It has an advant-

age over the previous system as one mnn now has all the 

responsibility if anything goes wrong, -c··· ere is a certain 

amount of division of managerial responsibility. 

(3) Line and staff type. Again. in ·ell is type of 

oPganisa t ion, a. single executive hac all ·c ~ :: e authority. 

T:1ere are a certain numbe r of officers kno·.vn a s specialists . 

They act on a pure advisory bas is anc1 c annat is sue orders 

to workers. This type of organisation is a i11odification 

of the Military or line type, and functionnl type of 

organisation just mentioned. 

"Acquaintance with modern management discloses the 

fact that all managerial activities ·can be divided into 

line activities and staff activities. Staf~ men analyse, 
-------------------------·--·- --.... -. .. ---·--

(2) All inforMation and quotations in t~-·is section in 

connection with typ.es of organisation :.;ave beei.'). taken from 

"Business Management : I - P ~"'h 1 te. -pages 05-92. 
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initiate, pl<J.n -- nd a L1 V ise, they tell l1ow t :·le ;·tork should 

be done. In the line and staff organis c. t i ons they are 

uanifestly specialists, such as enginee rs ; i nspectors and 

technicians of v arious sorts . 11 (2) 

The advantage of this type of organisation is the 

GJeed with which action can be taken. It a lso contains 

the advantages of the mi 11 tary and functional t ypes of 

organisation~ while doing away with their disadvantages 

at the same time. 

nThe greatest advantages of any t ype of organisa-

tion cannot be repeated unless its members :1ave the 

organisation view point. The essence of t :1is vi ew poin t 

is to see things in t~ eir related positions. T11r ough 

increasing kncwlede e and experience comes t he powe r to 

associate, discriminate, and to d i :2f er·e·"2.t i;}te. Tasks no 

longer appear isola tedp but grouped . Th e organisation 

v i ew point is common to tbose trained i n Gcientific method. 

Juch individuals do not fail to see de ta i lu 7 b ut they see 

t :·1em only as components of a whole. 11 ( 2) 

In connection with this management p rob lem, a small 

firtn is not c·ompletely without an advant a ge ove r a big firm. 

The main advantage of tbe small firm is the speed with 

which it can make decisions. If t he firm suddenly has to 

decide whether it bas to change its plan of production, or 

if it suddenly has to dec ide whether it s:·w uld take a risk 

and change the shape and appearance of its p r oduct, and so 

g ain by increased sales, 6r lose everything~ then this 

decision will be able to be taken w~th much greater speed 
7-;;-<i------. - - - - -------·---·--- ----- -------;-· ··-· - ---· ... -- -... .. . . .. ... . -·-· ·-:--···-- --:----·-----
\ 2J All 1nf orm::1 t ion and quotat 1ons in vl1 1s sect 1on rn 

connection with types of orgartisatio::l. hr.,ve been taken from 

:r Business Management n - P. White~ pages 85-92 . 
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if it is a one-man concern, than would 0e t l1c c ase if 

t·,w busine :::= s belo11[ed to thousands of s:1.::·. rel1olders and a 

board of dtrectors rrho will have to discucs the problem 

in the greatest detail. Another advantage that a small 

firm has, if? that it usually belongs to the people who run 

it, with ~he result that a much greater effort ·.-vill be made 

to ensure that the business is run efficiently. 

To close the discussion on the ma.na[:el' ial optimum 9 

it might be added that the optimum from this point of view 

depends to a large extent on the ·man or men a t the head. 

If he or they have a flare for organisin[ o.nd financing, 

3.nd a sound t e chnical knowledge which puts tl1em above t he 

average man, then the managerial opt i mutJ of t l""1e firm they 

are managing will be bigge r than th e rn~nage~ ial optimum of 

the firm managed by men of average ability r~cl normal 

personality. ( 3) 

The Financia l optimum. In any ~·.1anuf'acturing 

concern there arc t wo types of capital: fixed capital and 

floating capital. Its fixed capita l conLists of its land 

and buildings and plant a nd machinery. Its floating 

capital, on the other hand, will be usecl to buy raw mater-

i als and pay wages of employees, etc. T~e fixed capita l 

invested, then, decides the actual size .and v a lue of the 

land and buildings , and the number of machines employed. 

Therefore, if entrepreneurs have a c ons i de r abJ.e amount of 

capital available for a long term investnent, the actual 

size o:f the firm will be large, but the amount t,·, is fir m 

) reduces will depend on the float ing caDit a l . Let an 
..... .. ----. ________ ..... ___ .., __ .._ _ ..... . ··- ------........... ···-· -··-· -------

(3) E.A.G. Robinson- Structure of competitive industry 

pages 36 - 53· 
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imaginary example of a firm in the boot 0110. shoe trade 

be taken, and let it be assumed that this firu ~as a 

floating capital of say £50,000. Durin~ the twelve 

:'1onths of the year the firm will not require the same 

amount of floating capital continually, for production 

will not be the same each month of tlJe year. During the 

slack mont he of tlle year tbe firm \Jill require~ perhaps, 

only £40,000, but during the busy timec it might require 

as much as £80~00(.; or .!..:100,000. Tl1e quest ion is 

whetl1er this £50,00C that is available t c enough floating 

The £50,000 will be sufficient if 1 t is able 

to borrow the additional £30,000 or £5C, 000 during the 

busy months when it requires it. If it cannot borrow 

the additional money, it will have to have £80,000 or 

£100 7 000 for its floating capital so that it can cope 

with all its business during the busy period; or else it 

will have to cut do'vYn the amount of busine e: s it does 

during this period so that £50,000 will be su:r .. ~icient 

floating capital. 1.Vhether the firm will be able to 

malce a short term loan for the additional money it 

requires will depend on such matters ac the general 

credit reputation and financial stability of ti!e business. 

If the firm can borrow this additional money it will gain 

not only by a proportionately greater return on the 

capital actually invested, but will also eai~1 because 

its costs of production per unit will be decreased as a 

result of the increased production up to a certain point. 

If one considers the issuing of s:1s.res as a form 

of borrowing, then the lending of money also affects the 

financial optimum of the firm in that the size of the 
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firm will depend on the number of sh ares that t:1e public 

are willing to buy. When considerinc t~Je potential 

demand for the shares, such matters as t>e ty)e of business 

to be opened must be considered, and an even more import­

ant question is th e general level of t::e busine3s at the 

time when the shc.res are being issued. It will be extreme-

l :r difficult to float any type of company during a 

depression when the general level of b usines s is very low. 

The amount of capital available a t the beginning 

does then to some extent influence the size of the firm, .. 

but in the case of a business that is not a joint stock 

company the amo~t of capital available may also influence 

t he type of business to be started. 1+. man may have 

£5,00C at his disposal. With this he may be very keen 

to start a textile factory, but £5,000 is not nearly 

enough capital for a textile works. He •vill thus have 

to <lecide on something smaller such as a taru.!.e i>y or foot-

wear manufacturing business ins tead. :Cvcn in the case 

of the ~otential capital a vailable for a joint stock 

company, the type of business may have a decided influence 

on the amount of capital available. Peo~;le ma:;r b e very 

vt1lling to take up shares in a gold minine; cornpany, where­

as tl1ey might not be nearly as willing to tak e up shares 

in a transport company which is being floc,.tecl a t the same 

time. If the business is started by one r;lan on a small 

scale, it might later expand and become r joint stock 

company, Whether it will expand will depend on whether 

it has made a substanti~l profit during t"he past years 

of its 1 ife. Profits made are the best possible proof 

to a potential buyer that the shares of t~e business are 
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a sound investment. If the orieinal fou::v.l::r of the 

business does not wish to turn it into a joint stock 

c ompany, he may expand it himself by plou.ghing back part 

of the profits he makes every year. 

If a man wants to expand his busin. ' ss faster than 

his accumulation of profits will allov! him to do, then he 

c oul<l attempt expanding with the aid of bcrrcwe d money. 

In the past 9 British and South .African banJ;:s have adopted 

a rnther conservative policy and bave be ,~n unwilling to 

lend money to industries on a lone terr.1 bas is; The 

result is that in England the industries have borrowed 

most of their money on the London money market. There 

is, however, definite proof that industries nave in the 

past failed to expand as much as they oug:, t to have done 9 

owing to the difficulty of obtaining t:1e necessary capital. 

In South Africa the industrial Developme~t Corporation has 

b·een established to assist industries. T~is corporation 

is prepared t c investigate new pr•opositions r(licll are 

orought to its notice. It wil l also, i~ asked to do s o , 

investigate into tl1e circumstances i n H:lic:·l sn existing 

industry finds itself. If the investig:::: tion proves tl1at 

the industry does require financial a~sict~ncc ;or ex-

pansion~ and that the expansion is justified economically 9 

it ·vill assist sucl1 an industry to lmC.e,,t :.3.lce t:1e desired 

expansion. 

A large firm bas the advantage over &. sr.1all one 

LJat it usually finds it easier to borrorv noney. The 

name of the large firm is well known to everyone, with 

the result that it finds it much easier to raise the 

required capital. It may thus be sa i cl t ;·1 c t from t he 
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financial point of view t he optimur.1 size oi' the firm 

is large.(4) 

The optimum sales unit. Efficient buying of r aw 

r.1aterials is as i mport ant to any firm as efficient 

met~ods of production. Tl1e cost of t :,e ravr m&. t er ial to 

t he manufacturin g uni t has a decided i nfl ucnce on the 

price of the finished article. When 2 l .:.: rce firm buys 

r aw materi als, it is said to have a ccrtn in ndv antage over 

t ·l e buyers of smaller firms requiring less rav1 materials 

at the time. The main advantage is th2 t i n buying such 

bie quanti ties at a time, the seller of t l.1e raw material 

is able to quote a lower price per unit of' t·,,a terial than 

he '7ould be uilling to quote if a smaller quantity were 

bought. The seller of the raw material 3lso h as to pay 

more a ttention to a l a r ger order bec auze, unless he has a 

complete monopoly , he stands to lose tbio cust or.1er if t11e 

customer finds t hat he can obtain t his rn .. t er i <.:. l at a lm7e r 

price elsevvhere. He al tJ o bas to ci ve lJ rompt deli very 

if suc9 is required by the buyer. A l a r ee f irm als o h as 

tlle advant a2:e t l1at it ca n afford to l:eep expert buyers 

who have a sound kno':.rl e dge of marlceti~1L: cc:·1di tions throuch ·-

out the ye ar, ::nd so is able to buy r;1ost of t:1e materials 

th.- t the firm requires for the year 1 __ t a t i':1e when 

~rices are at their lowest. 

Large scale buying is a~so subj ect to certain 

d isadvantages. The main drawback is tlJ &t even expert 

buyers are liable to make mistakes. A l2r ge buyer may 

misinterpre t marketing condition~, and b uy t:1c firm's 

needs for the year when prices are not at t:1e ir lowest9 
-a···-·----···------- ---·-... ---------·~-------· ---· ·- o oO#O o Hoo •~oMOO .... 00< .... ._ ----------

(4) E.A.G .• Robinson - Structure of compet i tive industry~ 

pages 54 - 63. 



-54·· 
Or a buyer may buy a certain quantity o:l: cT"'. t ~:~.-ia l ,.,h ich 

is not quite the t h ing that the firm ~antG. In the c;ase 

o:l the smaller buyer, not such a la.r e e qu.::•;lt ity of mater­

ial ·-.rould be boueht, so tbnt the result o:f bad buying 

would not be s o drastic. If he is a 1 2~£e b uyer 9 he plays 

a ve ry dominatine part in the market : or a p articular 

}_) reduct: he nwy by his misjudgment upset t::e equilibrium 

o.f all the smaller fi r ms wh ich also b1.1;:· i; ~·J t ::_)articular 

:;reduct. 

If a buyer buys a large quantity of ra".r rna ter ial, 

it may be assumed that l1e has done t:1is in m.~dc r to enable 

:1 is firm to produce a large number of the finished articles 

in a fairly sh crt time, or at any r ct"l;e in s ucl! a time as 

t!1e firm of th e smalle r buyer would re(luir,.;· to produce 

less of the same article. The large Q.U2Y:.ti ty of raw 

mat er ial may have been bought becaue e of :-~8vourable buy-

ing conditions. If a large number is p L oduced~ a large 

number must be sold in the same period ; t2is L 1 turn 

requires a large m~ rket. .A large nwr:_et r.1.:.~r be created 

over a number of years by a large number of so.tisfied 

customers, but usually a l arge market L : Cl' :::- ted in a much 

s:1orter time b y an advert is ine esmp3 i sn . To do 8. lot of 

adve r tising costs a .:reat deal of none;:;·_. ·.:::oicl1 a big firm 

v;ould be able to o.fford more easily th _:n ~ .. snell one . It 

is generally considere d that adver·ti::: L.~c: co:::; tc a:t"e part of 

::·.1e cost of production, which means t:·!e. t advertising 

costs actually incr·ease the price of the article . .At 

t~e same time, with increased product ion creater special­

isc:ltion and division of labour is brou::,-~ eb out, which in 

turn will probably lead to a fall in cost2. •rne result 
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will probably be that the final price of t:: e a rticle of 

tl1e firm which has done a great de al of a dve rtising is 

still less than th <: price of the smGll ::' ir·-.1 wh ic11 has been 

unable to do mucll a dvertising, and :;; o l1as a r.n1c:.1 smaller 

market. The cp.1e :.:. t ion now arises whet~·, er e,clvert ising is 

wasteful or not. Would it not perh aps t e b ett er to let 

t l ,e s atisf i ed customer adver tise t :)c ~~ rticle 2nd so 

inc r e ase the s ale s over a number of y e:lrs. T·:1 e solution 

t o this problem appears to be the f o l l o·;: i.n:r. If one firm 

b~r means of i te advertising it mer·el;:,r in( ·uc ing tbe consum-

ers to buy its products instead of th ose of a rival firmJ 

t~en advertising is wasteful , as it is not creatin g a new 

demand, but is merely transferring demand f rom one 

producer to another, but if the adve rtisinc c a mpa ign is 

launcb e d in a fi eld where the product it is advertising 

is not consumed at all, and as a r esult of -~his campaign 

people then buy thi::: product, then t i.1 e a C.ve rtioing is not 

w~oteful, as it i s enabli ng people to s pend p a rt of the ir 

income in a wa~r 'Hit· . which they were no·~ fa ·:ililia r before 

t~1e campaign. 

_______ Manufacturers such as t1.., ose in ·v :c :::'cot·.tc nr indue-

try sell on a l arge scale. That is 5 t ~cy sell to a larrre 

number of buyers. ·.Vherc there is, a ::: L1 ·G.1 lS e s se , a 

large number of buyers, there usually r.Ju.[;t l:le nn elabor .:. t e 

sales organisation L 1 orde i· -~hat the~· ma;:r G·.: I·v c all the 

cu~tomers promptly and eff iciently . 

ela1J or ate s ales ore;anis at ion is tl1 a t -c be :.o a les costs are 

usually b i£h. There will be a conE i llerci:J l e :Ze> in if any 

l~rge quantity of goods c ould ·be sold t o cnc customer . 
• 

A l a rge manufacturer has the a dvantage over a small manu-
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f acturer tha t he usual ly holds a large r a~ount of stock. 

Cut of these larger s tocks he is abl e to J.."' ill u:p e merg-

e ncy orders immediately, ':ihereas th e C'llStor.Krs of the 

smalle r manufac ture rs \''ill h ave to wait ccv ··· r~~. l days or 

even weeks. The small firm has th e .::-- dv::. ~).t;,:-::c that a s its 

stocks are smaller, its turnover wil l be . uic~er. 

In connect ion wi tl1 the buyine of' r a"· D<·<terials ~and 

the selling of the finisbed product, it is found that th e 

s maller manufacturers sometimes buy and :::ell by means of 

one specialist . This specialist buys al1.C. cells the ra':l 

taatcr- ials in sucl1 •J.uantitiee that r~e o~t .:... ins all the 

acivs.ntages that the buyer of the bi[ :;:' i:c.J :L~eceives . .After 

among the smaller buyers, giving eGC~i of t~.1e r.1 the amount 

l1e :1as ordered. Thert: is al so a cc rte.in ar.munt of 

s pecialised sellin~, that is a specialiLt s e lling the 

products of a nuober of smalle r firms. T21is , l1owever , 

can only come about where the produc ts are not standard-

i s ed and branded. Where th e products are s t andardised 

and branded, this s elling of products of a nu1~1ber of 

small manufacture rs by one specialist ~1ac not met v1 itll s o 

much success as in the former c ase. 

It is very unlikely that a r e t ail :hop selling 

only one particular art icle, say drn .. •in(': :pLJ.G: 'Vill e ve r 

be found. To a certain extent it is a l ;:;o _'cuild that 

manufacturers do n ot produce one part i c'l'.lu.r t ype of 

article, e.g. the manufac t urer producin.:; clpawing pins 

c ould also produce paper cl i ps and a nur.1bc r of s imilar 

articles . The reason why he produces so t:lan:~ different 

O.i."ticles is because the market for a ny c.ne of them is 
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limi t e d; even if his market is f ully <." evelo!Jeu;. his 

revenue wil l st ill be on the small si(;e. If l:e produces 

~Qdit ional articles for the market, his sales 2xpenses will 

:1ardly increase a t all, but his income mi;:~:;t eas ily 

increase cons iderably. 

A change in t he met hods of ma~~tinr v firm' s 

pi•oducts must h nve a decided influence on. t:.1e opt i mum 

size o~ tha t firm . If the firm of o::_1t ild'i.l-.:1 s i z c f inds 

t hat i t 'Ni ll no•; ga in if it markete its o::;n :9roducts~ 

i nstead of l eavi::.:.,: i t t o the wh olesulc:r·c., ·c~~ C..:1 the optimum 

size of that firm will expand as it s ·crivc::: to obtain 

ret r..1 il stores t iJrough which its product c.:.n he: brought to 

·c:!e attention oJ."' the public. (5) 

The effects of risks and fluctuatic~s on the 

optimum size of the fi r m: when there is a decline in the 

de:Jand for the product of a p articular firm, tl1at decline 

may hove been b r ought about by one of the four following 

r e as s ns, or a lternatively t he decline may ~ave been 

brousht about by a combina tion of some or all of these 

r easons . The four type s of decline whic~"l a f irm may 

expe r ience are the following. ( a) Th e f:J.ll 1.n t~1e demand 

may be permanent b C:;cause a rival firr.1 iG ma!-:.1:::-J.Z a ·oetter 

article a t t he same price, or t he fall mi~1t be because 

t·Je article has gone out of fashion . (lJ) T>e decline t,Jay 

·be temporary owing to tl:1e pressure .-:f a dCI)re~3sion on t l:: c 

economic system of the c ount ry. (c) T~1e decline may be 

oerely a seasonal one, e . g . the sale of heavy overcoats 

i::i l i kely t o be e re ater in winter thall ::n.r. tue r . (d) The 

decline may be ~ue to consumers not ~lacin[ their orders 
--· -· ···------------··· .. . _.. .. ... _, ____ .. _ .... ·-··--- ----··--· ... - . . ·· ·-· . . ... ·- ·----------
( 5) E .A. G. Robinson - Structure of c ompct it i v e industry , 

pages 64-82. 
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in a continuous strea m. Let each of the above four now 

be discussed in turn. 

(a) A permanent decline. The r eas o:J. vvlly a manu-

facturer experiences a permanent decline in th e demand 

for his product is usually because as t J·1e time p asses,th e 

products of his rivals improve more than his. The reas on 

for this lacl{ of improvement, is probably bec aus e it may 

require a lot of money for r esearch 9 or lJc c ~· u:.;e an impr ove -

mont in the article will mean the introduction of new 

machinery into the b us i ness, which i n t urn means heavy 

capital expe nditu r e . It is a dvis c.ble fer a manufacturer 

producing such an a rticle that may l os e its pop ularity, 

t o develop another art i cle while the fir~ t one is s till in 

great demand, to t ake the place of it ·::hen its demand 

begi ns to f all. 

(b) Temporary v a riations. Tl1 e se varia tions in 

demand are caused mainly by the general level of busines s 

during the depressed p~riod of the Trade Cycle . That is, 

the demand has not fallen beca use the article ·l1 as gone o'.lt 

of fashion, but has f allen because the cons uwers have no t 

g:ot the income to spend that they had at tlJCir dis pos al 

during the prosperous years of the cycle . 

During t'h is depr e ssed pe riod , the C:::tt1arvl. fa lls of f 7 

but it must be reme r.1b e r e d th a t the demanc~ :-:'·) 1 1:3 cff for 

all commodities . The actual amount t~1 e der:1an<l of any 

particular c oml:lod ity will f a ll '.Jill depcaci on ·.vi1e t aer t hat 

commodity is an essential commodit;y or act . T:1 e fall in 

t :1e demand is followed b y a f a ll in t he cmou:~t produced, 

v:i1 ic~1 in turn 111eo.ns a f nll in the ar:lOUi.!'t of r>avr rna ter i a l 

r e,}uir ed. Th e fEJ.ll in the demand fc :.:: r aw r.n te:ei a ls will 

l ead to a f all in the ir price. Th e question now arises 
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w":1cti1er the manufacturer should sllut down i1is factory 

altoget11er 9 or not . If he shuts down? l1e still loses 

by the general depreciation of his plant and raachinery. 

!ie should pay his skilled workers a n allowance during the 

S~lut down, or he will probably not be Dbl e to get them 

wh-en he r eopen s his factor y in bette r times. If he h as 

a loan, he still h as to pay interest on this loan whether 

h e produces or not. It is true tl1at ~1e , .. 1.11 not ho ve t o 

buy raw materials if he shuts down a l toec t·_~ er . If he 

does not produce dur ing tbe depres sed period_. ~1 e ·,r ill los e 

his old customers~ ·.7ho r.1i ght want s cmeth ine d-;..lring this 

peri od. The general op inion seems to o e t:Jo.t it will pay 

t11e manufacturer to continue producing if ~1e can ge t a 

:yrice for his product tha t will cover bis IH'ime cos t s. 

Prime costs include ·.-rages 9 cost of r aw mo.tc ::..•ial_, deprec-

i a t ion on pla nt and machinery . He wi ll thus be producing 

a c a loss as h e will have to pay all ov crll e!'d costs out of 

r eserves, or r a ise a loan to meet s uch costs . Wheth er 

t h e manuf'acture r will be able to obta in s ·l1c:1 a price, \7ill 

depend to a l a r ge extent on the nature of ~ !is product, and 

also what percent age p rime costs a r e of t ot al costs of 

p roduction of the article he is producinr . 

Throughout a depression, the c.1em.:-nd :l'or a product 

fa l ls off, and the price of that product usuQlly decreases . 

Tl1e price will continue t o fall as long as sup}?lY exceeds 

demand. The r e sult of this general Cecl i:1e i n demand i s 

t:1at the industry ~1as get t o adjust its SU!,Il.J l :'· t o demand 

for its product. This adjustment it may Ela1ce in t11ree 

different ways. (1) Til e capacity of t ~c industr~ to pro-

duc e may be di minished . ( 2 ) Demnnd mE,y onc e n3ain g row 

o o that 1t equa l s or exceeds supply. (3) The ad justment 
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may be made by reducing costs of production so that the 

demand is altered as a result of greater rationalisation. 

That is a lower ccst of production, and thus a lower price 

to the consumer, which may increase t he consumers' demand 

for the product. 

DurinE a depression some firms go out of production. 

T:1e g_uestion is , ' "~hic'h are tbe firms tc e;o out of produc-

tion? If perfect compei t ion re igncd , it ··.ro ~··.ld be expected 

t :10:c the le ~.st c .. .'ficient would be fcrccd cut of business 

b;:/ the more efficient ones ·;1ho can :prcc~ucc at lower costs . 

:Jut this is net t~1e case in the busi:nce::o \Jcrld. The most 

efficient establishments may be relatively new firms with-

cut reserves; they will thus not be 2ble tc stand as long 

duJ:>ing a depression as the older firm::.: vho have built up 

l 3rge reserves durin£ the past prosperous ~cars. A firm 

··r1ich is by no means the most efficient r.J.;:~:r 1.1avc · a certain 

a~ou:nt of brand monopol y for its product ~ so it will have 

a better chance of survival than its more efficient rivalc. 

The problem of which firm will survive is aloo influenced 

"by the banks . Tl1e weakest f~rms are ur:1.wlly the first to 

find themselves in financial difficulty durin[ a de~ress-

ion. At the onset of the depression, tl1c 1Jan1cs will lend 

more fveely than they wil l during the lat e r years. Thus 

the --,eak firms who apply fer fin[1.ncial aiel durin[ the early 

stages of the depression are likel~ t o net a loa n, where as 

t:1e stronger a.nd more efficient i' irms, nho ~wve been able 

to do without a loan for a longe r per io~, arc likely to be 

refused financial a id from the banks ·- ;~ " c::.1 t -:1c y clc apply for 

it. 

(c) Seasonal decline. Certa in :2il'~.-.ls PI'oduce EOods 

'.V:lich are only in dE:.mand during cert :.in tL1es of the year, 
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c .g.a firm producing summer clothine:. Eow d oco this firm 

manage to keep in product ion throuehout tl !e year? It 

may produce throughout the ye a r if it keeps p roducing 

mon-th after month s uch an amount which ~ w!1en its product 

is in season, t he supp ly is less than tbe demand, and when 

tl1c product is out of season the supply is r:1ore than the 

demand. If the product it produces is n ot subject to 

f ashion change s every s e ason or docs not det e riorate rapid-

ly it may adopt this plan of production. T~e cost of 

st or age mus t of c our se be considere d. ~8c~c t h e demand 

is s e asonal, anu t b e c ommodity not durable :· ·c:1 e firm may 

eit~ler produce t h i s commodity in coi:1binc:ttion with another 

commodity~ but one which is not dem.J.ncled ~1t t:1e same time 

so t 'i1at the production of the commodity c .~~'l b e sprea d out 

eve nly over the year~ or it may prodnce t :."J i c c ommodity in 

c om";') inc tion with another commodity · ;Li c:l :w s n ot got a 

s e asonal dema nd, b ut ,_,hich can keep t~1e vl·· ocl1 1.Cers busy 

throu ghout the ye a r. 

(d) Irregulal"' demand. Firms \'lh o:::c : •r c ducts are ne t 

standardised but who p roduce to order, sortlCtin}es find th c:: t 

t:le demand for their product is very errntic. Such pro--

ducers will f'ind it convenient to produce t:1cir special-

i s ed product in combination with anothe r p roduct tha t is 

s tandardised 9 so that t he workers c an produce this second--

ary product when they are not engage d on t h e production 

of the special product. 

Price flu ctuations is probably t :}e .createst risl{ 

t ~n t the manuf acturing unit undertal{es. If t he manu-

:Lacturer is one of many manufacture rs of t ile product? h e 

will h ave very little influence in the price of the pro­

duct if he expands or contracts procl_uct i or_ '.-:it !.10ut the 
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co-operation of other produce rs. I f a l l t he producers 

of the product aer eed t hat each of t hem shall only produce 

a certa in quant i ty cf this p a rticular product, then they 

may eliminate a consider ab le portion of the risk they under-

t ake due to price fluctuations. I n the c:1se of a firm 

~aving a monopol y , the price risk may als o be considerably 

reduced if the entrepreneur adopts a sound production 

policy ( 6). 

Now that the various optima ·witlJ i n a fi r m have been 

d iscussed, l et it be considered how a coml)romise between 

t:1es e optima may be brought about. 

It mus t be realised thHt a firm ucc o not reach its 

optimum from all these different points ~~ t ·c 11e same time. 

I t r.1ay have reacl~ed its managerial optimum but a t the same 

time there may be room for further expans ion in the tech-

nipnl a nd financial sides. If the technicnl optimum is 

~J i[Iger th an t he managerial opt imum 7 t he f irr,1 is usua lly 

d ivided int o separate depa rtments. Tl~ e r1orl: of each 

d epartment is then planned b y a cen tra l m<.magement. If 

the division of the firm into department::: is not pos sible, 

then an attempt sh ould be made t o decreas e t~1 e technica l 

optimum by i ncreased specialisation. If the technical 

O}.Jtimum is ve ry much larger than the r es t of the firm, it 

has happened in the past that the firm hos not all owed 

itself to produce all the parts of the article it needs. 

I nste a d it has purchased s ome of its requi:.:cmcnts from an 

outside specialist. This enables the fir•J to bring t he 

techni cal side into balance with t he I'r; s t of ti1e firm. 

T:1e f act that such spec ialist do exist is o:L .:?:rcat import·-

a ne e to the smaller firms, as 1 t [i ves t:lc•:1 a chance t o 
-·- ·---·•- - •• ••••-•·------·-.,u- ••-•••' ·-------•••- ••• •• •• ,., .. , •• •• .. , -··•• "' ' • •-·-----------

~S) ILA . G. Robinson - Structure of cot!l:petitiv e indus try, 
page s G.J-lO'.i 
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reduce their costs much more than they would 11ave been 

able to, had they produced that particnlctr pnrt of the 

product themselves. 

In the c nse of a firm whose managerial optimum is 

b i~13er than its technical optimum, the problera is much 

simpler. In this ca se the technica l optimum is simply 

reproduced severa l times . That is to say, if the manage-

ment is capable of managing efficiently n factory which 

produces 100 m1its per hour, but the technical optimum is 

a firm producing only 5 0 units per hour, then in this c ase 

t h ere will be t wo plants both of optimum size from the 

technical point of view, and each producing 50 units per 

hour. The advant~ge of several small technical units 

under one manae;ement is th a t they need not necessarily be 

together. They can be placed in the mos t convenient 

:position after f c;ctors such as potenti a l tn~rket and trans-

:port costs have been considered. If the technical opt i-

mum is too small and it is not ad vis able to establish 

several small uni to, the technical optimul!l c a:,1 b e extended 

by allowing the firm to produce a numb e r of subsidiary 

products. (7) 

From the above information, tl1e c c:1clusion may be 

formed that a firm cannot exist in perfect competition 

unless it is optimum size. The reason wl1y so many firms 

do exist that are not of optimum size is beca use conditions 

are nowhere near perfect. nit is only if conditions of 

perfect competition prevail that a firm rril l be of optimum 

size, and there is no reason to expect t~ 2t they will be 

of optimum size in t he real world~ s ince i11. the rea l 

(7) E.A.G.Robinson- Structure of c o1~1pet itive indEstry, 
par es 1C7-ll9 
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\'lorld competition is not perfect." ( 8) 

So much~ then, for the theoretical c. rguments in 

con.iJ.ection with tl1e size of the firm and t:1e o::?timum size. 

Let us .now pl"'oceed to the second pnrt of this chapter and 

investigDte the size of the firm and the o~')timum s ize in 

c onilection ·.-,itb f i rms in the Soutl1 African i'oot'.lear industry. 

T~1 e discuss ion in this half will take tbc :2orm of nine 

ques tions, for vvhich an attempt has been ti1rde to find 

answers. Let the first question be examined. 

How does the size of the different manufac turing 

units vary as shown by the number of worlccre employed by 

c ::lch? To ans·::er this question fully? it is necessary to 

study the figures in Table X. The fieures fer the first 

tl1ree months of 1946 appearing in tll is t r.ble v;ere obtained 

by examinin[ the fitrures of the number c.f employees in 

e J.Cl1 firm. UY1.fortunately this inform~~ tion could only be 

obtained in the case of 69 firms. I was hc~ever~ informed 

by Mr . Humphries,thc representative of tbc Leather Indus -

tries Research Institute in Port El izabctl1 tl1 -:> t the 18 

firms for which no fie:ures were ava il e~ble \Jere very small 

fiPms and that none of them employed r.wre t :1c.i'l 2C hands. 

The figures in the last column of this Tnblc vvere calcul­

ated (average n~mbcr of employees p e r firn) by dividing 

tl1e total number of employees in t he indus ~ry by the 

number of manufacturing units. 

The figures for the years 191:.;-17 f:l.nd 1921-22 sh m·., 

thr t the majority of firms were very small. More thc:m 

~1alf of the total number of firms in existence a t this 

time employed l ess tha n 10 hands ( 10 workers ) . The last 

r· [\"·----··----·-----· --· ---··· -------- --· ------· - -· . - .. - . - - ........ ---------,01 J. Robinson - Economics of impe rfect competition~ 
pore 97. 



TABJ.,l; x9 

Classification of establishment s acc ording t o the nunilier of employees. 

Under 4 L~ 5-10 ll-2C 21-50 51-100 101 C:: Av. emp. 
Year hands I.:a.:i1.ds . Hands. Hands. Hands. Hands. over Total per unit 
1916-17 29 9 25 12 15 9 5 104 23 
1921-22 42 2L~ 35 14 18 7 8 148 23 
1925-27 7 7 17 3 12 11 16 73 - 54 
1928-29 1 1 9 11 9 9 17 57 87 
1929-30 1 1 8 12 10 9 16 57 88 
1932-33 2 3 4 5 13 10 20 57 115 
1934-35 1 4 8 6 19 9 29 76 115 
1935-36 8 1 10 6 17 11 28 81 116 I 

1936-37 8 2 10 5 13 11 33 82 123 \ 

IJi 

1946 (Jan. 4 12 15 38 69 173 : 

to March .) 

(9) Special report No. 137 of' the Office of' Census and Statis tic s . 



TAB~ XllG 

Boot and shoe factc:.. ... ies: Distribution occording to size 194C- 42 
~~ of total number of establisl1ments accord i ng t c value o:f 9 

£. 

Under 101 
101-250 
251-500 
501-1000 
1001-2500 
2501-5000 
5001-10,000 
10,001-25,000 
25,001-50,000 
50,001-100,000 
100,001-250,000 
250,001-500~000 

Land~ Buildings. 
lS'L~G-lt-1 1941- 42 

15·5 

8.3 
22. 6 
14-3 
19-1 

20 .2 

9·4 
20.0 
15-3 
18.8 
17-7 

4·7 

Plant & r~I achinery 

l9L~0-4l 1941-42 

11. 9 11.8 
10.7 22 . 6 8 . 2 25.9 

5·9 
11.9 9 .. 4 
10.7 8.2 
10.7 11.8 

17.7 
44.1 

27·1 

Gros s Output 
1940- 4 1 1941-42 

6 . 0 
9·5 
8.3 

10.7 
14 . 3 
15·5 

27·4 

9 -4 
9-4 
3·5 

10.6 
16.5 
12.9 

3 2·9 

( 10) South African Journal of Economics . December 1945, page 289. 

I 
G'l 
0'1 
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column, h owever, shows that the averae:c number of employ-

ees per firm was 23, indicating th a t some of the remaining 

firroo must have been of considerable size to bring up the 

average to this figure. Th e reason why the majority of 

firms were so s mall is probably bee a use (a) these small 

firms bougbt certain of their req_uirer:1entr:: from outside: 

t:1at is ,probably they did not have th e ir own t anneries or 

retail shops. (b) Also an important reason io, tha t at t ha t 

tine there w::.s n o great decree of speci3lisotion and 

division of labour . One worker probab ly t oolc the shoe 

ti1rough a number of processes whereas t oday each worker 

is a skilled man and is connected with a particular pro-

cess. It must , however, be observed ; tb a.t even during 

these years t11ere was a trend towards bi[ ger manufacturing 

units. The units employing over 101 hG.nds did increase 

from 5 to 8, \Yhich i s an increase of 60jb in a matter of 

about five y (ars. 

During the following four year s, for Y.(1 ich figu res 

a re avai l able (1926- 27, 1928- 29, 1929- ]0; 1932-33) there 

is a distinct decrease in the number of smell f actories. 
a 

On the other hand there is/very noticeable i ncreas e in 

t:1e number of larger f actories, especially th ose employ-· 

int:S more than 101 hands. The aver D.ce nuuber of emplo~T-

e c s per firm increased from 23 to 115~ an i ncrease of 

400~~. It must be remembered that during this time (1922-

30) the footwear indus try went through a boom period, so 

the expa nsion in the size of the firms i s to be expected. 

The value of the machinery and plant used i n the foot wear 

industry increased by more th an 50~ durin£ these years, 

i nd icating greater mechanisation. As 'tf';1e value of 



machines per man increased, greater specialisation must 

bave been brought ab out; which means more workers through 

whose hands or machines the raw material must pass before 

the finished product is available. The optimum size of 

the establishment must therefore be bigger than before. 

Observe that in 1932-33 9 twenty of the fifty-seven inde-

pendent units were employing more than 101 hands. 

From 1932-37 tl1ere is a big increase in the number 

of independent estsblishments, but at the same time there 

is also a substantial increase in the number of very small 

factories. By small factories is meant factories employ-

ing less than ten hanGs. The establishment of such a 

considerable number of small fact cries can on],y be put 

down to the prosperouc conditions of th e trade . These 

small units must all have been newly established 1 as it 

is very unlikely tb o.t entrepreneurs would decrease the 

size of their unit during the prosperous years of the 

trade cycle. It will be observed, however, that even 

with the establisbmcnt of several new units) there was 

such an expansion among the other units that the average 

number of employees peP unit increased from 115 to 123. 

The size of the unit was thus still expanding. The 

introduction of machinery had raised the optimum size 

to a bigger unit . 

It is unfortunate that the report No. 137 of the 

Office of Census and Statistics does not publish any 

figures after 1937. No figures are thus availab le at 

this moment showing t1le classification of establishments 

according to the number of employees for the immedia te 

pre-war years and tLe .var years themselves. I was, 



howeve r ; :fortunate enough to obtain certain r:.1u mot c rial 

for t :1e first quarter of 1946. This materia l could be 

cl8r:s ified into groups, as has been done previously . During 

this investigation it was observed that t h ere .Jere t \'/O 

firms cncaged in the manufacture of footwc o.r in South 

Afr tca who employed mere than 1000 and less t llel•. llGC 

employees eacl1. These were then the two lar£es t firms 

that cau1e to be noticed. The smallest firm observed 

employed only 11 workers. .As has been st ,•ted _ hcVJever, 

tbe rer.1aining 18 firms for which no figures \"'Cl"e 8Vailable 

wer'e all firms employing less than 20 workers . #T:1e 

fi~L~cs do show to a certain ext ent the very big differ-

ences between the l argest and smallest firms. The 1946 

figures also show that the size of the unit is expanding, 

especia lly for the groups 51-100 hands and over 101 hands. 

The average of 173 employees per unit, although not very 

ac curate, doe a show that the average unit is expanding. 

The average was obtained by dividing the numb e r of employ­

ees i n 1946 in the footwear industry (15,000 s~~roximately) 

by the number of units 87. One of the main re ~ sons for 

this terrific expansion of individu8l units is t:1e r :~ ct 

that t :1e 1939-45 war gave the footwear industry of South 

Africa the greatest impetus it bas ever h ad. 'iH th out 

the war, the size of the individual unit may ll£'Ve expanded 9 

but it must be remembered that the industry would 11ave bad 

to f a ce a depression somewhere in the early 1940's . This 

depression would certainly not have helped the L1dustry 

to expand very much. 

In conclusion1 it may be stated that t h ere is a 

wide difference in the number of employees in eacl1 unit. 

The fact that the average number of employees per 
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establishment is still increasing does indic .:-! te t~1at 

the c::_Jt imum s lze has not yet been reached by a g:;.'cat 

mGTl..Y f'ir r;1s, or tha t the optimum size is itself expanding . 

Whet11er a firm is of optimum size when studied f'rom the 

point o::..' view of the number of workers it employs, is 

perbo.~s a question which can best be answered when attempt-

ing to answer question 2, which will now be attempted . 

How does the number of processes through which the 

article must pass affect the size of the unit and the 

optimum size? During an investigation it was dcter~ined 

that t~:1ere must be approximately 161 processes t11rough 

whic!l a certain quantity of raw material rauet pass before 

it c s n erne rge a s a finished pair of leath e r shoes or boots . . 
EacL one of tl1ese 161 processes is a skilled job ancl 

reCJ.Uil'"'CS a '.7C.:.''-.t>:· q_;.·a lified in a certain cJ. irect i on. It is 

posLible~ however, for a worker to take t b e raw n1:-ttePial 

through more than one process. But if it is oaximum 

specialisation and division of labour that i s de::=ired, then 

the <;:r t icle must pasE tlJrough 161 pairs of bJ.rlds. While 

busy with this investie; ~ tion , it was aloe observed t!Ja t in 

the cnse of the slip,?cr foo~v1ear there we-..·e 32 proce :::... es 

each of whictr required its o~n skilled worker. In the 

Platnate and DopperG fo ot·::ear there were 12 procecses each 

requi:L"'ins a skilled n1an, while in the canvas f oot\lear 

there ·:rere ten processes each requlring a skilled attend-

ant. 

Whether a man ·Till take an article tl1 roug)1 only one 

process will depend on the amount of specialisation ~nd 

division of labour within that factory. The amount of 

specialisation and di~: ision of labour v1hich a fir~-.1 will in 
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turn be able t o undertake wi ll depend on the dema n d for 

its product. Demand in Sout h Africa today i s such tha t 

t he u ax i mum amount of specia l isa tion and division of l ab our 

is po: .. s ible . Therefore , in the c ase of t he lea t~1e r foot-

wear ; if one man can in a certain period us c exactly the 

amou~t of mat e r i a l as the man before him prcpr:red in t h e 

s ame period, and de mand f or thRt firm ' s p roduct during a 

p a r t icul ar pe riod i s as much as the ma n who f i nall y t ouch e s 

the prouuct can turn out 'J i thin t hat particul~r period, 

t hen t i.1c optimum size of t!HJ. t firm f r om t11 e point of vi ew 

of numbe rs e mployed is 1 61 empl oyees 1 b ut if i t r equires 

a t a c e rta i n stage two or mor e men to cope wi t h t ha t which 

one ma n produce s with i n a ce rtain p eriod , t h en tl1e optimum 

size -. : il l expand and wi ll b e 161 employee s plu::; t;,e addit-

i on~l worke r s e mpl o;>red t o av o id a b ottlene ck a t o.ny 

p articul nr· at2. ge. If the l &st man '.1ho t ouches tl1e p r oduct 

t u r nc out 50 units pe r da~' , nnd t h e public demands 1 00 

units )er dny , the t wo factories of opt i mum s ize s h ou ld b e 

rur: c i de by s i de . 

T:1e argume nt i n the ab ove p ar agr aph c ould be 

applie d t o t h e oth er thre e types of footwe a r ment ioned , 

thus i n the cas e of t he s lipper f ootwe a r the OlJtinru,·l size 

from t he l abour point of view wi l l be 32 wor1cers plus 

those employ e d t o avoi d bottle necks . In the c os e of the 

Pl a t nate and Doppers, t ?lel ve men 9 plus thos e em}!1oyed t o 

avoid 'bottle necks , snd in t h e c ase of t h e c anv as f oot tJeo. r J 

ten wor~cers plus t hose eml}loyed t o smooth out :p~'"'ouuc 'G i on . 

It may thus be obse rved tha t the optimm.l s i z e from 

the labour :po i nt of v i ew i s v e ry much big;::er for a f irm 

produc i :.1.g le a t he r footwear tha n for a firm producing 
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The different optima for the different 

types of production does thus to some extent explaia t' ::c 

big differences in the number of employees per ind ividuc:l 

firm in the :.::'cotwear industry. Now let question 3 be 

examined and attempt be made to find an answer. 

\fuat effect has the VRlue of the land and buildinr , 

plant anct. n;-chinery , and g ross output, on the optimum si2; e 

of the firm? Before an attempt is made to find an:.::ue r ::.. 

to these t tree fJ..uest icns, l e t the f'igures i n Table Xl be 

examined. 

I n co;:ml3ction with the l and and buildings, it will 

be observed t :1at both the figures for 1940-41 and 1941-42 

show that t he class in which the majority of units f a ll 

( 22 . 6% in 1 94 0- 41 and 20% of the total in 1941-42) is t b at 

which represents the units which have l and and buildincu 

valued at betYrecn £1000 and £2500. It must, h01'levcr 

also be obc crv cd that several units ( 15. 5~~ in 1940-41 a1·~cl 

14.1% of the total in 1941-42) have land and buildinrs 

valued at less than £500. It appe~rs that most of the 

manufacturing tmi ts have land and buildings v alued a t 1Jc--­

tween £10CC and £25,000. A very wide r ange indeed . 

The figures representing the plant and mnchincr0· 

show that tll c class into whicl'l the largest numbei' of unit :J 

fall is t bat r epresenting units which have plant a:nd 

machinery vo.lued o. t between £10 9 000 and £100,000. ·r:Je 

reason why t'J 1 e plant and machinery of most units i~ so 

much more than t~e value of their land and buildings is 

because most of the plant and machinery does not belong 

to the fac tor ies, b ut, as has already been stated ] is ·,J ired 

out t o them by the British u: ·i·c c~ ...:.>cc. Machinery Company . 

.At tbe same til.1e it is interesting to o~serve tl1at about 
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a quarter cf t:Je units employ plant a nd machinery v a lued 

at less th an £500 . 

It apreo.rs that in 1941-42 at l east 32·9%. of the 

tot·al manuf acturing units hod a gross output of between 

£100y000 3nd £1,000,000~ It seems as if there h a s been 

an all-r cuncl i ncreas e in the gross output of manufacturine; 

firms. I n 19~-C-41 8.3% cf the firms had a gross output 

cf less thr>n £ lOCO. The majority of firms had c c r o;:: s 

output cf over £25 , 000 fer the year . 

It scc~s thus as if the size cf the firm from t~e 

land and buildings point of vievv is between £100C end 

£25,000 . J.?r om the machinery and plant point of v ie\J ~ 

the optimuu oizc; is between £10,00(, and £100,000 whereaz 

from the [ r o:::w output point of view the optimum size is 

somewhere bet·.::::cn £25,000 and £500,000 per annum. 

The c~~".S'.;ers to the six questions which will now 

follo'.-" arc t c some extent the views held by manufacturers 

who were i nte rvie·.-.red, and to whom these questions Vle r e put . 

Hcv· does the seasonal f ashion changes affect t:-1 e 

optimum size of the firm? Does the firm produce as muc;1 

during a particular year if subject to f a shion chan,::es; as 

it would pr oduce if t here were nc possibility of it bE.int: 

left with a c1uant i ty of out-of-fashion goods on h and? The 

answer t c t 1 ·is quest i on s eems to be th a t firms do not 

produce very mucl1 in anticipation of demRnd. Befor~ a 

shoe of a p articular design is mass-produced, tra vellers 

o.re furnished .. , i th samples ':1hic:1 they can take roUJ.""'ld to 

retailers, :·:nd obt a in orders f or tbat pa:vticulo.r sboe. 

This procec1u.re does gi-ve the manuJ.'acturer some idea m-: 

what the d err:;.1cl for a particular type cf shoe over a cert .:: in 
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period is eoinrr to be . Some risk is taken ae the 

manui'acturer::: do pr•oduce a little mor e than the totnl 

orders con~ titute. 

The :L o.ct that the f irt.l produces a variety of typcr: 

of shoes must have some effect on the size of the firm . 

Does this f::tct tend to increase t:1e size of the i'i rr.l? To 

produce a v~.riet;sr of different types of shoes 9 a f i rm 

must have ~ v~riety of different types of machinet: ~ na 

also diffe:i.-c:··lt types of raw mnterial. The small firu 

finds it vr::l·~T di1.'.licult to obtai n the different mc clltn.es, 

'.thich arc e::-s tly obtainable by t~1e large firms. T:1ey 

a l so usuall:r :i:'ind it diff icult t o obtain the different 

types of r~.w material, bec ause t o obt a in all these r o."r 

mate rials re0uire s considerPble ~ork inr capital. Als o, 

the small firms cannot place cucl1 l ar ge orders for ns.ter-

i a ls ss the l,1l"Se f irms can place, with the result thot 

thei r ord~rc do not receive the same amount of attentic~ . 

The genera l rule seem8 to be that it is onl y t he lerccr 

firms t hat c ;. n. produce a vari et~r of types of sh oes . 'T ~e: 

smaller fir~o specialise in a feu lines. 

Is t:,e price of sboes that are e xpected to be L l 

demand for only a short period bieber, c omparatively 

speaking? tbu.n t~1e price of shoes that r emain in den:till~ 

for a lonzel p2r iod? It appears tha t the fashion .firms 

onl y produce t:1:1t which is or dered, v1 itb a little extra. 

If' there is a stock of' a cert.::-. in style still on :Jcn.d ul'::. 

the demand. :Lei.., t:2at style suddenly ceases 9 then it is t :le 

retailer wbo cm'i'ers 9 as he is left \; i tll out-of-f o.sh ion 

goods on h:-'~!.d . If a. particular shoe is expected to hold 

the fanc;y of consumers fer onl~ a short \vh ile 9 then its 
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price wiJ.l "cc::K!. to be higher tllan the price of the s "Doe 

tha t will rcmrr i n in demand for a l onger period. 

How cJ.o lilanufacturers actually do the buying of ti1eir 

raw materh1l ;::; ? Do they buy enough raw material to . l est 

them for t 1·1c financia l year , or do t hey buy at shorter 

intervals? 3 uying c onditi ons are t o some extent d icta t ed 

b~r conditions of supply. Manufacturers also buy to mee t 

their estim~ted demands. In the case of fashion s hoes 

wbicl1 may go out of fashion at any time 1 they buy small 

c ... uantitiec ··At short interv·J.lG 1 but in the c as e of "staple :' 

shoes th : t nrc likely to be in demand f e r a lone time, 

manufacturt_.rs buy l::1rger q_uantit ies at a time 1 ond at 

less regul[ r inte ·vals. In this case they als c at tempt 

t o buy thei:' raw· mo. t 2 rials c::. t such a time as they c onsiD<:·J.' 

tl1e price · , o-:..1.lcl be a t the lo'.iLSt pocs ible level. I n t>:; 

ca se of frr.l1~_on shoes, the GrrlOunt theJr buy is alEo 

infl uenc ecl b;:• t~1e amount of orders on hand. 

In CC!L1cction with t he floating capital, tba t is , 

the capital used fer the buyinc of raw materials, payill': 

of wages nne. overhead expenses , do manufacturers r eq_uil"e 

the same amount month after month, or does the amount 

required v ary? If they req_uire varying amounts <luriw· 

the course of t:1e year, what is the amount they keep? 

De they keep enough to meet their requirements durin[' t:1e: 

period when they need most, or do they actually 1-:eep leG::. 

than this amount req_uired at the peale, and bcrrc'v s orne 

by means of 8 s~ort term l oan? If they do borrow , uh at 

f orm does t;1 is 1 oan take? It appears that manu.L'<::c t u r•.:Pc 

in the fcot1:ear industry on the whole require t l1e s c.r:i::; 

amoUJ."'l.t of float inc c apital month after month, witl; the 

result tl1 c:.·t it pays the manufacturers t c own all their 
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float ing C<:t:l i tL-:1 and net, if possibl e, bcrrow a~r i:1 ·c:~c 

form of a sho~t term loan. How do manufacturers ol)t .... i:'\ 

their f l ooti·1:: cr.pit:..;.l? is a que..;tion which ap~;t.o.ro t o :1:.vc 

a different ;;,~1swer in eacb esto.bl isbment. It s c ens , :J o'·:-~ 

ever, thct r.10st of the firms l1ave enough f l oat ins capi t ::.l 

of their c .n". to meet their der.w.nds . Th os~ who de re:-;:_uil.,e 

a 1 it tle c::;~t rc.. capital usually ob t a in it in the .l.. ern 01' ... 

ban1:. overti't:":C't . 

Ho·. · de r.1'1nufactur ers bring their products t c tbe 

notice of t:·Je c onsumers ? Do tbey have t he ir own retail 

shops,_ or clo t ~1..;~/ just a llow any retailer to sell t~1eir 

products? ·.n~ :· t is the general rule? :Manufacturers 

bave been spending l arce sums of money on advertising ~ 

uhich brinf.:S t:1eir eoods to the attention of the conoumers . 

Ther~ is also an increasing t cndenc:r among manuf::tcture l."'S 

to have t~ci~ cr1n retail shops. This, of course 1 is cnl~y 

possible ir.. t:1e c as e of very l c> r ge manufacturers. 

this is not p o.J oible c~:.c -retailer dc~y sell the product::: 

of several t.unu_~:;.c turers. Manufacture rs als o a ttco}.:.>t to 

e:et retailers t o stock only the ir particular products, 

the result of such ctockine bein: that one reta ile r is 

eventuall~ ~ '.:nown by consumers ao the stockist o:2 t :!c ::_lro-

duc ts qf a ;_): :..., ticuL.1r manufacturer . 
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In this chapter an attempt is m~~e to compare 

en six different p l anes the statistics cf t~e fo otwear 

inCus tries of Gre a t Britain, the U • .J .,A. t ·oanad:.'l and South 

In each case the latest figures available have 

been used. .As will be observed these late.st f i eures 

represent very different years. The las t British figures 

available are these for the year 1935· The latest 

American figures ar e also pre-war being those f or 1939 · 

On ·cl1e other hand, the f igures for Canada (1943) and South 

Ar rica (1942-43) were collected during the war . The 

situation may thus be summed up by stating that the stat­

istics representing the industries of the t •.'o large 

countries, Britain and the USA, are unaf fect ed by ·var while 

tlle figures representing South Africa and Canada must shew 

the influence cf the war en the footwear induc tries of 

tLose countries. It is for this reas on th ::-.t the bulk of 

t he comparison will be fer the year 1939 . The last year 

in '.-rhich the footwear industries of all four oew.1tries 

1:1ent i oned operated under similar conditions . In t he 

ccu~a e of Chapters 111 and lV reference wi~l also be made 

to ::' igures which owing to their bulk were net included in 

tl1ese chapters, but which may be found in the appendices 

at the end of the thesis. 

The six points on \lhich the statistics of these 

foUl" countries have b e en compared are the following . 

(a) Number of employees per firm. (b) Net out :;ut per 

employee. (c) The volume and value of t:1e out:_;ut of 

firms in the different countries. (d) Output in pairs 
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per employee. ( e) The total wages as a percentage of 

total cost of production. ( f) .Average 1:a.ge per employee. 

The dat a for each of these po i nts will now follow. 

A few comments will be made but the main discus sion will 

appear in Chapter lV • where also an at ter19t '.7iJ. l be made 

t o g ive explanations for possible diZferen(e~ . 

Point A. (1) Number of employees :)e.;:-o firm. 

~r.J t ~irLU2.~2) 

Total number of employees 116 ,567 

Number of establ i shments 808 

Average number of employees pe r firm , 

Total numb er of employees . 18 , 665 

I~umbel." of establi shr.J.c:nts. 222 

Average number of employees per f i l"r!l 

P • s . .:.~-· iill2.2. 
Tot al number of employees 244,146 

Number of establishments 1070 

Average number of employees -per firm 

Total number of employees. 

!~umber of establishments 

13225 

99 

Average number of employees per firm 

116 j67 -· ___ .? .. - ---
808 = 144 

= 84 

2L~4..tMt£ 
1070 = 228 

l~_~g2_ 
99 = 134 

( 1) Part 1 :page 439 ·rable l.A of the final report on the 

:? ift~1 Census of Product ion and I mport C.ut 1.es Act Inquiry 

1935· A bulletin of the department of t~ade n~d commerce 

Dominion Bureau of Statistics Ottawa-C~i1c.C13, Volumes 1 & 

2 of the Sixteenth Census of the U. s .;l. Vol. 1 :o._Jage 76 

Vol . ll p age 34 1 U.G . 20 - 1946 page 6g . 
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Avel"'age number of em)loyees per fact cry in Gr ·2at Britain 

(tU."'ing 1939 vvas estimated about the s nne as in 1935 

r.verage number of employees in Canada during 1939 was 

Average number of employees in the U.S.A, in 1939 

.Aver·age number of emplo;rees in South Africa in 1939 

= 144 

= 76 

= 228 

::: 127 

It will be observed from these figures that the 

average number of employees per firm _ in the U.3.A. is well 

over 50% more than the average number of em)loyees per firm 

in 3 ri ta in and South .Africa, who emplo~r nlmos t -~:1e s arne 

number of employees per factory, and vhc er.uloy almost 

1~ times as many employees per factory e.s t'I'e employed 

per factory in Canada. Observe also th2.t n~1e1"'eas the 

Ca~1adian footwear industry employes 2 t otal o? <~bout lt as 

r11any workers as the South .African footwear ind1..1.stry does, 

it has 2{ factories for every factory in the 3outb African 

footwear industry._ The U.S .A. foct'.·tear industry employs 

.:10re t han twice the number of workers t~1c Bl""'i tts:1 footwear 

industry does, but it only has 262 mere f:Jc-~ories or about 

32~~· 

It appears thus that from this ~ci~t of view there 

arc three distinct divisions into which the :cotwear 

industries of these countries may be plnced. In the first 

division the u.s.,A. may be put as its numb e r of employees 

;,_Jer firm is very much greater than the m:ktb e r of employees 

per firm in the other three countries. Ll the second 

division Britain and South .Africa fall, as th ~ ir average 

nu~.1ber of employees per f-irm are very s i t~;i lr~r, 0.nd in the 

third division Canada may be placed by ~1e:e :::: eL~ as her 

number of em;)lo;yees per firm is so small that it iS 

impossible to comp.9.rc it r1 i th the firms of the ether 
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count ries from this ~oint of view. On the other hand, 

i f only two divisi ons are used, the fcotrrec.r inC:ustries 

of the d i fferent countries may be clacsified int o them 

accci•d ing to the total number of workers t"i1ey enploy. In 

t ·. is case the u.s . .A. and Great Britain ··:· :.:.y be :.:;laced into 

o"1e division, as they employ many more ··:orkc:I'S than the 

:L' cot•.7e ar indus trie s of the r emaining t '.;' O c ou."ltries do, but 

even here it is doubtful wh ethe r Bri t c i n c o.n be classified 

·.;; ith the U. S . A . as she employs less than i1al f t he number 

of workers employed by the footwear inc~ustry of the U.s .A . 

Another point which mus t be considered Ytl1en examining t he 

sta.tistics for point A is the influence of the war on the 

industries of the two smaller countri 2s. 

sto.tistics for point B now be exami ned. 

~o~~~~-( 2) Net output per employee. 

C~Q~gg_j1_2~) 

Va.lue added by pro&uction. 

Hui.lbel, cf employees 

Let tl1e 

18,665 

Net output per em~:loyee 
2~235-Lill 

l o , Eb5 = 1764 dollars or £403. 8 

Value added by production 

Humber of employees 

:~3 '703, 697 

13,225 

Net output per em~loyee .L..1.Q.2.l.§.21 __ _ 
13,225 = £274 

(2 ) Bulletin of the Depart ment of TrPd.e and Comme rce 

Dominion Bureau of. Statistics . Ot tana, Carnla~ page 3, 

J ixteenth Census of the u.s.A. vol. 1 ~a£e 76 Vol . 11 

~art 111 p.50. Final report on the fifth ~eneus of 

::-·reduction and the Ir-1port Duties Act Inc}.Uii•:r 1935 Part 1 

p age 439, U.G. 20 - 1946 page 69 . 



Value added by production. 

!·7tunber of employee8 

N.=t output per er.1~loyee 

Va lue added by production 

Number of employees 

Net output per employee 

18..2.837~00Q 
llb,5b7 ~ £162. 

£18,837,000 

116,567 

Dollars. 
346,234,009 

218,028 
3.bl-2~2..2fl:.l.Q09 - 7 ~{ 
~028 ~ ll.J.77 clol\ or £304 

In Canada during 1939 the output per et;i)loyee v1as £260 

In Jouth Africa during 1939 the output per e8)loyee was £190 · 

In U.S.A. during 1939 the output per er.1:_::loyc e was 
1477 dol. or £3G4. 

I:1 Gr ·.at ·Britain during 1939 output was o.'bcut the same 
as in 1935 £162 

It will be observed that the latest figures 

avai lable in each case show that the net output per 

em lloyee is nearly £100 more in the Canadian footwear 

inJ.ustry than in any of the footwear in(~.ustries of the 

other three countries. If at the same ti·· ·.e it is remembered 

th~t the average Canadian footwear factory is smaller than 

any of the other, then it is not difficult t c I'calise thc:t 

t~is very big output per employee must be ~ue to greatEr 

mechanisation. The small number of ·.··crke ::·s per 

establishment does in itself suggest c re<rcer mechnnisation. 

It is also t c be observed that the outpu.t :)er em~;loyee in 

t:1e British footwear industry is the smal~.est of the four 

countries, and that it is very much smaller· ti1an the 

output per employee when compared wit~1 the other countries. 

I t is remarkable th a t no two of t11ese countries compared, 

c ~n be put into one division from this point of view. The 

difference in output per employees is QUC~ teo great. The 
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only two cotmtries which have fairly similar outputs are 

ti1~ U . 3 • .A. ancl South J\frica and even here the outputs per 

emyloyee differ by £30. It must also be remembered when 

comparing the footwear industries of these two countries 

that the actual volume in output g r eatl;y c. iffel"S; in fact, 

ti1e largest and the smallest countries are being compared; 

also, it is of vital importance to bear in ~.~ind es::>ecially 

in t'; is case, that the South African c--.nd Canadian statistics 

represent countries at war which in turn oea~'lS th1:1t those 

countries are probably very short of labm.u'. It may be 

t~1 :-. t the· most highly skilled labour was !'L'. t u:;ed in the 

." rmed forces. This then does to s or."\e exteil t &ccount fer 

tl1e high Canadian output per employeep C.f: cc:·:;;:: rcd with 

Gre a t Britain. This point will be ful : .~r c1it]C\:'. : :=ed in the 

r~ -::;-;:-;; chapter. 

Point C. (3) Volume and value of production c :.':' average firms. 

Tota l valume of shoes produced 

Total value of shoes produced 

Total number of ~irms 

Volume prcduced per firm 

132,468,000 pairs 

£37 ~ 619 ,000 

808 

Value produced per firm. f2?_,_612..J._QOO -soB = £46,558 

(3) ?art 1 page 445 & 439 of the final repcrt en the fifth 

census of production and import duties Act inquiry 1935· 

Volume 11 part 11 page 48 of the sixteenth census of the 

Pages 3 and 14 of a bulletin cr the ~epartment of 

t :: ade and commerce dominion bureau oJ.' sta tistics , Cttawa, 

Canada, U.G. 20-1946 page 69. 
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Total volume of shoes produced 

Total value of shoes produced 

liumber of firms 

435,265,125 pairs 

732, 807,874 dol. 

1070 

Volwae produced per firm 
435z282..t.l.f..2. 

1070 = 4C~,803 pa irs 

Value produced per firm l~..t. 8 OL_§l.!±_ 
1070 = 684~8G7 dollars 

Total volume of' shoes produced 

?ctal value of shoes pr~duced 

number of' firms 

Volume produced per firm 

Value produced per firm 

33 22.?h62:J: 
222 

12_,_ 14~.tl:§Q._ 
222 

?otal volume of shoes produced 

To:al value of shoes produced 

Humber of firms 

£140,600 

33,927,621 pairs 

75,145 ,180 dol. 

222 

= 

= 

153,277 pairs 

338,496 dol. 
£77,481 

99 

Volume produced per firm 1~.z.2~..t.7~!± 
99 = 1~7,900 pairs 

Value produced per firm ~880~081 
99 = £89,710 

T~1e volume and value produced in Great :0ritain during 1939 

i s estimated to be about the. same as that produc ed in 1935 

Vo1ume 163,946p Value £46~558. 

Volume and value of production in the U.S.A. 1939 -

Volume 406,808 pairs; value 684,867 dol. - £140,600 

Volume and value in Canada in 1939 was -

Volume 109,578 pairs, value 184,349 dol. (£47,868) 

The most remarkable feature of this dGta is th at 

it reveals thst the t~o la~gest countries have both the 
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largest output per factory and the smallest cut]ut per 

factory. The average British factory has an output of 

about 163,946 pairs valued at £46,558 p.a. T~1e average 

u .. ::.> • .A. f'actory, on the ether hand, has an cut)ut of 684,867 

pa i rs valued at £140,600. This sh ews th~t the average 

U ... :i..A. factory has an output in pairs c:L almost four times 

tDGt of the average British factory . 

The averag e output of the Scut~l AfricG.n and 

CcmE,dian footwe ar industries appeor to be VE17 similar 

from this point c::.' view, or rat her it should be stated 

G imilar when the ere at dii'ferences in the out :put of the 
. 

other two countries is considered. At the same time from 

this point cf view, it must be observed that Canada has 

c.bout 2·l times the number of factories the Union of South 

Africa has, with a tota l output of more thrn twi ce the 

number of pairs. Observe also thot tb~ total output in 

)airs of the U.S .A. is mere than three times as great as 

t'!.1nt of the British output, while the U. 3 . ,.:l . only has about 

32~::; more f'act cries than the Brit ish foot,··e~:t"' indus try. 

!·Ie Pe again the fact tbet the statistics of '::1 ,~ different 

countries do net represent the same c e.lend2.r y sars must be 

se.t"iously eonsiliered . ~hen these fi ( ures ccoe under a 

fuller discussion in the next chapter use "'iJ.l be made of 

data which will be f ound in the appendices. 

:Point D. (4) (Output in number of paiN: )O' e['l~)loyee) --.. ··---

(LJ.) Part 1 pages 443 and 439 of the Final Heport on the 

~-,ift~1 Census of Product ion and Import Dut i cs ~;ct Inquiry 

1935· Volume 11 part 11 pages 48 and 5C of t~e Sixteenth 

Census of the U. o .A. Pages 2 and 3 of a bulletin of the 

l C')artment of trade & Cor:1mcrce Dominion Bureau of Statistics, 
Ottawa-Canada, U.G, 20- 19L~6, page 69. 
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Sout:1 Ai'ri ca 1942-43 
i·fumber of-pairs produced, 

Number of employees 

Output per employee 

:rur:1ber of employees 

Output per employee 121-Jt 68 ~QQ 
llo,5b7 = 

~:u •. 1bero of pairs produc ed ~ 

~ ;umber of employees 

Out)ut per employee 

NumlJer of pairs produced 

n umber of employc. ee 

Output per employee 

13' 225 

1107 l)Birs 

1136 pa irs 

33,927;621 

18,665 

1Cl7 pairs 

435 '285? 125 

244,146 

170,...:,,· . ./ ) alrs 

Output per employee in South Africa during l939' 1132 pairs 

II II II in G. B. in 1939, ab out S8\.1e 
as 1935 1136 II 

II II II in the u.s .A. durin~ 1939 1783 II 

II II II in Canada during 1939 1463 II 

The data collected under point D s h ows t~e actual 

out)ut per employ(:;e in each of the four countr·ies. When 

examining the latest avail able statistics in each case; 

the great difference in the number cf ::;;ai r s ~:n' oc!..uced per 

em)loyee in the different countries imrJedi ci;e ly strikes one. 

In South Africa during the years 1942-43 t~e average output 

per worker was 1107 p a ir [ wl1ile in Cc: .. nc.da in 1943, which 

l1ns a footwear industl~y tba t can be ccmpc. r ed n i th the 

1'ootue ar industry of South Africa in nany respect s , the 
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output per worker was 1817 pairs per annum. A greater 

output per worker of 71L pairs per ye c.r . Tl1is terrific 

( L -·ference in output per employee in the different footwear 

inc~ustries was to some extent expected ..,-;hen it was shown by 

t:1e data collected under point B, that t1Jc out~;ut per employee 

in South Africa was £274 as compared ·:·itb £40J.8 per emplqrce 

in the Canadian f oot wear industry, but even t ll•2Ge two figures 

de not represent quite such a big diJ:ference :s is shown by 

t~e figures representing actual pairs proGuced )er worker. 

Observe <:11::: o that there is a very 1Jig .. ~ i :i."'ferenc e in 

the output, measured in number of pairs ~reduced per employee 

r:hen the footwear indus try of Great Britain is compared with 

t lv .t of the u . .:;.A, In the U.3 • .A. curing 1939 cl1e output 

per employee was 1783 pair2, while in Brit<.: in during 1935 

the output per emjloyee was only 1136 )air2; which is only 

about 64~ of the .American wol'kers outpuJc. 

The most remarkable feature about t :1ese figures is 

t ~1e :1igh output in nur.1ber of pairs pe:r em:,:-Jloyee in the 

C<:'nadian footwear industry as compared with t he footwear 

industries of the other countries. As the Scut~ African 

fcot·.-vear industry is the smallest of tl1e :::'cur· mentioned, it 

is to be expected that its output per e~; loyee wculd be the 

lowest, as probably not as much research bas been done into 

the working conditions, and methods of work, 2s oay be the 

c2se in the footwear indu .:: tries of the ot:1cr t~1ree countries. 

At the same time, however, it must be rec:.lised that 1107 

pairs per employee is an extremely low figure. 

The great difference in outQut pe~ em~ loyee that 

is evident when comparing the Britis:'J .:'icures '.7ith those of 

t~e U.3.A. is also very remarkable . 
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t~1e out:_:lut per emy;loyee in these two countries should be 

lairly similar, as they are both old countries in which the 

foot wear trade has been going for many years, and also the 

population of both these countries are cf Guch a size as to 

allow the footwear manufacturers to make use of all the gains 

that an industry derives f r om mass produ.cticn. However, the 

\"fork of this chapter is to point out the di:Lferences; the 

reasons for these differences wi l l be ~iven in the next 

chapter. 

E oi~t E~ (5) - Total wages as a perce~t2r c of total cost 

Total wages paid. 

Gross value of goods ~reduced. 

of'; roduct t on. 

£12,577,579 

4G,lCC,OCC 

7 ages as a percentage of gross value, 
fl2,21IL272_~_~oo 
40,180,000 1 = 3J·3% 

Total wages paid 222,865~621 dol. 

Gross value of goods produced 734,673, 111 del. 
22~§_§5_~_621_ x lOG 

~ages as a percentage of 734,~111 -y- = 30·3% 
gross value 3 

Total wages paid 

Gross value of goods produced 

Wares as a percentage of gooes value 

21,677,798 dol. 

75,583,954 dol. 

21_,_ 6 77 .219J3 100 
-75:sc3,954x -y-= 28 . 6% 

(5) Year Book of ·the British Beet Manufac t u.r i ng ::::'ederation 

1939 page 205. A Bulletin of the Dept. cf Trode & Commerce 

Dominion Bure au of Statistics page 3· Vcl w:e ll page 48 of 

the Sixteenth Census of the U.S.A. U.G. 2C - 1946 page 69. 
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Total wages paid £2,210 ,660 

Gress value of goods :;.Jroduced £8' 558? 223 

as_ a percentage of e ross value 2210 660 x 100 
Bb58~-·223 -y-= 25. 5% 

It is estimated that by 1939 the percent::>r.::e fi,5ure given 

f or 1935 for Great Britain had not chan~e& much . = 31-3% 

·.-:azes as a percentace cf e-ross value for t:1e U .3 .,A. 
1939 = 30.3;,: 

._,Jo.ges as a percentage of gross value for Can:)da 1939 
= 32.9>: 

~-:ages as a percentage cf c ross value for :-J out:1 Af'ric a 
1939 = 29-4% 

The data collected under point E is striking in 

thot it provides a complete contrast t c t~e data collected 

for the previous- four p oints. 

· The percenta~es arrived at un(er :_)oi nt E are such 

t :J :.t t h ey can be f a irly easily compc::r·e:: d \ i i ti.1 each other. 

It ·:: ill be remembered t!1a t under the ot:1er )oints previouBly 

o entioned, the diffe rences in the fifures were so great 

t:1 a t hardly any similarity existed and a discuss i on of 

t:1em would consis t of explanations statL: . .: r:hy the re a re 

such big differences. In this cas e 9 ho'.'!ever, total wages 

2 S a percentage of total cost of production does no t v a ry 

much in the case of Canada, the u.s.A. anQ Great nritain; 

there is, h owever, a larger v ariation in tb l f our percent-

a:;es ·,:,rhen the percentage representi!l-12" the S outh African 

footwear industry is also included. Note tha t the per-

cent a ge representing t11e British wagee lJD.ic.~ is the highes t 

o: the four , being exactly 1% higher than ·~h e f igure 

representing the u. J,A . footwear indus-try, w::1 1c:1 in turn 

is 1. 7>(; higher than the f igure repreeenting t:1c Cana dian 

: oot~ear industry. T~1e t' igure represcn·;; i:"l.E t:1e S outh 
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A·.'rican footwear indus try iss however 3.1: ~ lees than the 

Canadian figure, and 5·8% less than the B~itish figure. 

3 .1~:~ might not sound very much, but it is a figure of 

consi c'~erable importance when the figUI'es re:;_;reeenting the 

C:ifferences in the l.) .... rcentages of the ether t:1ree countries 

ar~ compared with it. 

It is i nteresting to observe that -~!le figure 

representing wages as a percentage of total cost of 

produc tion is slightly larger in the two ccu~tries with 

t:1e largest footwear industries, Britain c.nd the U.S • .A., 

·,·:1ile this percentage is lowest in the country wl1ich has 

t~e smallest footwear industry. 

nust be remembere d tll-?.J.t the Canadian r·nd Bout - African 

:2irures represent war years, while tl1i£ is ~'let t :1e case 

- i th the figures of Britain and the U . ...:. .A. i\:oreover, the 

B~it ish figure is fer a year as early 3S 19~5· It is$ 

~w-.vever, considered ti.1a t by 1939 the Briti.s:1 :::'igure had net 

c:1anged very much though afte r tk at t:~ e war might have 

:12.d a considerable inf luence , and this fi cure m~y have 

cnanged considerably. Unfortunately ; he' 'f_ver ~ owing to 

l eek of statistics at present any such cl1ange that may have 

t cken place cannot be studied. 

Point~ (6) .(Average wage per employee.) 

Britain 12.2.§_ 

Average wage per employee per week £2/6/ll . 

:. Wage per annum £2.6.11 x 52 = £123.9 

( 6) Year Bock of the British Boot Manu:::' C~ct1..1rir:e: li'edera tion 
1939 page 205. 

Vol 11 page. 48 of tl1e Sixteent· Census c:t t~Je u. ·J .Jl., 

A bulletin of the Dept. of Trade and Co~~crc e , Dominion 
3ureau of Statistics, Ottawa-Canada. U.G.2C-1946 page 69. 
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:. ·u!·.1ocr employed 244,146 

~otal wages paid 222, 865,621 dollars 

Average wage per employee 222;.§62_t621 
244,146--= 

:~umber employed 15, 665 

Total wages paid 21, 677,798 dollars 

91.) dollars or 
£138 p . a. 

Aver age wage per employee 21, ffi.1. 798 dol l . 
18~5 = 1162 dol.or 

ITu~nber employed 13 ~ 225 

Total wages pai Q £2,210,660 

£264 P• a. 

Average wage pe r employee ~10~66Q 
13,225 = £1: 7 p.a . 

Av. ··.age per European employee . :aC7 p. a. 

Again it is cons i dered thgt tbe annu.l'· l ware ~1.~c": ::1.ot 

changed very much in Great Britain by 1939 

T~e average wage in t he u. ~ .A. in 19~9 was 

The average wage in Canada in 1939 was 

= £123.~ p.a. 

= £188 P• a. 

::: £168 p . a. 

T~1e average wage in South .Africa in 1939 '.".'as 5 £113 p. a. 

Av. European wage in 8.A. in ~939 was £132 p.a. 

Here again as in the data for mos t o: the othe r 

p oints already mentioned, there is a v ery b ig difference 

in the figures representing the avera[ e wage J er employee 

of tbe four countries. The highest aver2ge wa7e is that 

paid in the Cana dian foot we ar industry, being .8264 p.a. 

during 1943, while on the other hand t b e e.verage wage 

per worker in the foot wear indus try of Gre ::tt Brita in was 

only £123·9 p.a. during 1938· It thus ap::er-:Ps that in 



- 92 -
1SL~3 the Canadic.n ·;;ork e:r was paid about 113;:~ more than 

t::c BPi tis h foo tv. '· ar 'rfOr'ke r in 1938. Cf course a 

COl1Siderable port ion of' the high Car.adian •:-r~ge is probably 

0:: '..1e to increased cost of living dul~iTl.,:_· t:1c v.rar) but 7 even 

i:l t:1 is increased cost of living figure is deducted, the 

average Canadian footwear industry wage will probably be 

considerably above tl1e f irure representing t :1e British 

footwear industry. It is also worth obc e~:·vi"Q2" that the 

s v-:rar.:e wa~es of' the two American coun~ries are both very 

much above the wages paid in South Afric :-:~ ;-:(J.d Grcat Britain. 

It is tc be expccted tllat tlle wage p::::id in Cr-·n::<la would bear 

some relation to the wage paid in the U. J .A, but it is most 

u~expected to find the ~verage wage in t~e Canadian foot wear 

i1!dustry is actually higher than the aver~.::!·c ·.-:age paid i n 

t~e footwear industry of the U.3,A. 

be borne in mind that tbe Canadian wage f i Eure is for 1943 

· :l1i l e t hc u.s.A. wage figure is for 19.39· AJ.sc, the average 

Jouth African wage, which is considersbl~r ~1i,Z:!r.:i" than the 

3Ve:cage British wa~e, is for a war year · .. ~1~. lc the British 

While bearing in r:1ind the pictuPE: '.v~1ich haf.: been 

forr:1cd b~' tbe comments made in this chapter; 2,nd remember inc 

c.: t the same t ime that in this chapter the l atest data 

available for each count ry was compared · ·it:: t~1e other, 

let Chapter 1 V now be ex8m i ned and it be cbs c rved what a 

totally different pictnll'le is f ormed of tJ;e footwear 

indue tries of these countries, when drta rep::·eec."nting the 

same yea r is compared. Ae has been said bcrore , it was 

considered that 1939 woul<l be the best ye ;- r Zol""' such a 

.,... __________ _ 
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T~e rate of exchanr e used was Canada 1943 4.36875 

u.s.A. 1939 4.8G6 

Canada 1939 ~- . 72 

( l) Part 1 page L:.39 ·Table la of the 1.' in2 :.:.. ~ .... ~:ort on the 
f ifth census of Production and I rnpo:c-t Dutie s .Act 
Inq_uiry 1935 · 

A Bulletin of the Department of Tr~C e ~Coo ie rce 
Dominion Bur au of Statistics,Ott arm- Cc.nnC:a . 
Volumes l & 2 of the 6ixteenth Cen sus of t~e 
U.S.A. Vol. 1 page 76, Vol.ll ~·a[e 34· 
U.G. 20 - 1946 page 69 

( 2) A Bulletin of tbe Depa rtment of Trade & Oc:·.1me rce 
Dominion Bureau of Statistics Ott awa-Canr ·.~ a cage 3 
Sixteenth census of the U.S.A. Vol.l ~ ~ :e 7G, 
Vol. 11 part 11, page 50 
Final report of the fifth census of producti.on and 
the import duties Act Inq_uiry 1935 Part 1 p age 439 
U.G. 20 - 1946 page 69 

(3 ) Part 1 page 445 an d 439 of the Final Report on the 
J' if'th Census of Pr oduction and I mport Duti e s Act 
I nquiry 1935 
Volur.1e 11 p art 11 page 48 of the 3i.xteent~1 Census of 
the U. 3 .A. 
Pages 3 an d 14 of a Bu l let in of tbe :Ue:p :::., -G:·.1r:·nt of 
Trade and Cm.ir:.e rce Dominion Bur."'&U of ·3 t:- tist ics, 
Ott awa-Cana6a 
U.G. 20 - 1946 ) age 69 

(4) Part l pages 443 and 439 of the final l ... . :.)ort on the 
fifth census of ;_:>r•oduct ion and I mpm' t Duties .Act 
Iny_uiry 1935, Volume 11 part 11 pr ~~es l~C . ::-J.d 5l: of 
t l1e Sixteenth Census of the U .. 3 .A . 
Pa£eS 2 and 3 of a Bulletin of t h e De)~rtnent of 
Trade & Comm<: rce Dominion Bureau o:::.' 3t;:tis oc i c s, 
Ottawa-Canada, · 
U.G. 20-1946 p cge 69 

(5) Year Book cf the Brit ish Boot l:,rianuf'3c~ t.:lr il~ ?ederat i on 
1939 page 205. 
A Bulletin of the Depa rtm ent of Tr2C e anu Com~erce 
Dominion Bureau of Statistics page 3· 
Volume 11 page 48 of the Sixteent:J Ce:::1sus of the U. s .A. 
U.G. 20-1946 page 69 

(6) Year Book of the British Boot Mfe · Federation 1939 p.205. 
Vol.ll page a8 of the 16th Census of t~e U.S.A. 
A Bullet in of the Dept . of Trade ~ Cor:v ~ ·.' rc e , Domini on 
Bureau of Stattstics, Cttawa-Cana da. 
u.G. 20-1946 pr69. 
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Point A. 
~--- .... ···- ---

In the pr evious chapter it was decided to make 

certain divisions and to claesify the footwear industries 

of the different count ries accordingly. It 2~Jears that if 

t~1ere are three dj_vitlions the · countries cot·l:~ be classified 

'b· .. placing the u . J .A. in the fi rst divisio>1, F:G her num'bc r 

of employees per f a ctory is ve ry much [re ster than any cf the 

other compared with her . South Afr i c r nd 3ri tain fall in 

tl1.: second division as the number of e r.:·. :!.oyces ;?er factory 

i;,1 t~1ese two c ountries are a l most the s ~:.ne, .. : ~'!"~ lastly 

.:;.:tnad.a i s placed in the third division 8 ~ ~L-r nu.:1ber of 

em~loy~es per factory is v ery much less tha~ is the case 

',i it:1 any of the ctl.1cr three countries. Makine usc of only 

two C.ivisions hac also been suggested. In t :11s case 

couatr•i es would be classif ied a ccording to t~w total number 

of er.Jl)loyees in th e industry . Th e result cf such a 

~ivis ion would b e that Britain and the U.~ .A. would fall 

L1to the fi r st division, as they both em1)loy several times 

t:1e num'ber of employees the Union of Sout~~ .l.\frica and 

C.;rnadian foo t wear indus tries do, and tl1 e t · o snaller 

countries would be placed in the second division. 

Before this discussion proceeds any :::~tu"tber, let 

the diff erence in years whic h t h e stati s tics of the different 

countries repres ent, once again be str;:.ss ed. The 

statis tics for Great Britain and the U. G.A. a re for the 

ye ars 1935 and 1939 respectively. They : re t hus totally 

v oid of any influences of the ·.var. Tb .; Dtatist i cs of 

Bout~ Africa and Ca nada , on the other h 2n C; re)resent the 

yea.rs 1942-43 and 1943 r espectively . Tli ·::: ce f igures have 
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obviously been under the inf'luenc e o;_· tl1e ·.·:ar. 

The data for point A in Chapter 1~1 orings to 

lig:1t the foll:0wing facts. In 1935 thE.~j_' e vtel·e in Great 

3ritain 808 foot~car rectories employing a total of 

115 ?567 workers. This gives an average of about 144 

v1orlters per fa.ctory. The U.S .A. in 1939 bed 1070 footwear 

.>::~ct or·ies employing 244,146 workers; this gc.ve em average 

of 228 workers per fac tory. Figures rc~reecnting the 

C~.n~dian footwear ir..duE:t ry Sh OWS thrt t:1is industry in 1943 

~1?. d 18, 665 workers ··rl1icn ··rere employed _in 222 factories. 

T~i3 shows that the average fac tory eoplo~~d ~~out 84 

Fer tl1e ye are 1942-43 statistics G:1o·:1 that the 

South African footwear industry con&isted cf 99 factories 

2V~r8ge of 134 workers per factory . It r:1ur; t be remembered 

t:1at in all four· cases the number of ·:.: orke:..-e ~Jer factory 

L!. '- lude a number of men and women ope ret L!.£" t ~e clerical 

2ide of the business. The size o~ t~e cleric~l staff may 

be determined when examining the figur es in Table 8 appendix 

11 . The figures in this table show th 2t in 1935 of the 

total of 116,567 workers in the Brit ish footwe ar industry 

7,918 were engaged in clerical work. Tl~is figure repres -

ents a little over 6~ of t he total workers ir.. ~~e induEtry. 

Obse :cve the figures representing th ~.: ot:1er ~r<.: a .c s and it 

will be seen tha t the ~e rcentage of the c leric ? l ~taff t o 

t:1e total employed vary very little. Table l A~pendix 111 

i nd icates the s i~e of the clerical staff in the footwear 

industry of the U. _; .A. In the manu.-.'rctur~_n£ side alone 

23J, 169 workers were employed of which 5501 ,._.e_ e r.1anagers 

and 6978 were clerks. I'he number ea~loyed .. ' or clerical 
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~._1ur:poses , that is clerks and managers~ in t ~1is case is 

slig:-:) tly less than 6~J of the total emplo~red. Observe, 

ho··rc;ver , from this t able that 4189 workers .__- :..'e eraployed 

in dis tribution which does bring the cle~ical percentage 

up to sbout 7% of the total employed. 

When comparing the British footwear industry with 

t~~t of t he U. S.A. the question arises; is it not perhaps 

fossible t hat the Br it ish fcohvear inc~ustr~7 ···as the same 

size as th a t of the u.S .A. in 1939? 

questi on i s No, it was not a s big as the u . ~ .~- foot wear 

in.:~ustry i n 1939, both from t he point c::C vie'.7 cf total 

m.u-:1ber of em:ployr::es, an d average number cf er:1)loyees per 

_,:' irm. Tbale 9 appendix 11 shows that ti.1e in-l ez fo r the 

total number of employees in the Britis:1 fcot·::ear industry 

in 1935 was 97.3. From this table it na~r be observed 

t~1~t t he industry actually employed r:w:..··e _•eo)le in 1929 

t:1::m in 1935 · Th..; ctrop in the numb er cf erJl) loy-:; es from 

1~29 to 1933 is tc be expected as the ee ~e~e years of very 

:: eavy depression, but why the re was a[ain e -~-ecrease in tl1e 

nu::1b :·.·r of employees after 1933 fob ehe years 1934 and 1935 

is difficult to explain. The figures in t:11 e:· table also 

z:1ow that after . 1939 the number of employees in the f oot­

·.-:e a r industry of Great Britain fluctuat ec~ very nuch , e.g. 

compare the index figures fer the years 19~7~ 1938 and 

1939· In 1939 the index f igure was 103.7, representing 

an increas e of about 7, 000 employees over the 116 ~5 67 of 

19..35. At the s a :;1e time it may be assur:1e .... : t h~:. t it is very 

unl ikely that t he nu:.11b ;:: l"' of ind i viducl es t r.bl ishments 

v a :-.' ied very much from 808 . Thus, even in the ye ar 1939 

·c:1e :British footr·c ar in0.ustry employed only :.'.b e ut half the 
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num-.Jsr of vvorkers the footwear industry c.f tl1e U.s -1L 

Cid, and also in this year the size cf the factory from 

t:: e number of employ:;; es point of view na::: :=ti:;.l very much 

e~alle r than the footwear factory of the U.S .A. Observe, 

~10i'r::ve r, t able ll a)pcndix 11 which s:1ow::: that in 1935 

e. l most 60% of the factories of the :Jritis:~ :Coot·,-.;ear indus try 

er.1)loyed less thsn 100 workers each. 

The Brit ish footwear indus try may t :1us be summed 

u:J f rom this point of view by stating tllc,·c dul:'ing the 10 

y2ars 1929-39 there has been a very soall inc~cas e in the 

nut'1b· r of workers employed, though there have 'Jeen fluctua­

tions of greater magnitude in the numbers e':1yloyed during 

t:1ese years. .AE regards actual increc:.se in numbers 

em)loyed, t he best y ears were 1931 t o 193.) - ·:1en t he numbe r 

of employees increased by about 10%· Afte~ 19]3 there 

i r~-..c no increase in the numbers at all. In :act, Table lX 

.A ) l)end ix ll shows that t bere has been 3 .:.ec:·e3.s e in the 

~u::foers employed in the indus try. 

It is also very interesting to cxar.1l.ne ·rables X1, 

Xll and X1V of App ._-.ndix 111. Table Xl s:1cws t l"lat since 

1923 to 1935 there has been a continu3l decrease in the 

number of footwear f actories in the U.S.A. The number 

of factories decreasing from 1606 in 1923 to 1024 in 1935 · 

T:11s means that approximately 37% of the factories that h ad 

existed in 1923 had gone out of business by 1935. Table Xll 

reveals that since 1931 to 1939 there h a~ been a fairly 

st::ad.y, though very small, increase in the numbers employed . 

It is worth observing tha t in 1923, 1606 f""·c~:cr ies in the 

u.~.A. employed 225,216 wage \70rkers ; this totnl does net 

include the clerical staff, b ut even if this total is 
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div ided by the m1r.1ber of establi shmentc, tt ~ives an 

av -::rage of 14C wage workers per f actory? ··lJic!l is about 

the a verage per factory of the British :cct~ear industry 

in 1935· 

Obsel"Ve, bo· r-:vo' , that as the average numbe r of 

em?loyees per f ac tory increas ed in the footwear inQus try 

of the U.S .A. 9 the total number of employees did not 

increase as much a s uas expected they would, instead t he 

ac t ual numbei' of :.::'E:.cto:>ies in existence decreased . Thus 

it may be stated t l1c::t as some manufacturing units found for 

some or other reasoE ·c:L~.t t:1ey c auld n ot cent inue busine ss 

and closed down, l': it~1 t:1e result th at those establishments' 

workers "17Cre unemployccl.: t l1ose employees did not find them­

eel ves unemployed fox' lC!lg, as they were being absorbed by 

other factories to \7:wy:1 trade was favour able, and who were 

continually expandL:.: t~eir own number of employees. It may 

even have happened t1:e.t certain factories had to close down 

because their worl{.erE ·;1ere being dravm away from them by 

higher wages offered to t:1em b:· other manufacturers of foot­

wear. This second e~planation, though, is not a likely one, 

b ecause if ·;Iages 1.:ve~.· e 30 :11g~'1 as to drav: vvorkers away from 

one manu:L'act urer to anot:1er, it is quite probable tha t tbe 

total number of e mplcy.:es in the industry would have 

increased cons iderabl~r. 

as statistics show. 

This, however, is not the case 

So much ther. for the wage employees. Table XlV 

gives the indi ces for ·c:le total employees in the u.s .,A. 

footwear industry. T~ese f i gures show that there has been 

very small i n cl"eas e in t~1e total number of workers 

employed i n the inCustry. If any change at all between 
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1929 and 1941, the i~&ices show that the total nmaber of 

workers have actually :.~ecreased. The only year in which 

more workers \7ere er:1:o:;lo~red than were employed in 1929 was 

in 1937, and then onJ.y sb out 5% more ·were employed for t hc t 

year. The indiceE clo 9 ~1owever, show that from 1931 to 

1937 there was a slow but steady increase in the total 

number employed. The fact is thus clear that certain 

u. ·i .A. footwear est~bli.s:1r:-~ c:nts expanded ti1eir numbers at 

the expense of otb {_f' e e tabliehments who found that they 

could not continue to )reduce. 

Table Vlll apr;endix l shows that there has bee n a 

ste ady increase since 1925 of not only the number of foob;car 

factor ies in Cana&a but also the total number of employees. 

It appears from this table that in 1925 188 fac t ories 

employed 13,792 norkel"E giv i ng an averace of 73 per fac tor~r. 

In the y~ars that :i:c:'.lo·.-~ed up to 1928 ~ both the number of' 

establishments anc t :1e total number of em:;loyees increased 

considerably. .At ·c:1ic t ir:1e the average number of employees 

per es tablish:.1ent was a))roximat ely 78 . By 1935 there verc 

217 factories employing a total of 15,930 gorkers which gave 

an average of 73 wo1.•ke:.. ... _ :-_,;er factory. When war was declared 

in 1939 th (;: Canadia1: footwear industry consisted of 222 

factori~e employin[ n total of 16,957 workers whi ch means 

the.t the . averag e f e.ctory cons is ted of 76 workers . In the 

two years that folloned, the number of .._'actories actually 

decreased to 210 , but 3~ 1 this time th ere was an increase 

in the total number of employees 1 so th.:.t in 19l.t.l the 

average number of eE?.l)loyees· per factory was 9C. The 

number of factories increased again to a total of 222 in 

1943) at this time the total number of employees was 18,665 

1 
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whi-ch gave an average- of 84 employees per fe>.ctory. 

Table 111 ap::' eadi~ 1 also shows that the majority 

of Canadian footwear i'ac-Gories employ less than 100 workerc. 

Only a very few facto~: ies, about 16% 9 employ over 150 

worker := . It appear c t ~1 ._:..' t 47% of the factories actually 

employ less than 5C · ·orkers each. 

This survey of t~1e Canadian footwear industry from 

the number of emploJrees )er factory point of view~ may be 

concluded by stat ir~.£ -t~:1at this induetry has expanded 

considerably during t11e last 18 years. The expansion has 

been both in the nunber of factories and the total number 

of workers employed; ''! it:.~ the result that the number of 

workers per factory :)ae varied very little. It appears 

from statistics in To.ble lV appendix 1 that th ere is not 

a very great difference in the actual size of · e ach factory. 

There are a few which are exceptionately big for Canada 1 

and a l so several viil:ic·.~ 3re on the very small Side~ but gi1e 

general tendency ir: :::·o:.: the factories to be about the size 

the figure for the ave:;: a,0:e number of employees per 

establishment repres e~:. ;s . This table also indicates tha t 

there are more factories (36) employing over 150 workers 

each g than t~1ere aJ. e employing between 100 and 150 workers 

each. It is possible t~at this might indicate the fac~ 

that a footwear factory in Canada employing between 100 

and 150 workers is net of a very good size from the labour 

point of view. The manufacturers might t~· . us have the 

choice of employing lese than 100 workers or over 150 

workers. 

In South .Afric 2 t:1ere bas been a constant increaEe 

in the total number o:·-: en;)loyees and tb':! number of 
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establishm· nts sinc e 192:~ -29 ('rables lV and 111 Chap. 1) . 

There bas also been 2. const &"l t incr· ease in tl1e number of 

e r:1ployees per firm. (rable 10 Chap.ll). In 1938 -39 

83 firms employed 10 ; 555 workers, ~i ving an average of 127 

employees per factcry. T:1e fact tllat tllere has been an 

increase in both th ~: n 1.L1ber of f i rms 7 and the total numbe r 

of employ~..' eS 9 does s~ ·! o\7 t~1at t here is still plenty of room 

f or the development i~ t~e footwear industry of South 

.Africa. The Sout1~ A~· :.~ i c 3.n footwear i n tiustry, like the 

Canadian footwear industJ."';y, is an industry of a ;)roung 

country which may e::pa11d in step with an increase in 

population. 

Acc ording to Table X chapter 11 it appears tha t 

t here is a tendenc~ f e r f irms to expand wherever possible. 

This does suge est t b at the most economical size for foot­

,·:ear f'actories in t l: i s :Country is much l a r ger than the 

mos t economical si ze ~or a fac tory in Canada. In 

Chapte r 11 it was st :· t ..:; d tha t the optimur:1 size depended 

on the types of foot\nar that that f c. ctory was producing , 

which suggesrted th e: t t:1 e optimum size for f irms producing 

leathe r footwear was ± 161 workers. In Canada tbe opt i r:r1.1x:1 

size from t h e nur:1be :.. c :: employees 1 point of view appear s ·co 

be much small er. It t~us appears that the smallness of the 

Canadian foot v;ear f acto:;:.,y as compared rJi tl1 the footwear 

factortes of' the othe r countries , is due to d ifferences 

in the manufacturing _' l ... ocesses of the different countries . 

The d ifferences in manufacturing technique of the South 

.African and Canadien footwear industries must not? however·, 

be over-estimated. It must be borne in mind that about 

h a l f of' tbe labour .. :' orce of the South Afri c an footwear 
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industry consists cf ;~w;.1-:..::urope ans? many of ·whom can 

only do unskilled jobc. If$ theny a large portion of the 

workers in a fe.ctor:~ c:.:1sists of such unskilled or semi-

skilled people? then "C~ l e.t factory must req_ uire more worker;:: 

to do the same amount of' worky tban \'Jould be required if 

all the worl\:ers in a factory had attained a certain degree 

of skill. 

It therefore a~)eers that the difference in size is 

not so much due to t:!e different manufacturing :processes ; 

but, if the labour f'c::.."'ce of the South African footwear 

industry consisted en~ir~ly of skilled workers, as is the 

case in t~e Canadia~ footwear industry, then the South 

Africo.n foot\:lear inCn:: try; considered from the point of vier,; 

of the average number of employees per firm~ would not have 

been classified \"Jith ·~:.1e :i3ritish footwear industry 1 but 

would have moved dO\:~! to tlle third division and classifiee. 

with ~he Ca~1.ad ian fco·c·.'r:::; ar industry Y ,_,ith vvhi cb it was 

expected it would be cla~sed. 

From the point of view of average number of employee e 

per f irm) t:1e positic:ti. of tl1e four countries may be sumr.1e0. 

up by stating that t:1e :Jl"'i tish foot wecr industry appears to 

have been developed to its maximum wit h its present markctc 

and trade condi tior~. Thu'e: ic. very little hope of 

any major expansion if conditions wbich prevailed before 

the war continue to c7ist. The war may have had a 

decided influence on t~1e position of the Br itisll footwear 

industry? but unfortrmately thei'e are no statistics ava :i.l-

able yet to sl1ow ,-:l:: :::.t ~1as been the effect of this conflict. 

In the footv:e '-'. r industry of the U.s .A. ther e has 

been a more marked 6evelopment in the last ten years, but 
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eve j:1 here there h ae be -::1 a distinct fall in the rate of 

C.evelopraent L'l the i!'iFJediate pre -war years . Thi s suggests 

tbat a l s o t his country'2 footwear inC:us try is nearing its 

naximur.1. ·iVhat the ~-. os i'tion now is 9 now tha t the war is 

over, is sor.1ething w:11c~ 1 cannot be estimated without sor.1e 

knowledg e as to what :~c.))ened during the war years. 

For tl1e Sout~"l AfPi can footwear industry 9 it may be 

said tha t this inC.l:l·t:c•y :1as made treri~endous strides since 

1925, anC tha t th ere is yet no sign of the pace of develop ­

ment decreasL;.g . T~: e L'l ..:~ustry is only a young one in t hie 

country 9 a nd 1.7ith ir.::;:~·oved :;roducts there is immense scope 

for the development of markets which in turn means the 

employment of greate7 numbers and perhaps tc the expansion 

of existing manufact:uri;,1:::; establishments. Tbe last war 

bas g iven t he foot\, ec.r industry of South Af rica the chance 

it has be ::n waitinr :. or. This chance was made use of an C 

the inr1uEtry Yient r.he2d as much during the war year s a s it 

vvould have done in dot,_ble the time under normal circum.-· 

stances. 

The Canadian footwear industry like the South .African 

footwear industry has c one ahead much since 1925. Its deve l­

opment has been a steady one~ and also here there is no sicn 

yet of the rate of development slowing down. Canada is at 

I>resent a country whici1 has a small population compared wi.th 

the population it iE capable of holding • . There is thus 

plenty of room for a ~reater population. This larger popula­

tion wi l l in turn lead to the expansion of its footwear 

industry. 

Let the data for point B in Chapter 111 now once 

again be examined before any lengthy discussion is gone into. 
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To obtain tl:e net out;_Jut per em::_Jloyee, the total 

number of errrployP.eE in tl1e footwear industry of the country 

was divided by the total value added to the raw mat er i als 

during tl1e ~~ recess o:~' mG. ntU'act ure . The tables contained 

in ap~endix l V were .s)ecia lly construc ted f or this 

purpose , and will be co~ctantly refer red t o in the 

discussion on th is : ai:ticular point. Un.fortunately the 

tables for the f oot\.1ear i n:.ustry of tl1e u. s .A. only e ave 

the number of YFaee en~~J-O._'ees. The fi[ure d id net include 

those earninL e ~al · ~ y. It g as decided t o divide this total 

into the total of t~: : va lue c;dded by ma nuf'acture and then 

subtract 7~-~ f rom tt.e ou~~ut lJer individual employee as 

given by thi s division . The figure arrived at in this 

manner it was suppcr:ed was the one which could be compared 

wi th the out:9ut }.J8r C..!;)loyee of the other countries. The 

reason f or the deduction of the 7% is because it was 

estimated tl12t the cL::..."' ical staff in tlle footwear industr;sr 

of the U. S .A. totalled about 7% of the total employed. It 

must be re a lized t::yt ::·,1 tl1 0U£'l1 the figure arrived at in 

this manner is n ot ebo c~utely rieht, i t is more accurate 

t .. an the figure wllic:: ;:3 ii.1}ly represents a d ivision of value 

added by manufacture~ by the tot a l wage employees 7 wi t hout 

any consi deration f or t:1e clerical staff. 

The rates of e::c~1ange used to c onvert doll ars into 

pounds s terling were u . ... . .A. 1939, 4. 866 dollars to the 

pound , a nd Canada 19L~j, 4. 36C 75 dollo.rs t c the pound . 

These r a tes of excl": _ ·.:~:e fo :.: the r espective countries and 

years were su.:;g"est eC. 'by otficials of the South .African 

Stanc~ard Bank. 

The data for point B in chapter 111 shows that the 
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out~m.t per em~;loyee 1·; C3nada during 1943 was 1764 dollars 

which i s equi val en-~ to about £403 . 8 9 a truly remarkable 

figure when compar ,·d ·.·: 1t:1 the output per em)loyee in the 

footwear indus tr ies c: the other countri e s . Observe, 

however, (Table lll a)? endix lV) that in 1942 the net out­

};mt per employee · ·: 1:: lL~~-l dollars or 321 dollars less than 

in 1943. It mc;ar.:=. t :1c r e fore, that in 1942 the out put 

per employee WGS ab o1..::..t <'2330 . In 1941 it fell t o 1320 do J . . 

or about £300 per eG· -~ oyec ~hich is ~ot a very much greater 

out put ;_Jer employee t > :>. i.1 ·.' ~ s found at c £1 ~, t i me in the Sou t l~ 

.Africaa foot 1.·ear il'::..-~u . tr~r . Further QOre the output per 

employee in 1939 v:c. s c-:1}.~, 114L1- dol. whic::~ is about £260 per 

employee . Note 1 l~or:ever; (Table 11 appendix l V) that i n 

1939 the out put per e:·;1~; lo~ree in the f oot1vear indus try of 

the u . s .A . \fas abot;_ t 1477 dol. or £304 9 n:1 ich me ans an 

output of about £4L!- r,:ox•e per e mploye e thai!. in Canada . It 

would a99ear, therefc~e; tb s t the hi gh output per employee 

in Canada, as shown 0'' t ::,e 1943 fieure, is a lmos t ent irel;7 

due to c j_rcut7!S t anc e2 c <ms ed by the war . Firures in Table 

111 ap;_Jendix lV sb n·.· t'.1a t t !.1e output per emp loyee i n the 

Canadian footuear i~dustry did not once :.:·ic e above 1144 ~-c l. 

Curing the y :ars 1~~~ to 1939 · It is thus im~o3sib1 e to 

~--ut down this suclden rise in output i1er enrployee) a ri s e of 

620 dollar s or over 5C;: ~~rom 1939 t o 1943 s to a natural 

develo9ment in th e Csn 2dian footwear industry. It is e. 

rise whicb can on::i.~' \..o~ ·.e ab out by mear.s of an artificial 

stimulation such aD ~ar. 

It was st ated -c: :c.-.t the r e was not a very big differe 

ence in the output pel"' et:1:ployee for Canada ful.d South Afric a 

during t he year 1941. At this time the Canadian output was 
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about £300 per employee p.a. and the South African output per 

employee about £251 p.a. Note however, that in 1940-41 t he 

South African output per employee was only £202 . 5 and in 19~9 

it was. £199·3· In 193c·- 39 it was still lower, being only 

£180.~ per employee. It may thus be said also in this case, 

t hat an output of ..S251 per employee is much above the level 

usually fOl.lild in the 3outh African footwear i ndustry during 

the pre-war years . Cbs erve that the output per employee in 

t~e South African footwear i ndustry had not been ab ove £180 

since 1932 · Thus also here? the war has been the main cause 

for the output per employee in the South African footwear 

industry~ rising £70 p .a. in a matter of about four years. 

In 1935 it 12 found tbat the output per employee i n 

the U.S .A., Canadiar.. a;.1.d South African foot wear industries is 

l ess than it is for a.-:,~ · :""ear after tha t date. The Oanad i arl 

figure for 1935 i s lOL~2 dollars or about £ 215. The U.s . .A. 

figure is 1427 dollars or approximately £29 6. (The rate of 

exchange used in this case was the par rate 4.866 dollars to 

the pound). The situation in 1935 thus appears to be as 

follows: the output per employee in the u.s .A. was 1427 dol 

1ars or about £29G, in Canada it was approximately 1042 dol­

lars or about £215 , rr:1 ile in South Africa it was between 21C3 

and £173·8~ say about :~a58 , and in Great Britain it was only 

ClS3 . 1935 i s a very important year for it is the last year 

for which f i gures for al l four countr i es are available . An 

attempt r.mst thus be made to expla in why there is sucl1 con-

siderable differences in the output per employee of the 

different countries duril1£: this year, 1-?ut before this at t eD}:) t 

is made i t may be advisabl e t o take a br i ef gl ance a t the 

figur e s r epresent i nc t:1e previous years . 
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Unfortu..."latel;y i l1 the case of Great Britain figures 

were only available J.'ol"' t~1e years 1933, 34 and 35. (Table 1 

append ix lV). ·rhe 11.r.1ited f i cures available show that in 

Brita in the output per· em:ployee has been fairly steady wi t~1 

a slight rise in 19~55 . A rise both in the b'ttffi"'9e~number of 

employees and the value added by manufacture, does indicate 

a small expansion i~·-' -G~1e industry. The general impression 

that these figures : ives is 9 however, one of very slow pro­

gress and development. According to H.C. Hillmann in the 

Economic Journal, JUi).e 1939, page 278, the Brit ish footwear 

industry in 1904 ecployed 126,800 workers which increased to 

130 ,500 by 1 924 but fel l again to 121,700 in 1930. A table 

on l;age 289 of tl1e e;r.1e journal does ilcvJever show that in 

1907 t~1e tota l shoe[. :•:.-' educed v1as 97 ,1.!.00, 000 pa irs. This 

total increased t o llS, JOO ,OOO pairs p.a. by 1924 but was 

down acain to 118,900 , 000 pairs in 1930. After tl1at it r c c c 

again and was 132, <oc , 000 pairs in 1935. As there has been '-· 

s1 i gbt decrease ir:. t; ;c YlU!ll.ber of emplo~rees since 19 24 this 

does indicate that t· c~e ~as been some incre ase in the net 

output per employee. 

More figureE ~~e available for the u.S .A. footwear 

industry pre-1935· ( Table ·1v appendix 11). These s h ow that 

since 1931 t~ere has bee~ a steady increase ii both the t ot~l 

number of employees ['nd t:1e total value added by manufachwc . 

Note, however, that 'c:1e ne t output per employee fluctuated 

considerably. It i s very interesting to follow the progress 

of t;, is indus try in t:_e U.S .A. Observe especially the tre-

mendous dif ference i~ output per employee for the years 1914-

19· TI1is difference was of course mainly due to the inf luence 

of the war on the ~~duotry. 19 23 appears to be the best year 

in · t~:e history o:2 t:·e :~otwear of the U.3.A. During this yc:;" r 
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tl1e industry emplo~·r.:c1 :-::ore workers than it had e ver done 

before or s i nce tt~t a : te t i ll 1939 , and also the tot al 

v alue ad(ed by manu.~ cture was more for t~is ye a r than 

for any year before ~r since9 till 1939. .Above all this 

the net output per e.~:pl. o~ree was v e ry b i~h . 

.Aftex· 1929 t: ... ::. ::: \UtS a considera.~.Jle decrease not 

only in · ... :1c tot al r:1Y;;.0e:.."' of employees a n d total value adCed 

by ne.nu.J.'3ctur e 9 but :llr::o in the net output per employee . 

T:1e v1ors t ~rear seer.:~ to !.1ave b een 1933, after which date 

the r e was again a ne~8r: l r ecovery wi thin the foo t wear 

inC:.us try of t:1e U . J.A. 

Table 111 ap~J Ci.!.di ~~ lV s h ows that tile net output 

per employee in tl"J c C<Eladian footwear industry during tl1 e 

yeflr 1935 '<~'e.s onl:.r 1042 dollars. E..'i:ce:pt fo r t:1 e year 193L1. 

·, hen tl;e net output ··· -e a few dolla rs lor1er, thie is the 

lowee t O'Jt ) ut p1=r i:.--. . }_v7.dual employee t~~;; 8anadian foot -

t:Jere :15 S been a ::.. r 2.1..1.:· 1 increase i n the nut:lbcr of empl oyeeE: 

sL1.ce 1931; r:bile tlJ \.' v ,~ lue adGed C.urin_r: t:1e m::.~nufacturinJ 

process fluctuated co~~ide~ably durin[ the3e two dates . 

ObS E"'I'Ve the. t t:10 v cL:.e ~(Led b;y manu ... 'Gcture is c ons i d.::: rabl3r 

less .to r 19.:.:>5 t haE -· c:.." .:>.J!.Y of th e year>r: 1925 to 1931. T~1c 

. 
numbf: r of employeer: V'.ricd very litt le between these t r10 

dat es . The output ::-c :..' er.1;>loyee a l so varied very lit tle 

between l 925 &J.d l9.Jl . :Jut s tarted fall ine: :J.fter t~1 is 

date. Th0 rea:::on :...'o., ~c~1is considerable decline in n et 

output per em;; l oyee is no doubt the great influence whiclJ 

the crash of 1929 i~ t~~ U.S.A . and the world depression 

whic:1 fol lor:ed; h ed oa i!J.dus try. 

When table ll l 3.;_J:~cnd ix 1~ i s studied~ and it is 
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borne in miad at ti> . ~ .:. . H.: t i me tha t t lles e figures 

repretent the foot·.-:(.- -~ L1·. us try of a youi'l,: a nd undevelq::c.C. 

CO\.illtry ( Canada) , o::-:,c ca:-..::ot help f eeling that they are 

r ather disappointir~c · :Uuring the 10 years 1925-35 the 

figu res which represe~1t the particular point which is now 

under discussion hzr dly s~1ows any development at all . 

For exatn.p le, compare t~1 ··' Se fit;ur'es with the fi gures 

representing the tot al :1umber of employees, and also 

tl1ose showine value r cY.ed b y manufacture $ in the South 

A :i..~ric an footwear in( us try over t he same -period, and 

observe t be dL~·ference. (I'able lV , appendix lV). ':'lhy t he 

proc:c'c ss in the Cc:.neC :a:l. :..'cot wear inC.u::;t ry during tb ese 

lC ye ars ~as so inEiL~ifica~t is diifi cult t o imagine. A 

possible explanntic:;. . .l i [f~1t be t hat they had exploited the 

home mc.rkc t s.nd Vvf r<:: :-J.ot s t tempting tc export on a l a r ge 

scale. A more likely ..:~:planation wcu2.d ap~:Je ar to be, that 

the ~. ootwear indust:..~:, of t he U. S .A . was producing a bette r 

shoe and was underr::ell LLg t he Canadian manufacturer in hts 

own home mnr:i<:e t . 

S tatistics re,recenting the South Afric an footwear 

industry on this poL.:.t ( rabl e 1 V appendix 1 V) sho''' that 

since statistics were ~ irst collected in 19 15 -16, there 

has b ee n excep t fer c~1e year, 1920- 21, a continuous incr e - ce 

in the total number of eml)loyees. There has al so been 

since 1 915-16 a st ead~ increase in the value ad ded by 

manufacture , thCUf·): t~1is u-pnard trend has been su'o ject 

to sr~all fluctuatic;::.2 . 'l'!le highest fi_zure ever r eached 

wcs i n 1929-3C ':!ben t:1 ·:.; net out put l;e r employee wa s £ 201·7 

Tbe South .A:,:-r'i CR~l. footwear industry appears thus t c 

'be mak ing much fa:::ter ·_)roer es s than t:1e Canadian foot weaP 

ii:.dus try . This i s ~:reb ably beca use it is ycune:er than 
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the Canadian footv:ecr industry with more room for develop-

ment and a l so it iE i!c"G r ight next door to such a powerful 

competitor as the U. J .A. vho might impair the development 

of t he indu:::try . 

It is felt tl; ~ -~ 2. 2 the figures stand under point B 

in c:1apter 111 t~e~; c-::·1:1ot be c omp ar ed as the influence of 

tbe war en the f i gurec: ~~e :pre sent ing Ca11..a da and South Af ric 2. 

is too 2 r .: a t. Tl'}e c.ov ious year duri1:g wi1icb to c cmpare 

t hsm is thus 1939s as t~e war had little effect on the feet-

··,. ear inC.ustries 0 1: ,;;1: fo ur countries at t he end of that 

yea I' . Tile only d i i'f icu~t ~r that ar i s ee is t hat the inforr11a ... 

ti on requi l'ed i t\ orO.ei' :::o calculate tl;c ne t output pe r 

employee fc~ the 3riti G~ f ootwea r i nCus try is not available 

f er that year . . It i : t~us proposed to ge; ove r this 

di.2fict~lty ii.'l th e f c~.1o:L1£ r.1armer . Statistics show thQt 

since 1904 tll ~re l~ ac l)ee~J. very little development in the 

British .footwear in~·t:.:: tpy, though the re are signs that t he 

net output pe:r emp1.oy:;e :1as increased ; t : ·~ is increase has 

however~ been so slc'.: ·t:1 a t if i t ass umed tha t the net outl)Ut 

per er.1 ~1loyee inc re 88 ed. c.~t t:1e s arne rate as it l1as been doL1,r~ 

for the last 30 y~ar= ( :c~ there is no reason t o show ~hr i_ t 

should have done c ·s ;~, : ~:· ·· i c e) then it may saf ely bw assumed 

that the net cut~ut ~cr em~loyee in 1939 was in the reg i on 

o~ about £170. 

To clear u~ th~ situati on the fo llc~ing are the 

f igure s reprcsen tin: ·c ~10 ne t out ) ut pel.' em) lcyee in the 

different COl.latries c.·:..1r ing 1939· The U.3.A. 1477 dollnrG 

or a!_jproximD.t ely ~3('Lj. . Canada 1144 dollars or approx imat;:;ly 

£26C. South .Afri ce (;l9C ap) roximately ( some"'here between 

£199 an& £160) and ·c:: ,; e stimated out ·nut ner em,Jloyee in 
"' .a; " 
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Great Britain was £1 S2 + say £170 . 

The questi on new is, why is the output per employee 

so different in the dL.'ferent countries? A brief historical 

review of the fcot':.rear industry of each country has already 

been made. It ap~eared that the British footwear industry 

has made very little ~··regress during the last 10 year s . It 

seems thus th at th~ Qar~et for British footwear has not 

expanded very much duril~ this time, t ~ us as no new marke ts 

were available to produce for, and as existing methods of 

production could co~:e ·.iitl1 all the requirements, it appearE 

that net so much tine as otherwise would have been the case; 

had been spent on developing new methods. New methods of 

production~ no doubt, ·.rculd have meant lower cost of produc­

tion, but it would also ~3ve meant grFater specialisation, 

and •.,vitl1 greater speci a l isation invariably goes higher wages . 

Another v : ry likely ex planation why the British net output 

per emp loyee is so lew, is p robably because the British 

footwe ar industry en~1lcys less machinery per individual th an 

i s done in the fcotnear indust ry of the U. S .A . It is known 

that it is generally mere difficult for manufacturers to 

obta i n capital in ~ritain than in the u.S.A. with the 

result that manufac tul'ers find it more difficult to instal 

all the latest types of machinery. .A Shoe Machine Ccmi;any 

exists in both Brito.in and the u.S .. /:\. which hires out sho e: 

machinery~ but it rtJ"\J. E: t be r emembered that this company has 

a monopoly and ch arges a very high rent . Another reason 

f or the low ou.tput :;er euployee might be trade union action. 

The trade unions mi gll"t insist that its workers do only a 

certain amount of work over a certain period. Tbe idea 

behind this go slow yol icy is of course to force manufactur-
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ers to employ mere '. orkers ana so decrease tbe numbers that 

are unemployed. 

It will be observed that the output per employee in 

the South African footwear industry i s not very much higher 

than tbe Britisll outp·ut per employee. Th e reasons for this 

l o·.v output~ however~ it is felt, are totally di fferent to t~1e 

reasons which explained the low output in tlle British foot-

wear industry. The first reason has already been ment ioned~ 

that the l arge number o:2 non-Europeans employed are mostly 

unskilled workers, and "G~1at their output per individual 

employee ia very low. It is tberefore felt that the net out -

put of the average skilled Eur opean worker in the South 

African footwear indus try is considerably above the figure 

which is given in Table 1V1 appendix lV , as the net output 

per employee. Another reason for this small output per employ-

ee is probably because in certain manufacturing processes tl;e 

South African indust ry ~as not attained the same degree of 

specialisation as has b een attained i n the older and l areer 

countries. It is well wo rth observing that tl1e riet output per· 

employee has risen ccns i derably in the South African foot··!ear 

industry during t he wa:.". Wl1 ether it will be able to maintai~"l 

th is level of output and even improve it in later years, will 

depend to a l arge extent on whether the r:1anufacturing met~1ods 

developed during the ~ar will rema in in use and be improved . 

The i mprovement of s~c~ manufacturing processes c an be done 

only lYJ c ontiru.ous r>cE-earc:1 . Research r.1ore t:1an anything else 

is capable of raieinc t~e net out put per employee. 

The Canadian rootwear industry a lready bas a high out -

put per employee when compared with countries such as Sout"!-1 

Africa and Great Brit ain . The industry and the country are~ 



-113-
however, both young, and there is stil l plenty of room for 

expansion with an increas e in popul ation . Th is high net out­

put i s probably t o some extent due to t he use of highly skill-

ed labour and excellent manufacturing processes . Another 

important rea son is , t~"Jat the footwear industry of the u.J .A. 

which is right next door , may to a certain degree be the cause 

of the bi£h output in t~e Canadian footwear industry. If t be 

Canadian footwear indu~try did not produce its best shoes rt 

the lowest costs, t:~ea t l1e U. S . .A. footwear indus try would 

swamp it in i ts own home rnarket. No doubt i t could be protect­

ed aga i nst foreign producers by means of a tariff bar rier, 

but even in t he case of £ tariff barrier the government of a 

country will realiee a~:'ter a time , that if it raises this to.r-

iff above a certai~ level, it will be damaging the economic 

position of its own country, as i t will be a ttempting to keep 

an industry alive wl1ic~1 will probably never stand on its own 

f eet . I t i s felt thus, that i t is mainly for th is reason , be -

cause Canada ha s suc~1 c live competitor in the footwear trade, 

t hat she has t o see tl:at her footwear indus try is r un on tl1e 

most economic lines. · 

~hy is it that the net output per employee in the f oot -

wear industry of the U.S .A. i s so high ? In answer ing this 

question the standard of _living in the u . S .A. must be cons id-

e red. The standar d of living is much higher i n the U.S.A. than 

in Canada, En gland and South Africa . To attain such a high 

standard of living requires a h i gh income , or perhaps a better 

way of putting it would be to say t hat such a high standard 

of living i s the result of high i ncomes, (as compared with t ~1e 

other countries) earned in the U.S.A. In order t o earn a hi~n 

income a worker muet be of a highly skilled type. It is thus 

found in the U.S.A. t:1at there is much more specialisation a::.d 
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di vis ion of labour i:1 most of its indus tries, than in any 

ether country in the ·;vcr ld. Before specialisation and divis­

ion of labour can be undertaken to any considerable extent t11e 

industry must have a market for its product. Also here, the 

u.s.A. industries have an advantage over the industries of 

the other countries. The U.S.A , industries have such a larr.e 

home market that they can specialise and mass produce as much 

as t hey want to wit~cut worrying about the size of the mar ket . 

Iiany of the s maller c ountries have to develop externa l mar-

kets before they can undertake such a venture. Furthermore, 

in the U.S.A. an indust ry very seldom has any trouble in · 

obtaining the required capital once it has proved its wor~h . 

The banks are usually q_ui te willing to give it a long tei:·m 

loan. This of course is not the case in Britain as banks de 

not make any long term loans to industries. The industries 

have to obtain a lean on t~ e London money market, where it is 

not a l ways easy t o obtain such a loan on favourable terms. 

So much discuEsi cn then for the data of point B in 

Chapter 111. Let the 6ata for point C now again be examined 

before a discussion is cor.1menced. 

From the data of point C in Chapter 111 the following 

facts appear. In 1935 the British footwear industry produced 

an average of 163,946 pairs valued at £46,558 per factor y . 

The u.s.A. footwear industry in 1939 produced an average of 

406,808 yairs valued at 584,867 dollars or approximately 

£140,600 per fact ory. ~ fuile the South Afric an footwear indus ­

try in 1942-43 ~reduced an average of 147,000 pairs valued a t 

.~~9 , 710 ;.Jer factory, and the Can ad ian footwear indus try in 

1943 produced an average of 153,277 pairs valued at 338,496 

dollars or approximat ely £77,481 per factory. These figure s 
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are the latest figures available. It is however, felt that no 

true reflection could be obtained of the general state of 

affairs, vrhen comparing for instance 1943 figures with 1935 

f i gures . Not only is there a difference of ei e;l1t years, but 

also does the one set of figures represent war years while the 

other c.u"e more normal years • .An at tempt must thus be made to 

find a year for which the figures of all the countries are 

available. 

Here again it appears that the best year will probably 

be l939j even .though no figures are available for the British 

footwear industry for this year. Table Vll appendix ll shows 

that from 1924 to 1935 the increase in the t otal boots and 

shoes produced and also the increase in total value is very 

small. The years 1935 to 1939 were very normal years , except 

for a small setback in 1938 . It is therefore felt that there 

is justification in assuming that the total output measured 

in pairs and value, was not very much higher in 1939 than it 

was i~ 1935· There is also no reason to suspect a big increase 

in the number of footwear factories, which means t:·wt the out­

put per factory in value and pairs had not c:'Janced cmch since 

1935 · 

A totally different state of affairs exists in the 

Canadian footwear industry. This industry produced 33,927,621 

pairc valued a t 75,145,180 dollars in 1943· (appendix 1, table 

1). 1-ote however, that in 1942 it produced 33 ,060 ,389 pairs 

valued at 67,166 9 456 dollars. These fi gures illustrate the 

tremendous rise in the pr ice per pair which came about during 

the course of one year. Tables Vll and Vlll appendix 1 show 

that in 1939 the Canadian footwear industry produced 

24,805,251 pairs valued at 40,925,513 dollars. Note a l so the 
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rise in price indicated in table Vll. According to table Vlll 

appendix 1 there were the same number of factories in the 

Canadian footwear industry in 1939 as there were in 1943· By 

dividing the total number of factories into the total number 

of pairs and the total value, it is shown that in 1939 each 

factory produced 109,578 pairs valued at 184,349 dollars or 

about -~39 , 224 (rate of exchange 4·.7 dollars to the B) . 

When these figures are cor.1pared with those of l9L~3, it will 

be observed that the war has not only caused a tremendous in­

crease in the volume of output per factory, but that the 

increase in value has far exceeded the increase in volume, 

showing a cons iderable increase in price per pair . 

Table Vll appendix 1 shows that the number of pairs 

produced in the Canadian footwear industry has gradually in­

creased since 1925 with the exception of minor f luctuations 

especially during the depression years in the early thirties. 

Note, however, table Vlll in this appendix . This table sho~s 

that the fluctuations in the total value of boots and shoes 

produced have been greater than the fluctuations in the volume 

produced since 1925. Observe that for instance f rom 1931 to 

1932 the volume increased by about 150,000 yairs , while the 

value fell by about 4,000,000 dollars, also during the years 

1932 to 1933 there was a gradual increase in the total volume 

while the total value remained about the same, ~hich again 

illustrates the effect of the depression on the prices of the 

products of the industry. 

It may thus be stated that there has been a gradual 

increase in both value and volume of the shoes produced in the 

Canadian footwear industry from 1925 to 1939 e.fter which date 

development was accelerated by the stimulating effect of the 
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war on the industry. It must, however, at t he eame time be 

observed that there has been a gradual increase in the num-

ber of factories. It thus appears that there has been very 

little c!.1ange in tlle tota l value produced per factory from 

1925 t o 1939, but that there has been a fairly big chanse in 

the number of pairs produced per factory during t:'1ese years . 

~.Tl1fortunately, the only figures available for the 

U.S.A. showinc the number of pairs produced are those for 

1939 and 1937 · (table Xlll appendix 111). The ficures in this 

table chow that while actually more pairs were produced in 

1939 t~an in 1937, t he total va lue of these pa i r s was greater 

in 1937, showing that the average price per pair \i:'l.s lower in 

1939 than in 1937. Table 11 of this ~.ppendix gives the number 

of footwear factories in the u.S.A . in 1939 a s 1 070 and 1080 

for 1937• Note from this table that tllere bas been a consid-

erabl e decrease i n the nur.1ber of footwear f actories in ti1e 

U.S.A . since 1923· The tot a l nwnber of employees has not 

varied very much since that date although there has been a 

considerable decrease in the number of fact ories, thus show-

ing t hat there has been an increase in the number of e;nploy-

ees per factory. The last column in table Xll appendix 111 

shcwe that the tota l value of the goods produ ced L·1 the foot -

wear industry of the U. 3 . A. vvas cons iderabl~r great er for tr1e 

years 1919- 29 than for an~· year after t hat. This does suegec t 

that the great American slump of 1929 must have been a ver:·· 

heavy blow for the footwear indus try of th e U. S . A • .A blow 

from \7:1ic~1 it was slowly rec overine;, but by 1939 t:Je total 

value of the products of the industry was still considerably 

below· ·~:1e 1929 figure. It must however, be rcDerJbered tha t 

the total number of pc: irs produced in 1939 is probo.'u1y n ot so 
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much less as the number produced in 1929 as the total value 

suggests it was. Since 1929 there has been a considerable 

decrease in the cost of production per pair. It may thus be 

assumed that the total number of pairs produced in 1939 does 

not differ very much from the t otal produced in 1929. The pro­

gress of the footwear industry of the U.S.A. from 1899 to 1939 

from this particular point of view may b e st~med up by statin~ 

that there was general and rapid development f rom 1899 to 1914. 

During the war till 1919 there was a terrific boom followed 

by a minor setback. This slump was followed by ~rears of smooth 

progress and development till 1929. During the years 1929-33 

the level of activity declined c6nsiderably, but since then 

till 1939 it has increased gradually. 

Table lX chapter 1 showed that in 193C- 39 the South 

African ~ootwear industry produced 11,954,552 pairs valued a t 

£3,973,011 which eives ~n average of 144 , 031 pairs valued a t 

£47,868 per factory. -.vhen these figures are compared Yfi th 

those of 1943, there appears a considerabl e difference in both 

the lil"Lunber of pa irs per factory and the value of the factory's 

product. The increase in the number of pairs from 1939 to 1942 

is about 2·5~ ) but the increase in the value of these shoes 

produced is so much that the total value of the :i.'actory' s pro­

duct is a l most double. A further examination of table lX ~ill 

prove that since 1915-16 to 1939 there has been, e::cept for 

minor fluctuations, a cont inuous increase in tl1e n·umber of 

pairs produced, and the value of these pairs . In 1916-17 for 

instcnce 104 factories produced 1, 621,179 pairs valued at 

£663,3C9 , this gives an average per factory of 15,5C8 pairs 

valued at £6,379• By 1925-26 76 factories uere producing 

3,460,098 pairs valued at ~1,843,464 eiving nn average of 
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45,791 ::_:J:tirs valued at .'224 ~ 25 6 per factory. r;ote the; increase 

i n the pr ice per pa ir. In 1935- 36 there were 81 factories 

producin;::; a total of 10~438 , 025 pairs val ued at D3,416 , 658 , 

• when these totals are divided by the number of :factories in 

operation it is shewn that during this year the average per 

factory was 128,864 pairs valued at £42 ,181. "T~1en the output 

per employee for 1935- 36 i s compared with t~1e output for 1925-

26, it is also worth observing that there has been a consid-

erable decrease in the cost of product i on per pair . 

The situation summed up to the mor.1ent is thus as fol­

lows . In 1939 Grea t Britain produced ab out the same number of 

pairs, valued at about the same :fieure as she did in 1935 , 

that is a product ion of about 163,946 pairs valued nt :~46 ,558 

per fac tory. Durin~ this year the U. S.A . produced 406 9 808 

pairs valued at about 684 ,867 dollars or about £140 , 600 per 

factory, while the Canadian footwear inductr~' ~)reduced 109,578 

pairs valued at about 184 ,349 dollars or 239 , 224 per factory, 

and L~1 e 3ou.th African footwear industry 144, 031 pairs valued 

nt :"'JJ..7,G)8 ~er f actory for this year . 

T:1ese fi~ures thus si.Jow that the o..verace outrmt of a 

CanE:G.ian foo t ·.rear f ac t or y is less than that of an ave race 

factory of t he other three countries . This is to be expected 

when t~1e data under point A in chapter 111 is studied . This 

data, it will be remembered, shows that the cvera~e Canadian 

footwear factory from the number of employees point of view 

i s much smaller than the averaee footwear factory in any of 

th e other three countr ies . Note , however , that ·:::1ereas the 

numbei.·· of employees pe_' factory in Canada is not much more 

th~n h2lf the avera~e number of empl oyees per f~ctory in 

Great Britain , the output in pairs per factory in C2.11nda is 
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very much more than half · the output in pairs per ractory in 

Great Drita in$ showin[ acain a higher output per employee . 

Observe a l so the total out put value per factory in Cnnada ns 

comp~::.red "lith Great Britain . Even South Afric2.n l abour appears 

t o be :;;ore productive than British labour . It appear-s that the 

Canadian labour is sl i ghtly more productive t han t~e South 

.African. :;·Tote however tbat the Canadian cost of production per 

pair is about the same a s the South African cost of product -

ion . 

;?rom this particul ar point of view .of output r or fact­

ory, tlle footwear industry of the U.S .A. appears to be i.1 a 

class -oy itself as cor.J.par ed •;Jith Great Bri tain , and as Great 

Britain ~s regards size of potential market is about the only 

one of the c ountries that can be compared '.'":ith the U. S .A., 

the following facts may be observed~ Th e aver age foot;·tear 

factory of the u .S.A. has an output of about 2~ ti8es the out­

:;?Ut ir: nu-nber or :;)3irs of th€.. average footwenr factory in 

Britein. The total value of this output is also about 2i times 

as great . This tremendous output per factory tte foot•.'fear in­

dustry of the U. S .A. has a chieved although it onl~ has 228 

employees per factory as compared with 144 eL1ployees per f2.ct­

ory in Gx·eat Britain . ·.fhy is the output per fo.ctor·y in the 

U. S . J..\. so much greater than in Britain? 'rhe obvi ous answer is 1 

be cause t~1e number of employees per factory is 3reater . But 

this answer does not q_ui te satisf y the q_uestion; t:1ere must 

be some other explanation . A second reason is that t:1e output 

per employee is much greater in the u .S.A. It will be remem­

bered that the output per employee in the u . s . A. dL~ing 1939 

was about £304 9 while t he output i n Engl and in 1935 per employ­

ee was Dl62 , this figure it \Vas c onsidered had not cl1anged 
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much by 1939 · This shows that the average output per employee 

was almost double in the U.S.A. as compared with England at 

this time . This great difference in output per empl oyee , it 

was said, was due to greater specialisation and division of 

labour, and more capital employed per worker .-

• The above t wo reasons are considered the fundament a l 

causes for the tremendous differences in output per fac t ory in 

t he U.3 .A. and Gr eat Britain . This of course , does not mean 

tha t BI• i t a in should make 3n attempt to expand her factories so 

that t hey are the same size as those of the U. S . A. or that she 

should increase the productivity of her workers up to the 

Americnn standard . Before Britain can increase the number of 

employees per f ac tory, it hcs t o be c onsidered whether this 

wil l not have a vital effect on the cost of production per 

unit . If such an increase under conditions prevail i ng in Eng­

land means an i n crease in the cost per unit produced, then 

such ~ ;'l undertaking should be i mmedi at ely nbctndoncd . Also 

t o incrc 2.se the productiv i ty of t he workers up t ..... the 

.Americ-:-.n standard does not necessarily mean t!yt the British 

footv-:e r-r indus try wi 11 _:nin bv such an undertru:ing . The 

incre cH:: e in c api tal equipment wl1ich such a ventur·e will 

require , may make it imposs ib le to undertake it . Also, 

an incr•ease in productivity will mean an incrc c.::: e in v:nge:s 

paid, becaus e hie;hly specialised \vorkers det7lc.nd [: hi ,:rh \IRge 

and this might not bene.L~i t the indus try as c. r:J.:ole. :..~inally 

befo:r·e an~r change is mc;.de ·.:!1ich wi l l effect t he ·cotc..l 

prod1J.Ced, th e present [.nd potential markets mu::t be intens­

ively s~ udied. 

An c:., ttempt to compare the footwear industry of 

Sout·' ·· A.c'ric a wi th that of th 8 U.S .A. meets with considerable 
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difficulty. Not only are the environments totally different , 

but, there are also huge differences in the quantities that 

they produce . The Soutb African industry produce ::: almost en­

tirely for its home market which consists of 2,000,000 Europ­

eans lli~d a number cf no~~uropeans by no means the whole non­

European population. Even if the U. S • .A. footwear industry only 

produces for its home market , the amount it will be required 

to produce, will be about sixty times grea.ter t:w.l1 the amount 

required in South Africa. If however, the individual fac tories 

are compared it appears that the average footwear factory of 

the U.3 .A. produces about three times as many p~irs of boots 

and shoes as a South Af ri can factory does, and that the total 

aver age value of the foot wear produced per fctctory in the 

U. S .A. is about three times that produced per South African 

factory. This does indicate that there is some comparison poss­

ible as far as cost of production goes . Perhaps the only 

explanation that can be put forward for the differences in 

output .per factmry when t he u.S .A. i s compared with South 

Africa, is that South Africa has not got the rn8rkct . The f nct ­

or ies in existence at the moment can suppl~r all Jouth Afric ?..n 

needs a t t heir present size . If they a ll expand they will 

flood the market and prices will have to be cut lo•:rer· than the 

industry can afford to cut t hem . 

·.Vhen t he South African footwear industry is compared 

wi th t2at of Great Br itain it appears t hct the fGctories are 

in very many respects very similar. It does however appear 

that the costs of production a re higher in this country than 

in England 

Canada can also be more easily compared with England 

th an wi t~ the u . S. A. In fact the only way in which the .cana d-
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ian footwear industry can be compared with that of the u.S.A. 

is to compare it as the South African industry was compared 

with the u.S.A. Compared in this fashion and remembering at 

the same time that the two countries adjoin each other, one 

might easily come to the conclusion that the figures represent 

ing the Canadian footwear could have represented the u.S.A. 

footwear industry, had the population of the U.S.A. been equal 

to that of Canada . The cost of production is higher in Canada 

than in the U.S.A . , but the Canadian footwear industry might 

easily decrease its cost of production to that of the U.S.A. 

footwear industry cost of production, if the volWJ1e of output 

expnnded to that extent. 'The reason why the South African fact­

ory has a larger output than the Canadian factory is because 

it has more employees per factory. It however only has so many 

more employees per factory than the average Canadian factory 

because it makes considerable use of cheap unskilled non-Europ­

ean lo.lJour . 

Considering the four countries from the point of view 

of output per factory, it may be concluded that the average 

U.S.A. footwear factory is very much ahead of those of Great 

Britain, while the output per factory in Britain is a little 

above that of the South African footwear factory, and the South 

African output per factory a little above tha t of the Canadian 

factory. The reasons for these differences in output per fact ­

ory of the different countries have already been discussed. 

Let the data for point D in chapter 111 now once again 

be examined before an an~lysis of the foo~;ear industries of 

the four countries on this particular point is made. It appears 

from the latest figures ava ilable 9 that the average South 

African footwear employee produced 1107 pairs in 1942-43, while 
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the average Britis~ footwear employee in 1935 produced ll3G 

pairs. The fi[ures f or the U.S.A. and Canadian footwear en-

:ployees are mud; l1igl1er , as they show that in 1939 the 2ve r -

age u.G.A. foot~e~r e~ployee produced 1783 pairs while 

average Canadian :ootwear employee produced 1817 pairs in 1943· 

Note however, the differencr picture that appears wben t l1e 

figures representing these four industries are compared for 

the year 1939· In this year the average South African foot-

wear employee prcduced 1132 pairs. It was estimated that t~e 

production i n pairs of the average British footwear em:;loyee 

had not changed ~uch from 1935 to 19399 so production is still 

round about 1136 ~:a irs per employee. Note however the big 

cho.nge in the fi[ul~e l"epresent ing the average Canadian foot-

wear employee. In 1939 the average e mployee only produced 

1463 pairs as con~ared with 1817 pairs in 1943· A difference 

of 354 pairs per· e ~n)loyee. Before an explanation is gj_ven as 

regards the diff c::. ences in output ~::er employee of the fO\.U' 

countries, it Di [~Yt be advisable to have a brief hist oric:.. l 

review of the fc :~.tvve::r industries, but, before this is done, 

a short analys ie of the effect of the war on the footwear 

industries of Canada and South Africa from this particular 

point of view mie:1t be undertaken. 

Observe again that in 1939 the output per employee i n 

Canada was 1463 pairs and in South Africa 1132 pairs, but oy 

1943 this Canadian figure bad risen to 1817 ~airs per em~l oyee 

while by 1942-43 t:1e South .African figure had decreased to 

1107 pairs pe r er:1=-:loyee. What has been the cause of this 

decrease in t he numper of pairs produced per employee in t:1e 

South .Af rican fcot·.:ear industry, as compared with the huf:e 

increase in the nunber of pairs pei.."' employee in the Canadian 
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footwear industry? It appears at first sight that the re~son 

;11ight be that the war has decreased the supply of labou1, 8.Vo. il­

able for the South African footwear industry, while not 1Javing 

the same effect on t~1e Canadian footwear indus try. It has, 

hcwever-, been s~-;orii.1. earl ier on in t:1is. chapter, that dm" iE~ 

the war years tl>e number of employees actually increased L1 

both t bese foot·u3ar indusi"'ries , and f1.1rthermore, the increo.se 

in the number of e ::-:1ployees per factory was very much gre:1ter 

in the South African footwear industry than was the case in 

the Canadian foot~ear industry. It may be that in the case of 

the South .Africa:r:. foo t wear industry, more and more unskilled 

or semi-skilled labour was employed owing to the shorta~e of 

skilled lab cur. But it must be remembered whtl e ex.a.minh1g 

point B earlier on in this chapter it was actual ly shown that 

the output per employee had increased in value in both the 

Sout~· African footwear industry and the Canadian footwear 

ir:dustry from 1S3S' to 1941-42 and 1943 respectively. ObseJ~ ve 

however, that tl:e Canadian increase was c ens iderably big_c::er 

than the South African one. Note es:pecinlly the huge ir~ci•e c-.se 

during the year 1943· 

It appears t:1erefore that altbough the output ~;er et.:­

ployee in Soutll Africa bad increased cc,,siderably in value, it 

had actually decreased a little in volume as is shown w:~el1 ·c~1e 

number of pairs per employee during the years 1942-43 and 

1939 are compared. The increase in value is of course due to 

the increase in prit.es,. A number of factory owners in Port 

Elizabeth and Jo:1a:.1.nesburg were questioned in connect ion wi tl1 

their actual increase in cost of production during the war. 

The estimates for t~e increase in the cost of producticn vcr­

ied from 55 to 70~~~ on 1939 prices. It will be observed tbat in 
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South .Africe. t he net output :per eml?loyee measured in nur.iber of 

pairs had actually i ncreased considerably by 1939-40 but t~en 

decreased again . ~or this decrease there are many explanations. 

The chief ones probably being poorer labour, also the diff i­

cul t~7 of obtain ing s uff icient leather, and the difficulty of 

obtaining the r12 c:1 ines required for the mass production of 

footwe ar. The Canadiai1 footwear industry was no doubt also af ­

fected by these diZficulties ~ but it appears that the effect 

was not so drastic, judging by t he increase in the pairs of 

boots and shoes produced per employee. 

Figures discussed under the heading point D, and v:i1 ic~1 

<:>re not found under point D data in chapter 111 will be found 

in the tables 1-4 appendix Vat the end of this thesis. 

Unf6rttmate l y es will be observed when examining this appendix, 

net as many fi~ures wer>e available for the British and U . .3 •• :1. 

f ootwear industries as was the case in the South African 2n~ 

Canadian footwea~ industries. 

Table 1 appendix V contains all the U.S.A• statistics 

that could be found in connection with this point. As will be 

observed this is not very much , being only for the years 1~39 

and 1937. However, it is shown here that in 1937 the output 

measured in pair s per employee was 1792 pairs while it was o~ly 

1783 pairs in 1939· The difference in the figures representi~: 

tnese two years is ~1cwever so small, that it may be consider-e d , 

that from the nuraber of pairs per employee point of view t he 

u.s.A. footwear industry has not changed at all. 

The only possible way of obtaining a slight indicati on 

as to what happened in the U.S.A. footwear industry before 1937 

as regards the average number of pairs produced per em:pl o~re e , 

is to examine table 11 appendix lV. This table as table 1 
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appendix V shows t~1at the 1937 figure was slightly higher tl1an 

the 1939 :figure. Gbserve that in 1939 the net output per em­

ployee was 1477 dollars while in 1937 it was as high as 15 20 

dollars. 1Jot a ve~y big difference, but an indication that 

more pairs were produced pe r employee in 1937 than in 1939 · 

T!J is table ale o ehows th a t in 1935 the net output per emplo~re<:: 

7as 1427 doll are a:1.d 1301 dollars in 1933 9 showing that i l 

prices remained t)e same , there has been an increase in t he 

number of pairs :~er employee from 1933 to 1937. Observe, :ww­

ever that in 1931 t!)e net output per employee was 1622 doll2r-s, 

and in 1929 and 1927 it was 2039 and 2062 dollars r espectively. 

These figures ere ~owever of so many years ago~ and at those 

times prices fluctuated so much, that it would hardly be 

advisable to sc.~' t:1at the output per employee measured in r:.um­

ber of pairs produced was higher in 1927 and 1929 than in 1937 

or 1939 .• It appears ~1owever, that it might definitely be G:lid, 

that from 1933 to 1937 the number of pairs produced per employ­

ee has defini tel~~ increased. Observe that even i n 1933 ..:~.1e 

output per emplo~'ee in the U.s .A. footwear industry was hiC~!­

er than the output per employee in any of the other three 

countries in 193S· Showing once aga in the distance the U.3 .A. 

footwear industry is ahead of the footwear industries of the 

other three count r i es. 

Table 11 appendix V contains the statistics of t:1e 

Brit ish footwea.P industry on th is r;oint. Note the impress i c:;,1 

of complete sta[~ati on which the contents of this table e ives . 

The output in paLs )er employee in 1933 was 1100, by 1934 

this figure had risen to 1104 pairs per employee, while in 

1935 it WaS 112>~ paiN: • ·rhe increase in the number of pairs 

during these years is so small, that it may safely be said 
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tbat there has been no fundamental change in the British foot­

wear industry from t:1is point of view during these years. 

Observe also t l:e. t t:1e other figures in table contain very 

little variatio~ . I~ 1933 the total number of employees W8S 

113?926, in 1934 112,637 and in 1935 116,567 . The total num­

ber of pairs produced in 1933 was 125,172,000, in 1934 

124,368,000 pairs and in 1935 132,468,000 pairs . Both tl1ese 

sets of figure e a~ow that there is no noticeable procress or 

decline within t~1c I3rit i Lh footwear industry during tbese 

years. 

Bearlne in mind the fi gures of 1933, 1934 and 1935 it 

is considered tl:at it may safely be said, that by 1939 t:1e 

output measuref in )3. irs per employee in the Br itish foo ti/E: fl.i:· 

indust r y was not ve~~ different from 1935 · It thus appears 

that this 1935 :Lieure fo r the British foo twear industry c~n be 

compared with t::e 1939 figures of t!1e otl'ler three cotmtries . 

~.iore info :.:'r.1ation is at hand fo r t~1e Canadian foctwe ctr 

industry in conLection with the number' of pai rs per empl oyee 

analysis. This in:Lormation may be found in t able 111 apper:.c~.ix 

v. 
Observe t:·mt i n 1925 the average number of pairs ,..,r ,--.­

duced per emplc~·ee was 1 255 which is bigher than the Brit:L::::~; 

figure for 1935· T~is figure for the Canadian footwear in~us­

try cor.1pares well with other figures for this industry which 

have been examined in this chapter and which have sh ewn t~:c ... t 

· the productive c a9acity of the average employee of the Canad­

i an footwear inC.ustry, is very much higher tl1an that of t:1c 

average Britis~ and 3cuth African footwear employee . Note, 

however, that tl~e figure did not rena in at 1255 pairs p er­

employee . By 1927 it was 1377 pairs ~er employee . An increase 
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of 122 pairs per man within two years. A truly magnificent 

effort. But by l92G this figure had fallen to 1342 and to 1]15 

by 1929· This fall :·:1USt have been caused to a large exter~t by 

the slump durir:..c t ~1at year. In the · following two years the 

output in pairs fell still further~ and in 1931 it was as low 

as 1268 pairs per emlnoyee. From this year till 1933 there '7ao 

again a steady increase in the number of pairs produced pel' 

employee. In 1933 it was thus 1371 pairs, which is just abcut 

the same as t~e 1927 level. Note, however, that by 1933 still 

less workers wer e employed than were employed in 1927 9 shc.Jing 

that the industry was still recovering from the depression, 

and that it was not yet employinr as many workers as it would 

be able to take on i.mder more favo1..1.rnble condi ticns. 

In 1934 there was again a minor decrease, the out~ut 

falling to 1345 p2irs per employee, but the output rose again 

in the followir..£ ~·ear. In 1937 a new record was attained, t:1e 

average number of ·_-:: c-t il.,S produced per employee being 1451, but 

this output arain droJped by 77 pairs pen employee durinr the 

following year. ]rom 1938, however, there has been a steady 

increase in the r..ur.1ber of pairs per employee, and by 194J t: · c 

output per employee was 1817· Note that the war years in this 

table show a muc:1 greater increase in t~1e number of pairs per 

employee, than is t~1e case with the general increase from lc)25 

to 1939· It may t ln1s be said that the average number of paL's 

produced per employee would have increased in the Canadian 

footwear indus try during the years 1938-43, war or no war? lJ1.1.t 

it is most unlikely that this increase would have been as lnr:c 

as the figures -n.ow sl1ow it is, if the indus try was opera t L:.[_ 

UJ.J.der norma 1 c m:.d it i ens • 

Let table lV appendix V now be examined, so that s o~e 



-130-

impr·ess ion may be obtained of tbe South .African footwear i ndus­

try in connectio~ with this particular point of view. The 

figures for the 3o~th .African footwear industry on this p oint 

go back as far a3 191G-17· A fuller examination will thus be 

possible in this case . 

During t~1e middle of World ·:/ar 1 the output per empl oyee 

measured in number of pairs produced per employee in the Scutl1 

.African footwear industry was 678 pairs. During the next f our 

years the figure g~adually decreased and i n 1920-21 it wee only 

510 pairs per emploJree, again showing that during a war t 11e 

production per em~)loyee is considerably higher than it is under 

normal conditions . ~Iowever, in the following years this fi~ure 

increased acain cmd by 1924-25 the output per employee vvas .'1 

little above the ? i gure i~ stood at during the war in 191 6- 17 . 

l~ote that the lS 2~-27 figure for 3outh Africa was 716 pai~s per 

employee which co':npares very unfavourably wi tb t he Canadie.n 

figure of 1255 pail.,S per employee for that year . The number- of 

pairs produced per employee in the South African footwear 

i ndustry increased still further , and by 1929-30 it was 82C 

pairs per emplo~ree. ~.That happened in the following two years 

which were deprecsion years, is difficult to say as no statis ­

t ics are available for these year s, but it is sus;pc~ted that 

there might have b een possibly a slight de crease in the numbe~ 

of pairs produced per employee. The reason for suspec ting tllis 

decrease is because by 1932-33 the output per employee \ ,·as o;:1l y 

835 pairs which is only 9 pairs per employee above t he 192S-3J 

f ie:ure. 

From 1932- 33 to 193 6-37 there was again a slow but c on­

stant increase in t~1e number of p a irs produced per employee . 

An interesting year for comparison is 1935 · In this year t:Je 
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output per emplc~ee in the South African footwear industry was 

1022 pairs, while in Ca~ada the output per employee fer this 

year was 1397 pairs. This comparison is net quite as unfavour­

able for the Scut:1 African footwear industry as the one mr..de 

in 1925 with the Canadian footwear industry- Note also that i~ 

1935 the output per employee in the British footwear industry 

was 1136 pairs per employee . Compare this with the South Afri c2n 

figure, and it will be found that the South African footwear 

industry compares tllli te favourably with the British fcotnear 

industry on this ~oint during this particular year. Unforttm­

ately the u.s.A. ficure is not av2ilable for this year . 

In 1936-37 -t:1ere was again a minor decrease in the numbei' 

of pairs produced )er employee , the figure falling to 1043 pairs 

but during 1938- 39 it rose to 1132 pairs. The highest known 

f i gure in Soutb Africa is that for the year 1939-40 when the 

output pel" employee was as high as 1225 pairs. Note tbat wi t~J 

the exception of th is year the output per employee during t he 

war years does net differ very much from the output per em::}loy­

ee during norma l times. The output per employee durinr 1935- 3S 

and 1936-37 waE 1114 and 1127 pairs respectively; these out~uts 

compare favourably with the outputs for the years 1940-41 and 

1941-42 which were 1118 and 1149 pairs respectively. 

1Vhen the Eituation i s summed up for 1939 it appears t· ·:"'.. t 

during this year the output per employee in tbe u.s.A. footYe3r 

industry was 17C3 pairs, in the Canadian footwear induEtry 1463 

pairs, in the Br itish footwear industry 1136 pairs, and in t~e 

South African foct·,,ear industry 1132 pairs per employee. A 

totally differc .. t picture to the one seen when only t:~e l ateGt 

fi£ures available in each case are compared. 

The brief !.J istorical review just made of the four foot -
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wear industries rr~J this particular point of view showed t hat 

1939 (or 1935 as is tl1e case in the Brit ish footwear. i ndust ry) 

was no exceptional year. It was a year which may be taken a s a 

very good sample or the industry's level of production. Any 

increase in tbe output per employee for the previous t en years 

up to 1939 has i n the case of all four countries been a rrrad­

ua l one, and one tl1at is t o be expected with the develop .1ent 

of the industry . 

It thus P~'ea~s tha t for at least ten years the output 

per employee in tl1e U .. D .A. and Canadian f oo twear industries 

has been considerably above the output or the British foot~eer 

industry worker, w~ile on the other hand t he South Africa~ out ­

put per employee ···as c onsider ably less per employee t}lan t~-:e 

output per employee in the Brit ish footwear industry before 

1934-35, after 1~~5 -36 the figures representing the output pe~ · 

employee of these two countries compare very favourably. 

l'he high cutput per employee in the footwear indust:.. 'y 

of the U ,S .A. 8p::iears to be because the industry is the l a:.."''_es t 

of the four mentioned . It has thus a better chance of deve lc:) ­

ing each and ever~' point in the product i on of boots and s :1oes , 

Observe also that it is ablC to achieve this maximum speci&l ­

isat ion and division of labour without worrying about extcJ :-wl 

markets. Its internal markets are large enough to enable it t o 

achieve such a l! i£:.11 standard, The highly specialised vvorkc•·· i s 

in a position to c~e~:.1and a h i gher wage which in turn means t>o.t 

if he is to r eceive a high wage he must be highly specialis ed. 

Also in tl1e U.s .A., manufacturers are generally much mere ~;re­

gressive than i~ Gr eat Britain. This in turn g ives the worker 

a much better chance of increasing his output per hour. 

The re as en W~1~' the output per er.1ployee is so hit:::' i n t:1e 
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Canadian footwear industry is thus obvious. Right next deer it 

has the largest footwear industry i n the world producing sh oes 

~t a certain price , Of course it can by means of tariff walls 

protect its in(ust i:"· y, but any country will soon realise ti1a t 

there are limits to the amount of protection it shculd eive to 

any of its induet~ies. Beyond this limit it will definitely be 

most tmwise to [ ive the home industry any more protection. 

The Canadian footwear industry thus realises that in order to 

compete with its next door neighbour, or at any rate to l':cep 

the neighbour out of its own home market, it must, if it c c ~1.:;10t 

find any better methods of production than its neighbour, nt 

least fellow t11e s ame methods of production as 1 ts neiEbbour . 

This then has resulted in such a high output per employee in 

the Canadian fcctr•ear industry. 

The Britis~ footwear industry finds itrrelf in a tctall~ 

different position. It has a fairly large home market f er v(J ic~ 

it can produce, and it also gets some preference over fcrei[l1 

producers in the maPkets of its dominions • .As regards i ts or,':!. 

home maPket it is in a fairly safe position. The transport 

costs from the U.3.A, to Great Britain will raise the sellin~ 

price of the sbces considerably. The Brit ish output pe:c- C':.l:;:l o:-ee 

is thus not as ~: ig~l as the Canadian output per employee? ~)eC.lus e 

it has not sucl• a ~Jig neighbour as the Canadian footwear i:1d-l'.S­

try, which threatens to absorb its home market in front of t:1e 

nose of its ovrr~ industry • .Also as has been said before, the 

British entrepreneur, owing to his lack of enterprise, does not 

z ive his employee as much scope to increase his output as 2~ 

employee would receive in the footwear industries of the U. S .A. 

and Canada . 

.An explanc.ti on is quite easily found for the lew outDut 
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per employee in t~e South African footwear industry. The mast 

i mportant fact to re :.:1ember is of course tl1at a large p8rt o:f 

the labour force is made up of non-::I:uropeans ~ most of w~10m 

have not attained a very high degree of skill. This ir.-1medicte­

l y brings down t:1e a verage output per employee. Also the .3out:1 

African footweai industry is heavily protected by tariff walls 

against foreig~ )reducers~ This protection it is felt does to 

some extent deter ~·:1anufacturers from doing the utmost to 11elp 

their workers i~1c1•e.:tse their output. While going around the 

factories it appeared that although there we re several model 

factories with well organised systematic production, tllere was 

considerable rooo f or improvement in others. It also appenred 

that in some of t~}e manufacturing units there was consider·nble 

wastage of lec-ther . './hen this point was brought to the manu­

facturer's attention, the writer was informed that this wast ­

are could not be );:evented under present conditions owin~: to 

the lack of macti~e~y, which although ordered two or three 

years ago , had not arrived yet owing to war-time difficulties. 

It is tterefore felt that the output in the South h:ri­

can footwear industry could be considerably improved . T~is 

improvement it is hoped will be brout::ht about during tl1e e a:.:.>l:­

post-war years \:::en the demand for boots and shoes is such 

that it will er:,.:.ble manufacturers to incur the n ecessary expen­

ses which w·ill be required in the re-organisation of the ma.!.u­

facturing processes and factory layout. 

Now let t:1e data under point E in chapter 111 once c:J. [ ain 

be examined and an attempt be made to compare the footwear 

industries of t~·;e U.S.A., Canada, South .Africa and Great Brit­

ain on this particular point. As will be remembered the ficures 

collected and arrived at under this point give a percentage 
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figure for wages as a percentage of the total value of tbe 

[3oods manufactured . 

The situation as reccrded in chapter 111 may be sumrned 

up as follows. In Canada during 1943 wages as a percentage of 

total cost of production showed a figure of 28 . 6~:·. In South 

1~frica durinr 1S·L~.2-43 the figure was 25 ·5~~ , while in the U.:J . .i~ . 

and Great Brita L1 dtl.i.."ing the years 1939 and 1935 respectively, 

the figures wer·e 3J . 3·, ~ and 31. 31.; respectively. In 1939 however· 

the figures re~resenting t he four industries on th i s pcint 

were as follows. ~or Canada and South Africa in 1939 t he fi[ ­

ures were 32.9,._ c'nd 29 · 4~., respectively. The U.S .A. figure fer 

1939 bas alread~r :Jeen mentioned, being 30 . 3~~ , while her e 2 sa in 

the Brit ish f1. sure available is that for 1935 which is 31 • .) 1 : . 

?or a discussion on this point, as for a discussion on 

tne other points )reviously examined, it will be assumed t~at 

the figure representing the British footwear industry had not 

changed very much b~ 1939· It is, however, felt that in this 

case the makinc of such an assumption is not as justified as 

has been the case under the previous points examined; a s ~1ow-

ever there is no later data available, it appears to be t he 

only way out. 

It is also ~ere considered advisable t o have a s h ort 

b istorical revier.r of the footwear industry of each of tlle f'cur 

countr ies, before o.ny deeper anal ysis is made of the i'it:ul"U:O 

representing the four industries for the year 1939. Note~ ~1o ·f­

ever, that such a review is not poss ible of the British foot­

wear industry, as the only figures available are those for t~e 

year 1935. Seve:r·a1 books were examined in an attempt to obtain 

a fif:Ul"'e for tl'.e tot9.l wages and salaries paid to employees i n 

the Brit ish footwear industry. The only sui table figure t:la t 
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was eventually :Lcm1.d was £2/1/6. Tb is was the figure given 1.i.l 

t :1e 11 Year book of :Jrit iSh Boot .r..:anuf'acturers' Federation lS' .J~ " 

and it represented t;le average wage per week per employee; in 

the industry fer t~e fi rst week in January 1937· No 1935 fi[ -

ure was available . To obtain a total wage figure for 1935, t~is 

:L igure was multiplied b~r 52 to bring it to the total wage :_ler 

annum :per employe e; t11 is annual wage was in turn mul t i J l ied. b~r 

tbe total number of e~'!lployees in the industry during 1935, 

which wa s 116,5C.7 . In this way a fi e.- ure was arrived at wl1ic:;, 

though net very accurate, does give one some indication of the 

total wages paiC to employees in the Br itish footwear induet~y 

during 1935, and t~is fi gure representin£ the t otal wages ~oct 

enable the writer to arrive at a figure which indicates w:.!at 

percentage total ·.::·. ges are of total cost of :production. 

In this cl:apt:::c r>eference will a lso be made to numerous 

figur•es '.vhicb wt::..l not be found in chapter 111, but w:11c:1 ';.p -

pear in appendix Vl tables 1-4· 

Before a rcvie~ is made of' the footwear industry cf t~e 

U.S.A., let it be o~serve d that the figures fo r the years b e-

fore 1939 were not arrived at in the same manner as tbe 1939 

figures themselves. The figures fer this ~ear are wages anC 

salaries 222~8C5, S21 dollars and cost of prod~ction 734 , ~7~,111 

dollars. Now ex~~ine t able Xll appendix 111. This is the only 

tabl e which g ives a wages figure. The figures for wages L~.~ u. 

salaries for before t~e year 1939 are not available. Onl y t>.e 

finures for wages are ava ilable, not the fi e ures for salari·~s . 

·rhe figure for "vvar;es in 1939 was 183, 65 7, 829 doll ars , I f t·_, ;_s 

figure is calcula t e d as a pprcentage of total cost of product -

a di.2f'erence of 5 .) . • If i'ti is assumed that tlle amount .... aid 
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out in salaries ns a ~ercentage of total wages and ealc.~ i es , 

remained fairly constant, then it might be advisabl e to a~d 5% 

to eacl1 of the :.:' j_c ures 1'ound in table 11 appendix Vl ·, . -,,ic~~ 

represent the yea~s before 1939· If this is done it will be 

found that the;y cor:1)a r'e much more favourably with the 1939 

percentage thafi ie ~t present the case. 

Througbout t~1~ forty years for which figures are avc. il­

able for the U.S.A . footwear industry on this point, there is 

extremely little va riati on in the figures representin[ wace s 

as a percentage of total cost of production. The lowest t l-,is 

figure ever f~lls is 25 , and the hieheet it ever rises is 31·5:; 

and the- years w>ich ti1ese two percentages represent 2.re b :r no 

oeans near eac~ ct ~er. 

In 1699 t::e vvages repres ented 27 .6; : of the total cost 

of production in t:1e U.S.A. footwear industry. By 1904 t -:is 

f i gure had decl' ca r.::ed by 1; '. and in 1909 it stood at 25 · 9. · .. I t 

did net vary very ~uch from this f i gure in the following ) ive 

years, and in lS·l L!. it was still 26/ H It again decreased s l i '·::t­

ly and was down to 25;. in 1919. Fror.1 1919 to 1923 it inci:"2.:G ed 

further and fas t e r t~an any increase known before or afte~ ~j~ t 

date. During 19 2.2:: \.-:lges were actually 30; .. of the total cos·:: of 

production. One o::_' -~:1e reasons why wages represented suc:1 c.. 

high percentage during this year as compared with the othe~ 

years, is because it was a year of depress ion. During sucll c. 

depression the cos t of raw materials is reduced considerabl v . 

Wages a l so fall during a depression, but the cost of goods :all 

more, with the r esult that wages are a higher percentage of t~e 

total cost of rroduction. 

From 19 2:-, r i gllt through the boom years till 19 29 t~ ~ c 

wage percentage 2[ain decreased elcwly, and in this latter year 
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showed a figure of 27~·~ · 1929 was of course the year in which 

prices in the U. S.A . a ttained their highest level- Note that 

by 1931 the percentaee was again up tc 30~ , and was still 

rising so that by 1935 it stood a t 31.8~ , the highest known 

figure it has ever reached. Althou~h this increase in the per­

centage of the ~cce figure may to some extent be due t o n 

de cre as e in the pr ice of r aw materials, it must also be receg­

bered that there hns been a general rise in the standard of 

living, which cc--.n only come ab out by the payment of hi [her 

wages. Note, however, tha t there must h a ve been a minor set­

b a ck in 1937, es t he wage percent are 8.ga in fell to 29 . 9: ~ . "Jy 

1939 however, it ho.d Pecovered sligh tly and was up to 30·3 1 . , 

which is the l nst fi t:ure available for the fo otwear i ndustry 

of the u.s.A. en this particular point. 

For the Canadian footwear industry figures are 8Vnil2ble 

from 1925 on this part icular point. There are also however 1 

figures a vailabl e for four of the years of World War 11. 

During 1925 , wl1ich was a year in which prices were still 

f a irly low, the ~igures representing wages as a percehto.ge of 

total cost of pr·oduction was 32. 7~; . But as prices rose \lit~· t:}e 

development of t he bo om , this percentage gr a dually de creased so 

that by 1928 it vms only 305; (table 111 appendix Vl). The p:: r ­

centage of wages to t ot al cost of production again r os e con ­

siderably after this year, and by 1932 it stood a t 34 ·7, :, t !1e 

highest figure it ever rea ched during the t ime for wh ich ri:­

ures are available. These figures suggest tha t the bottom of 

the slump was net reached at the s ame time in the CanadiGn 

f ootwear indust l":J' as in the footwear industry of the U. S . J\ , 

In 1933 the fi£;tl.r·e ngo. in fell to 32·6~" · It varied ve r y little 

fr om this figure in the years that foll owed, and in l 93C. i t r: r-1s 
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s tan ding at 32. 7", ~ . Hate, however, that by 1937 it had f ['.llcn 

by 1~-.~ and was st:mding at 31· 7~o · In the following year there 

was a sudden increase in this percentage and the figure for 

1938 was 33 · 45~ · JJut in the next year the percentage was down 

again to 32·9?~ · 

1939 is G very interesting year, as after this year the 

influence of the vrar is shewn by the figures representing tbe 

C~nadian footwear industry on this pArticular point. The 1939 

figure for wages is thus 32.9;-~ of the total cost cf production. 

By 1940 this percentage had fallen to 30.5; . The reason for 

this sudden f ell is the increase in the cost of the raw mRtcr­

ials which has been brought about by the war. But by 1941 t;Je 

percentage was ~~ain up to 31·3/~ · This incrense in the percent­

age can be explained by stating that wages are a lways slower tc 

increase than the cost of raw materials . By 1940 the cost of 

materials had risen so as to force the wage percentage down be­

low the 1939 fi£ure , but, by 1941 with increased cost of living 

all owances paid to workers, the figure representing wages ~s n 

percentage of total cost of production had gone up aga in. 

However in the following year the prices of goods r ose still 

more, which again f orced the wage percentage d own, so that in 

1942 the figure re)resenting wages as a percentage of t otal 

cost of production was down t o 27 .9j:, the lowest it had evc:·r 

been since 1925. By 1943 there must have been an increase i~ 

the cost of living allowance paid to workers. This in turn 

again forced up the f igure representing wages as a percent "'1 ge 

of total cost of production. Note , however, that throughout 

the war the figure representing wages as a percentage of tota l 

cost of production is considerably lower than it was for any of 

the pre-war yeors since 1925. 
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For the South African footwear industry figures Gre 

avail~ble en this )oint for almost every year since 1915-16 . 

·rhes e figures r.1<:.y be found in t able lV appendix Vl. 

During the years 1915-16, of the t otal cost of product­

ion only 19.6, .~ wc..s ~aid cut in wages and salaries, Rnd above 

all, this figure rms considered fairly high, as in the years 

that followed U ) t o 1918-19 it decreased steadily and was 

eventuallY as l ew as 14· 7/~ · However, in the following year 

there was a very big increase and the percentage stood at 18.17·; . 

The increase did net stop here either and was up to 24·4~ ~ by 

1921-22. An increase of 10;·: in three years. Thus between the 

ye~rs 1915-16 and 1921-22, the figure representing wages as a 

percentage of t ctal cost of production had decreased from 19 . 6·, · 

to 14·7~~ and be.d then Rgain incre8sed to 24·4~~~ b·y 1921-22. 

It is interesting to compare the magnitude of this fluctu~tion 

with the magnitude of fluctuations in the u.s.A. and Canadian 

footwear industr ies on this particular point. In the foctwe~r 

industries of these latter two countries, the fi gure represent­

ing wages as a percentage of total cost of production, never 

varied so much ~ithin the periods for which data is avnilnble. 

The wage percentage remained fairly stable from 1921-22 

to 1929-30. In 1929-30 it was 24.8~~ as compared with 24·4/. in 

1921-22· The l argest fluctuation during this period being net 

more than 1$·~. Obser·ve however, the big difference in the 

figures represent ing wages as a percentage of total cost of 

productio!l for t~1e years 1929-30 and 1932-33· Unfortunatel:r 

he re agAin figures Rre not available for the years between 

these two dates, sc it is difficult to trace any developme~ts. 

It is however , kncvm tha t the years for which figures arc net 

available were yc~rs of depression, so it is to be expecte d 
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that the percent8ge representing wages and salaries pnid 9 would 

rise 8S the price of gccds decreased. Thus the 29.4;; which is 

the figure fer the years 1932-33 is partly so high as ccopnred 

with the 1929-30 f igure because there bas been a ccnsidernble 

decrease in the costs cf raw materials reQuired in the product­

ion cf footweer. :£i,or sever a l years after 1932-33 up t c the end 

cf 1936-37, there ;-vo.s a slow decrease in this figure. The de­

crease was, however, so slight, that by 1936-37 the figure 

r epr esenting wages as a percentage of t otal cost cf production 

was only down t c 20 . 5~:; , which is only about 17~ less them the 

1932-33 figure. After 1936-37 however there was aga in a slight 

i ncrease , and bJr 1938-39 this percentage figure had risen tc 

29 ·4~~ . This figure is of extreme importance as it is t he l nst 

pre-war figure . 

Cbserve t he.t t :1ere was in the first war year i n the South 

Afri can fcotweer industry as in the Canadian footwear industry, 

a sudden drop in t:1c figure represent ing wages and salaries c;s 

a percentage of t ctal cost of production. This drop , it has 

b een explained, is due tc a sudden increase in the cost of r~w 

mat erials used, uit~out an increase in the wages pa id. Thus in 

1939-40 the percentage was down t c 26 . 9~~ . Note, however, t l1nt 

unlike the Can::dic:m fcctwear industry, this figure continued 

to decrease for all the years fer which figures are avai lable 9 

and that it bad fo.llen to 25·5?~ cf the total cos t cf product­

ion by 1942-43· This continuous decrease does suggest t hat nl­

thcugh cost of living allowances may have b een paid tc the 

workers, the amounts paid were net sufficient to prevent the 

figure r epresenting wages as a percentage of total cost of 

producti on from decreasing further as the war went en. 

It thus appears that the position in which the footwear 
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industries of the four countries found themselves during 1939 

was as fellows. The figure representing wages as a percentae:c 

of totnl cost of product ion was 29 ·4)~ in South Africa~ 32 .9~ _·. 

in Canada, and 30.3~ ; in the u.S.A., while once again in tl1e 

case of Great Britain it was estimated~ that by 1939 the 1935 

figure had net chansed very much. It may thus be put down o.s 

31· 37~· If it could be assumed that the cost of producing a 

pair of shoes in the different cOuntries was exactly the same~ 

then it could be said, that the highest average wage was paid 

in the footwec-r industry of Canada, and the lowest average 

wage paid in tlle :footwear industry of South Africa. Such an 

assumption however, would be very misleading as there is no 

truth in it. 

In connection with this point it must be realised 

that the cost of production per pair of shoes differs consid­

erably in the different countries; e.g. to produce a pair of 

mens leather shoes in Great Britain in 1935 costs 8/9~ while 

in the u.S.A. during 1939 the same pair of shoes costs 10/~­

to produce, and in Canada during 1943 the cost of producti on 

of these shoes wo.s 16/- per pair. This last figure, howev e:..· ? 

is considerably bieber than it would have been _ in 1939· 

Unfortunately no similar South African figures were availnule 

or could be obtained from the manufacturers. These fi£ures 

thus show that wl.1c reas in Great Britain the workers get 31. J; : 

of 8/9 for every :;)air of shoes they produce, in Ganado. tlle ;;· 

get 32·97~ of 16/- during 1943 for every pair of shoes they 

produce. 

The South African cost of production like the Canadi2n 

cost of production is considerably higher than the British 

cost of production. Thus what has been said of the Canadian 
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footwear industry also applies to the South African industr~r 

in this case. The reason why the South .African figure is onl.y 

29.4~~ as comp2.red with 32.·9~· ~ of the Canadian footwear industry, 

is because the wages paid to the non-Europeans bring down the 

percentage considerably. There is so little difference in the 

figures representing wages as a percentage of total cost of 

production in t be different countries, that no additional ex­

planation is necessary, as these minor differences may not 

have any definite explanation. 

A brief elance at the figures under point F in chapter lll 

might be advisable before a discussion is commenced on the 

footwear industries on this particular point. 

Examining the latest data available in each case 9 the 

following facts a)pear. During 1943 the average wage per employ­

ee in the Canadian footwear industry was 1162 dollars or about 

£264. The average wage in the u.S.A. footwear industry in 1939 

was 913 dollars or about £188. While in the South African 

footwear industry during 1942-43 the avero.ge wage. per employee 

was £167 p.a. and in the British footwear industry in 1938 the 

average was £123.9 p . a. From these figures it appears t hnt the 

workers in the Canadian footwear industry are the best paid . 

Note, however, that when the figu!les for the last pre-war year 

are compared, it appears that the workers of the u.s . A. f oot ­

wear industry e.re the best paid. Once again it is here det.,·.1ed 

advisable to ma:\.e a brief historical review of the four fo ot­

wear industries from this point of view, before an attempt is 

made at explaining nway the differences which exist in the 

wages paid to employees in the four footwear industries. 

Unfortunate ly it is again impossible to undertake such a 

review of the British footwear industry, as only the fieures 
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for the years 1937 and 1938 are available. It is however con­

sidered that although the wages may have been lower before 

1937, it is ver y unlilcely that they have increased cr decreased 

very much by 1939. The British figures for 1937 and 1938 were 

obtained by talcinc the highest weekly average attained in the 

British footwear industry during those years, and multiplying 

this weekly average by 52· Actually no wage figures are avail­

able for the whole of the British footwear industry. The fic­

ures used were tnken out of the British Boot Manufacturinc 

k-'edera t ion Year·bcok for 1939. .Ace crding to this handbook these 

figures were voluntar ily supplied by manufacturers represent­

ing two-thirds of t~e British footwear industry. Therefore, 

although these figures are net very accurate, they de give 

some indication of the general wage level in the British foot ­

wear industry. These figures thus show (appendix Vll t able 1) 

that in 1937 the average wage of the British footwear industry 

was £116 .8, while by 1938 this wage had risen to £123·9, thus 

showing that there was a tendency for wages to rise in the 

industry.-

In the case of the u~s.A . f oot wear industry, the fi[ ­

ures for the tota l wages and salaries paid were only avail:ble 

for the year 1939· For all the years ~revious to that, only 

the figures f er the total wages paid were available, also the 

figures for the total employees of the u.s .A. footwear indus­

try were only avc.ilable for 1939· After that date only the 

figures for the total wage employees were available, and not 

the figures for the salaried employees. The aver~ge wage fer 

the years before 1939 thus represents onl~ the wage employees, 

and does n e t take account of the salaried employees . The 

omission of the salaried employees is insignificant, as they 
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are only a very small portion of the total employed by the 

industry. 

It appears that the average wnge per employee has 

fluctuated considerably in the footwear industry of the U. S .A. 

The earliest figure is that available for 1899 (appendix Vll 

table 11). DurinE this year the average wage per employee was 

412 dollars, which by today's rate of exchange is about £100 

p.a. Observe, however , that from this date there was a contin­

uous increase in the average wage. By 1914 it was standing at 

552 dollars. Thie represents a rise of 140 dollars or 34~:.; in 

15 years. Note , however, the tremendous increase which car~e 

during the war. ? r om 1914 t o 1919 the average wage rose from 

552 dollars to S98 dollars. A rise of 446 dollars or approx-

imately 82/" within 5 years. This tremendous increase in the 

average wage does give one some idea of the influence the war 

must have had on the industry. 

For the immediate post-war years, while the industr;y was 

getting back to normal conditions, the average wage continued 

to rise, and by 1921 it was 1117 dollars. From this date, hew­

ever, till 1929 there were only minor ;'luctuations, and the 

avarage wage remained very much the same. In 1929 it was tLe 

lowest it had been since 1921. It however still stood at 1031 

dollars p.a. per employee, which is only 36 dollars below the 

1921 figure. After this dat~ the depression had a decided 

effect on the wages in the footwear industry of the U. S.A . 

By ~931 the average wage was down to 900 dollars. p.a. and by 

1933 it had fallen still further and was only 743 dollars p . P . 

This is the lowest it has been since 1919, and it was also the 

l owest point it fell to during this depression. By 1935 it 

had again risen by over 100 dollars and was standing at 853 
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dollars p. a. per elJ::;>loyee. There was however still ~ furtbeP 

increase and by 1939 it was 913 dollars or approximately .3100 

p . a, This is t he highest figure the average wage has reached 

since 1931· Observe that it is still below the figure for 1919 
• 

which was 998 doll 8rs per employee p.a., also it is lower than 

the average wage for any of the years 1919-29· 

The firet figure available for the Canadian footwear 

industry on this particular point is for 1925· During this year 

the average wage was 947 dollars p.a. per employee (appendix 

Vll table 111). In the following year the average wage was up 

to 981 dollars. Observe tha t during the years that followed up 

to 1934 there was a s teRdy decline in the average wage . By 1934 

t l1e average wage vvas only 695 dollars p. a. Note, however, tbat 

from 1926 to 1930 the average wage only declined from 981 dol­

lars to 924 dollars p.a . whereas from 1930 to 1934 the average 

wage decreased from 924 dollars to 695 dollars p.a. This second 

decline is very much more rapid than the minor decrease from 

1926 tc 1930· Eere again the reason for .this big decrease in 

the average wage after 1930 is the influence of the depression 

on the Canadian footwear industry. It appears that by 1935 t:1e 

industry had slightly recovered from this depression, and Dages 

once again took an upward trend. During this year they were 

standing at 737 dollars per employee, but within the next year 

there was again a slight decrease, and the average wage per 

employee in 1936 was down to 728 dollars. Note, however, tha t 

as from this date 9 there has been a continuous increase in tl1e 

average wage. By 1939 it was 794 dollars or approximately £168 

p.a, per employee . Observe, though, that this figure is still 

very much bel.ow the ave rage wage paid to employees during any 

year before the de;ression of the early thirties. 
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:Juring t11e firs t year' of the war the average wage did 

net rise very much and was only 815 dollars p .a. in 1940 . 

During the sec end, third and fourtb years, however, the :wcraee 

wage rose by mere than 100 dcllRrs every year, so thRt in 1943 

it steed at 1162 dollars or approximately £264 p.a. Here a~Qin 

the reason fer the small increa se in the average wage during 

the first year of t~e war, as compared with the increase dur­

ine; the later yecrs, is because wages always lag behind prices. 

Prices usually h~ve t o rise before, and rise considerably, be­

f ore there is any increas e in the wages paid to employees. 

In table 111 appendix Vll, it will be seen that the aver­

age for the South Afl"ican footwear industry has been put into 

three columns, which represent three different averages . I n the 

first average cclur.m will be found the average wage fer ?.11 t:1e 

employees in the South Af rican f ootwear industry. In the second 

averaee column 9 t:;e average waf!e fer only the Europeans in t11 is 

industry, and in the third column the a verage wage f or cnl~r tl:e 

non-Eul"cpean empl oyees. Under point F in chapter 111, t he eener·­

a1 average wage and. the European average wage will be found, 

though in that chap ter' comments were only made en the genera l 

aver·age. It is, however, considered inadvisable t o c cmpcPP. t~:r; 

general wage of t~e South .African footwear industry with t:1e 

average wage cf tje footwear industries of the ether thl"e e 

countries, as t he non-European wage brings down the general -..-,o.ge 

t o tee lew a fi e;ure . The European avePage will thus be the one 

used in the comparison, though comments will be made en the 

general average, and the non-European aver age throughout the 

discussi on. 

The first figures available for the Sout:1 

African footwear i n dustry in connection with this point are 
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those fer the yenr 1915-16. At this time the average Eurcpc~n 

wage was £71 p.n. 9 ~bile the non-European average wage wns 

t:46 p.e .• and the (3enera1 avernge £59·5 p.a. In the following 

year all these averages decreased slightly. The European aver­

age falling t o £G3 p .a. But as from 1917-18 to 1920-21 there 

wns a general r.nd steady increase in both the average wage 

for the European and the non-European. By 1920-21 the nvernge 

European wage wns .'Zl23 p.a. while the average non-Europenn 

wage was £54 P•'- • In the five yer.rs tha t followed, durine; 

which time there w~s ~lso a depressi Gn, the average wage f er 

both types of wcr~~crs fluctuated considerably, but it appem's 

that the general tendency was for the average wage of the 

Europeans to decrease. By 1925-26 the average European wage 

was down tc £107 p . n . It will be observed, however, that dur­

ing this year the average Canadian wage was 947 dollars, whi ch 

is almost £200 p.~. However, from 1925-26 to 1929-30 the ~ver­

age European wage increased, and was standing at £129 p. a . 

during t~is l a tter year. 

The depressi on that followed again forced the averaee 

European wage dcvv:r... Unfortunately here aga in the figures rcrc 

not available for the years 1931-33, but it appears that in 

1933-34 the avero.r:e European wage wo.s only £109 p. n. The :-.ve :·­

nge non-European \1/etgc a t this date was £81 p.a. As from this 

date, however, there has been a steady increase in the avercze 

wage paid to both the European and the non-European . By 193c· 

the average Eur·ol;enn wage was £123 p. a. as compared wi tb 

£123·9 p.a. in the British footwe ar industry. Also in the 

South African footwear industry the war caused the wages tc 

rise very fast. rote especially the big increase in the last 

year for which fieures are available, an increase from £153 
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p.a. to £182 p. ~ . within one year. Observe also the big in-

crease in the ~ver-age non-European wage during the war years, 

an increase from £79 to £108 p.a. 

From this brief historical review of the footwear indus­

tries on this p2rticular point, it appears that the British 

footwear industry wa ge has always been fairly low. It is most 

unlikely that it lr: s ever been much above the 1938 figure, 

which in itself is a. very unattractive wage. The review als o 

showed that the ~verage wage paid tc workers in the U. 3 .A. 

footwear industry has been high since 1919, and that better 

wages were paid in the u .S.A. f ootwear industry durine t he years 

1919-29 than f er the 10 years after that date. Wbether the aver ­

age rose above tJ.)e 1919-29 level after 1939 appears mcst 1 ikcly, 

though nothing definite can be said owing to lack of statistics. 

As in the U. S.A. footwear industry, so in the Cnn~dinn 

footwear industry it appears that the average wage paid fr om 

1925-30 was hi[{hcr than the one paid from 1931 to 1939· Note, 

however, that the 'Jages rose considerably above the 1925-30 

level after 1940. 

In the South African footwear industry, there has b een ~n 

almost steady increase in the European average wage si~e 1915-

16. Note, however 9 that there were fluctuations in the yearly 

average wage fr on time t c time. 

The quest i on now to be answered is, why is the Rve:L·are 

U.S.A. and Canadian foot wear industries waee so much hig~er 

than the British and South African f ootwear industries wa ee? 

Before this question is answered , let the situation for 1939 

once again be s umr:1e d up. During this ye ar the average u.s .;.. . 

footwear industry ~age was £188 p. a ., while the Canadian f oot­

wear industry wnr.e was £168 p.a., and the South .African f oot -
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wear industry nver~ge European wage £132 p.a. The average wnge 

in the British fcct~ear industry was in 1938, £123 p.n. 

At first it ~ppeared that this difference may have been 

caused by the fact that the percentage of female lab our employ­

ed might be different in each case. When the figures for South 

Africa, the u .• s .• A .. and Great Britain were exnmined however, it 

was found that this was not the case. It must however be remem­

bered that the f'.Verage wage in the case of all four countries 

is an average for both male and female labour employed. 

Separate averages f or both male and female could not be ob­

tained. 

Another possible explanation for this difference in 

wages paid to e~ployees in the four industries, might be that 

they work a different number of hours per week. This expl~n­

ation, though, is n ot a very good one, for although the num­

ber of hours worked in each country could not be obtained 7 

the u.s.A. figures, ~hich were available , showed that its 

em~loyees worked en the average 34·9 hours per week durin[ 

1939. It is mcs t 1ml ikely, thus, that they worked many mor•e 

hours per week ttan the British footwear industry employee . 

It appears therefore, thnt the explanations for t i1ese 

differences in w2ges paid to the employees in the four foot­

wear industries, are the more obvious ones which have a lrendy 

been mentioned du~ing the discussions of the previous pcints. 

It will be remembered that these explanations were, grente r 

specialisation and division of l ab our thus greater productiv­

ity per worker, better management and layout of factories, 

and generally such circumstances as will give the worker 2 

better chance to io)rove his efficiency and earn for himself 

a higher wage. 
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The renee~ for the high Canadian wage, it. wae said, wua 

because the Cnnr.di :tn f ootwear indus try was more or less forced 

into this high degr ee of specialisati on of l abour, ns without 

a high productivity )Cr worker it would n et be able t o kee~ 

the product cf tbe U. 8 . .A. f ootwear industry out of its mvn 

home market. 

rhe British f oo twea r industry wage, like the wa[e of all 

other British industr ies , is very l ew c ompared with Amer i cnn 

st andards, but cs a British wage i~ is n othing out of t he or­

dinary. The British footwear industry worker cannot expect a 

higher wage with the lew pr oductivity which is very evident at 

tbe moment. ·Nhetber the manufacturer is entirely t o blame fer 

this l ew produc tivity of the worker is a q_uestion open f er 

debate. 

Th e Soutb ~\fl~ican wage has a l ways been higher tl1nn tl~e 

British wage, alt hough this high wage has not always been ~vs­

tified, judg in[ b y output per employee. The f act that the 

industry is prote cte d by means of t ariff walls does also t cTid to 

make the wages higjer than they would have been without the 

protection. 

Point F i s c ons idered n ot a very geed point f or coqr:;'.i' ­

is on. The reas on w:1y it is n ot very good f or a compar [.t ivc 

analys i s, is becaus e the wage that is compared is the avcru:e 

wage of the whole i ndustry. The average wage does not only 

represent the wages cf males and females all in one, but alss 

a r e thrown in tlle wages of apprentices and foremen. It would 

have been a much better compar ison, if s a y the wages of sl::illec1 

workers only were compared. But, a s the figures are not ~vail­

able for a ll t he countries , a c omparis on of this na t u r e is net 

poss ible. 
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CH.AP:fER Y.· 

The main theme of this chapter is an attempt to deter­

mine what effect the South African Customs Tariff on imported 

Boots and Shoes has had on the manufacture of boots ana shoes 

in this country. That is, it is hOped that this investigation 

will show which types of boots and shoes the South African 

mauufacturers have found most economical to produce and, what 

production they have left to a large extent in the hands of 

foreign producers. 

Before this investigation is however undertaken, it 

might be advisable to state briefly why an industry such as 

the South African fo otwear industry, should have its home mar­

ket protected against the exploitation of foreign producers. 

Of the many ar guments put forward to prove the case for 

protect ion, tl1e Infant country and Infant Industry arguments 

are probably tbe best known. Stated briefly these two argumen ts .. 

in favour of protection run along the ~allowing lines. 

Infant Industry. This argument may be used to show that 

protection is required for a new industry in either an ol d or 

a young country. It is said that a newly established industry 

must be protected against its well established rivals in 

foreign countries. It must, however, only be protected f or 

such a time until it is firmly established and is producing on 

the most economical basis it can hope to produce. Once it has 

reached this stage the protection it has received up till n ow 

should be removed. A very sound argument for protection. 

Unfortunately it is usually found that an industry never erows 

out of its infancy. 

"Nearly every industrial tariff was first imposed as an 
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infant 'industry tariff under the promise that in a few years 9 

when the industry has grown sufficiently to face foreign corn­

petition, it would be removed. But, in fact, this moment never 

arrives. The interested parties are never willing to have the 

duty removed.· Thus temporary infant industry duties are trans­

formed into permanent duties to preserve the industries they 

protect. 111 

Infant Country. The industries of an old and establish­

ed country bave t wo distinct advantages over the industries of 

a young and undeveloped country. The main advantage is tha t it 

has a larger population and thus a larger market, which in turn 

gives its industries a better chance to mass produce at the 

lowest possible cost. In hand with this advantage goes of 

course the advantage that it has a large and skilled labom~ 

force which is not available in the young country. 

With these odds against it the industry of the young 

country may find t~at it cannot get a foothold on its own 

home market, as the ;nanufacturers of the older country can 

undersell it every time ev.en in thi·s market. If these condit­

ions prevail then the only way in which the industries of the 

younger country can ever establish themselves is by doing so 

under the cloak of protection. But, here again the protection 

must only be temporary. Once the infant countries' industries 

are firmly established, all forms of protection should be 

removed4 But as in the previous case s o also here it is fo tmd 

that once protection has been granted to an industry, it is 

very difficult to get the manufacturers to agree t o its 

removal. 

(1) G. von Haberler -The Theory of International Trade . 

page 281. 
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"The suge;estion is that the manufacturer in a new 

country is like a child which reQuires to be protected against 

the winter and rough weather, till such time as it is fuller 

grown and is ab le to take its place in the competition of 

nations. Unfortunately experience shows us that this time 

never arrives. Once an infant always an infant. 112 

These are the two main arguments in favour of pro­

tecting a cotmtry's industries against foreign competiti on . 

There are, however , several others . And, as most of them have 

been used to justify the protection given to the South Africfu1 

footwear industry, it might be interesting to examine theQ 

briefly. 

Protection against Dumping. Dumping has been 

defined as "Price discrimination between national markets 113 . 

That is selling goods in a foreign market at a price less than 

the one for wi1icl1 those same goods are selling on the home 

market. 

There are s everal reasons why an industry of one 

country may decide to dump its products on the market of a 

foreirrn country at a price less than consumers are paying nt 

home . The three main reasons are : 

(a) It may do so because its own heme market is not 

large enough to allow it to mass produce. But, if it dur.1ps 

some of its :Qroducts on a foreir:n market it can produce in. 

such quantities that it is able to reduce c os ts to sucb an 

extent 9 that it still makes a larger profit than it did before 

it dumped part of ffits product on a foreign market. Dumping in 

this form, if it is continuous, can do the importing com~t~7 

(2) w. Smart - ?ne Ret urn to Protection . 

(3) Jacob Viner - Dumping, a Problem in In ernational Trade . p.3. 
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very little hnrm, and the government of the importing country 

should make a very s ound investigation, before it protects its 

industries ag8inst the dumping of goods in this manner. 

(b) A manufacture r may dump his products on a for·eign 

market only during the years when he is unable to find a market 

fer them elsewhere. This type of du~ping is thus not continuous , 

and may do t11e ir.tporting country a great deal of harm, because, 

if its manufactures are not protected against it, they will not 

be able to ccr:1~ete during these years when goods are dumped, 

and will n et be in existence t o produ ce during the years r:hen 

the goods are not dumped. 

(c) Goods may be dumped on a market of a foreign 

country in order to stop production of that particular c c:m:Jod­

ity within tllnt country. Once production has been stc)ped, the 

foreign exporter again raises the price of the commodity t0 

the normal level. Dumping of this nature is also disadvantage ­

ous to the impoJ.."'t ing country and home producers should be pro­

tected against it. 

Protection prevents Unemployment. This is one of the 

favourite arguments of the South African footwear induGtry . 

This industry today employs over 15,000 workers. Had this indus­

try not received protection in the form of a Customs Tariff , 

the number of workers that it would have employed 111Culd have 

been but a small fraction of the number it is actually c~:~plo::/­

ing. But, it cannot be said that had it only employed say 1000 

workers today t~1ere would be 14,000 more unemployed than tbere 

are at present. It can safely b e stated that had these 14,000 

workers not been employed in the footwear industry they wculd 

have been absorbed by the other industries of the ccuntr~r. 

Quite probably by an industry which is n ot receiving prot ection . 
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If an industry such as the South African footwear 

industry or any other industry that requires protection is 

started during a depression, when there is considerable 

unemployment, and this industry then causes a large nUmbe r of 

the unemployed to be employed, then the claim can be put for­

ward that protection prevents unemployment, but if this pro­

tection just causes workers t o be diverted from one industry to 

another, tben ther e is certainly no justifi c ati on for the 

protection of an industry just because it employs some of the 

country's working popul a tion. 

Protection safeguards the Standard of Living . A 

high standard of living is caused by high wages. Wages in one 

country can be higher than wages in another country b ecause: 

(a) The workers ar e provided with better training f a cilit ies 

and are more effi cient. 

(b) Because tbe workers are employed in conjunction with a 

l arger amotmt of capital per head. 

(c) Wages are forced up, or the number of workers are limited 

by Trade Union action. 

I f the standard of living in a country is high as ~ 

result of' (c) above, then the industry in which those workers 

are employed will req_uire protect i on against the competition 

of foreign producers. But, if wages are high as a result of 

(a) or (b) 9 then no protection will b e r e quired. The llich Yvage 

will be the result of the greater product of the more efficient 

worker. "The price of every article entering int o international 

trade, and most ar ticles now do enter~ must tend to be the same 9 

however and where ver it is pr oduced. If the people who make 

particular articles 1 say shoes, in one country, ge t at t !1e end 

of the week a much higher wage than those who make the s r mc 
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q_unli ty of shoes in another country, this must mean tlv:t, 

each workmHn in the high wnge country makes more shoes in o. 

wec;;lc than c r.ch workman in the low wage country, otherwise 

his produce could not sell for the same price per pair. 

The difference in wages in the different countries reprcs-

cnt at the bottom differences in the productivity of their 

labour. A country can and docs h ave a relatively high 

standard of life$ because and so long as its labour is 

relatively mer...: productive than these of the other countries 11
• 

( 4) 
Protection increases the National Income. This 

is one of the ~eGt a rguments in favour of protection :roo 

the point of view of any one single country. "One of the 

most respec~ ble nrgumcnts for protect ion is that it mn;y-

turn the t e rms of tPnde in fRVcur of the country imposing 

export or import duties. 11 (5) 

If a country is importing a commodity from anctbcr, 

and it decides tc place a duty on the importntion of tt.:t t 

commodity9 ;~' itl1 t h e result tha t the a rticle can be produce(~ 

at a lower cost ~.t h eme than it c r1n be imported for , tb :.:n 

it is said th~t as a result of this protection this p~rt ic · -

ular country h ::-.s improved its t e rms of trade and so inc ~· er·lf:~ ed 

its natione.l income. Note 9 however, that one country ccm 

only improve its tel'ms of trade ::~t the expense of another 

country. 

Protection for the so.ke of security during a 

war : There :-:::.'c certain industries within any country 

which a re essc:'lt i o.l to t he economic stability of tb~t count ry 

~4) Sr. ·tV. Beveridge - 'rariffs, The case examined 9 :P• 4C 

_(5) Economica - if. Benham - The terms of trade_, p. 361. 
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during a wr r·. Tl1cse indus tries h.:1vc thus t c be prctcctcC 

against fcrcicn i"i vals during pcacc time, even though it 

were possible t11Jt their products c ould b e imported during 

normal times Gt a price much less than they could be 

produced fer at home. 

agriculture. 

An example of such an industry is 

Protection for the sake of revenue : A dut:? Oi'1 

imported c- ccds fm• I'..:venue purposes does not mean th :::. t tl1.::.t 

duty iS impc.eed on i.nported gccds for the protection of tl1e 

heme industry . It is quit e logic a l that if a duty is sc 

high that it is l1io;h enough to prevent certain goods f r cm 

entering the country, then it loses its effect as a revenue 

collector. If a duty is thus pl2ced on Rn article fer 

r evenue purposes; that duty must be s o small tha t it still 

al lows an importer cons iderable gain if he imports the 

commodity ins teo.d of buying it from a home producer. 1Tbe 

ideal duty fer revenue is of cour se a duty en goods which 

are not manu?a ctured in the country imposinG the duty. 

Sc muc:1, then, fer arguments advocating protect·· 

ion. Let the impcrtat ion of footwear and the manuf;:· ctm.~c :..'s 

of footwear in 3outh Africa new be examined, a nd let it be 

determined w~et ~as been the e;fect of the duty en import ed 

shoes, beth :Lror.1 the number of pairs imported point of vie:~, 

and from the pci:.l.t of v ievJ of the 1 ccal manufr:; cture. 

I n 1910 the tariff structure in connection 

with t he impcrtcticn of footwear int o South Afric a was a 

very simple affair . The duty b e ing £15· for every 2100. 

worth of foctwcnr impor t ed, with a minimum duty of 9d., Gd., 

and 3d., on e ach pair of mens, womens, and childrens shoes 

importe.d r es::_:Ject ively. This duty of .£15. per £100 \7a s a 



-159-
standard duty en a ll footwear imported, irrespective of 

the material the footwear was made of.(6). 

Tables 1 and 11 shew that for the years 1910 t o 

1914 there vn .s very 1 i ttle change in the annual value of 

imported f ootv:ear . Observe th at at the time the annual 

v alue of mens foo t wear imported was more than the sum of 

womens, chi ldrehs and slippers f oot wear imported. This 

is most remar kable as the main complaint of the South Afri can 

footwear manu:2actur-ers at the time was that they found tha t 

the fine qu? l i ty l ea the ... ' tanned i n South Africa infer i c r to 

the imported oaterial. This fine quality leather wc:s 1 cf 

course , requi r ed mainly in the manufact ure of womens 1 shoes . 

Surely~ then, i f they f ound it easier to compete with the 

i mpor t ed mens shoes , and assuming that the difference in t he 

male and female popula tion iS insignificant, then statistics 

should show th ct the value of the imported womens shoes is 

greater than the v alue of the i mp orted mens shoes. 

(6) Trade and Shi)ping 1910, page 1Y 
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Unfortunately there are no statistics availc.ble 

showing the prodl.uction of footwear in South Africa at tlle 
. 

time . Howevei", t:1e fact that the tariff on imported foot-

wear was not raised by Act 26 of 1914 does suggest that th e 

manufacturers ·.--ere , generally speaking, satisfied at the 

time with the :protection they were receiving, and that t h eir 

trade was pro~~ecsing favourably. 11 It is clear· that by 

1912-13 the beet a nd shoe manufacturers were enjoying a 

considerable me2sure of prosperity. The industry wps 

cone ent rating mainly on the proQ'luct ion of the lower gr .'?:tdes . 
. 6f footwear, but some attempt was being made to impr·ove t~Je 

standard of prcduction. . The boot and shoe industry was 

actually in a position to carry on without additional 

protection 9 p'"o vided heavy duties were not placed on i mported 

leather but, needless to say, most manufacturers viewed 

favourably a sus~estion that the existing duty of 15~ mi: ht 

be increased to 20~ (with a rebate of 3% in either case t o 

Great Britain.) 11 ( 7) 

.According tc Table 4 the total customs duty 

collected on imported footwear during 1910 was £162,473· 

In the succeeding years it varied very little from this 

amount, and b;}r 1915 the amount collected in this mann'-r was 

£164,448. Observe, however, from this table that more th ~n 

half the duty collected was paid on imported mens footwear. 

During the war years 1914-18 there was a 

considerable increase in the cost of imported footwear. In 

1914 1,713,917 pairs of mens shoes valued at £567,215 v.,rere 

imported, but by 1918 the volume imported had fallen to 

796,781 while the value had only fallen to £541,865 showin[ 

that the price per pair of imported mens shoes had more 
-------------------------·- ·· ····- ..... ··· · ~· ·- -~.-- .. ···------------
(?) South African Journal of Economics - Dec.l935 P·522 



Imports of Lea ther Footwear. 

T:1ble 1.34 ---
Mens Worn ens Childrcns Total Leather Footwear 

Year. Value. Pairs Value. Pairs. Value. Pnirs Value Pa irs. 

1910 £643,221 £346,957 £175 '212 ;.£1,065,380 
1911 £643,089 2,107,27f.. 317,563 1,553,083 169,454 1,242,844 1 ,130 , 106 4,903 ~ 205 
1912 651 ,042 2,065,614 287 ,089 1,873,702 197,640 1,426,338 1,235 ,771 5,366,154 
1913 657,686 2,019,976 379,395 1,694,743 186,136 1,299,982 1,123,217 5,004,701 
1914 567,215 1,713,917 343,488 1,528~183 187,784 1,256,687 1,098,487 4,498,787 
1915 512,5 21 1,339,673 306,363 1,169,635 148,342 9:JlJ- ,130 £967,226 3,443,438 
19l6 738,525 1,853,666 514,950 1,795,442 232,624 1,241,141 1,486,099 4 ,890,249 I 

1917 356,863 686 '967 363,423 967,321 141,795 618,232 862,081 2,272,520 f-' 
m 

1918 541,865 796,781 757 ,679 1,464,023 200,613 784,586 1,500,157 3,045,390 1--' 

1919 691,776 818,466 576,998 974,157 153,928 516,254 1 ,421,702 2,308,877 I 

1920 1,374,534 1,174,642 1,489,962 1,648,499 354,051 937,436 3,218,547 3,760,577 
1921 244,517 285 ,441 396 ,588 523,433 72' 285 191,935 713,390 900,809 
1922 291,238 376,433 654,099 1,044,521 87,864 269,437 1,033,201 1,690,391 
1923 378,813 593,833 602,601 1,128,191 64,498 226 ,5LJ-3 1, 045 ' 912 1,948,567 
1924 _300, 296 466,964 631,109 1,213,886 63,580 242,309 993 ,985 1,923,159 
1925 246,227 3~·5,672 538,171 1,017,401 51,120 213' 623 835,518 1,616,696 
1926 266,144 417 ,971 605,576 1,172,939 48,813 211,951 920,533 1,802,861 
1927 232 ,6_35 363,699 489,143 1,004,901 40,969 184,876 762,747 1,553,476 
1928 222,299 343,302 573,543 1,211,583 51,984 237,237 847,826 1,792 ,112 
1929 209,153 347,495 535,584 1,283,930 55,477 279,303 798,214 1,910,728 
1930 146,766 239,880 388,879 895,492 40,993 217,432 576,638 1,35 2,804 
1931 86,111 147,8£:.5 237,871 617,809 20,345 135,313 344,327 901,007 
1932 38,045 80,370 97 ,484 282,298 12 '187 112,213 147,720 474,881 
1933 50,419 81,776 131,147 273,958 19,138 146,864 200 ,704 502,598 
1934 61,632 92,597 153,213 263,141 19,944 133,749 234,789 489,487 
1935 67 ,764 105,450 156,000 268,850 21,832 169,906 244 ,596 544,206 
19"36 80,447 126,371 190,616 330,196 20,413 151,648 291,476 608,215 
1937 78,706 135,439 178,286 321,301 24,621 168,783 281,613 625,523 

- contd.-) 



Table 

1.Iens. Womens 
Year Value Pairs Vrtl ue Pnirs 

1938 £73 ,54L~ 110,474 £183,445 318,532 
1939 67,530 98,238 167,990 263,631 
1940 65 , 243 80,861 155,554 198 ,042 
1941 39,840 48,274 186,594 249, 02L~ 
1942 45 9 264 61,4Ge 157,040 203,416 

. 1943 2,751 3,212 19,840 25 'llj5 

1 continued . 

Childrcns 
Value P-:irs 

£18,064 125 '125 
15,835 114,246 
11,811 65,670 
12,154 60,113 
10,077 L!-3, 031 

2,792 12,302 

Total l eather footwear 
Value · Pa irs 

£275' 053 554,131 
251,355 476,115 
232,608 244,573 
238 ,588 357,411 
222,381 307,915 

25,383 4C,669 

I 
1-' 
(}\ 
(\) 

I 



Year 

1910 
1911 
1912 
1913 
1914 
1915 
1916 
1917 
1918 
1919 
19 ~0 
1921 
1922 
1923 
1924 
1925 
1926 
1927 
1928 
1929 
1930 
1931 
1932 
1933 
1934 
1935 

SlillPers 
Value Pai rs . 

£26~124 
27 ,198 313 ,559 
31~605 380,880 
28,278 323 ,716 
23,709 285,966 
12 ~ 212 
21,038 

105~409 
166,771 

19,300 143,185 
37,235 231,565 
31 ,039 162,226 
74,990 320,056 
24 , 868 123 9 002 
39,294 252,142 
43,630 28),963 
24? 266 139,691 
21,877 139,992 
28,467 189 , 388 
22,438 127? 770 
46,449 293,892 
62 ,140 451 ,482 
55,519 455,231 
54,393 484,206 
30,289 388,227 
36,640 370,899 
52,536 537? 282 
42,929 410 , 899 

Imports of other footwc ar_ ( no_:L l e .:Jtbc.r ) . 

Table 11 . 34 

Second- hand B&S . Infants 
Vnlue P airs. VRlue Pnirs 

:~20, So8 114,048 
B13,.J33 

15 ,461 76,348 
1,760 10,640 

557 2}324 

£30 , 041 256 ' 729 
£30,848 282,474 
£36,952 321 ,867 
£35 ,l.J-71 326,494 
£44,837 390,867 
£51 ,110 535,211 
£40,294 404,686 
£29,627 406,661 
£24,046 473,172 
£33,057 514,615 
42,105 61~,560 
46,5 28 700,409 

- c ont i nue d -

Canv etc, Ru1Jber & Ot her 
V2.lue P a irs 

t:aw~- ,499 775, 903 
S140 ,541+ 937,422 
.S116, 755 712 9 971 
£128 , 221 893 , 071 
£151,043 948,618 
~217,826 1629,704 
£253,900 2441 ,137 
£32l.J-' 673 5 771 ,926 

84 .-937 1998 , 608 
90,760 1629 , 616 
72,927 993,489 
76,917 1284,754 

I 
I-' 
0'1 
vl 
! 

-··-------------------------~-------------------



Slippers SeccnC-hand B&S . 
Year Value Pnirs Vc-.lue Pairs 

1936 53,757 5009774 
1937 47,436 36Ci,l89 
1938 42 9 257 290,368 
1939 37 ,937 286,5~2 
1940 36,800 264,958 
1941 32,036 191,916 
194'2 25,718 131,641 
1943 2,737 14')134 

Table 11 ccntinued. ----------
Ini'811tS 

Value Pairs 

£52 ,809 794,205 
61,655 892 ,156 
54,900 805,936 
58,221 841,939 
50,055 670, 362 
52 ,007 585 ,495 
44,324 375,180 
61,302 392,302 

Cnnvr,s, 
Vnlue 

£8l'JG27 
:~aoG ,675 

co ,1Ll.2 
9 2 '1LJ.1 
98,578 
74,007 
55,381 

7 ;187 

rubber & other. 
Pairs 

1,464,128 
1,129,593 
1,170,449 
1,254p327 

371,714 
443,938 

28,366 

l 
1-l 
r • 

x::~ 
l 



M C:P.~"-~~9.t ur 5:_ of E cot w:- .. <l!'_ .1~-~ o u th _h. fr i c ~. 

Table 11135 ----
Leather Footwear 

Year . Pairs Value Slippers Veldschoens Ctmvas footwear 
I:' ..... Pqirs Value Pairs Pairs Value 

1916-17 1,151,599 546,913 44,05 0 £10,199 425,530 £106,272 
1917-18 1,291,105 741,5 26 123,813 51,616 350,853 106,515 
1918-19 1,629,637 1,061;222 26,083 10,089 2911555 109 > 194 
1919-20 1,806,917 1,383,856 42,869 14,800 315,243 110,549 
1920-21 1,308,135 978,438 41,730 15 ,42~- 156,196 58,365 
1921-22 1,572,204 1, 02~.,504 23,553 8,434 231:342 72,094 
1922-23 2,115,433 1,320,570 42,381 14,304 223,562 69,899 
1923-:""24 2,351,124 1,1.~~5? 272 20,326 7,237 411,091 121,958 

I 
1924-25 2,643,584 1,461 ,045 20,410 7,546 408,355 130,952 1-' 

1925-26 '2 ,963. 01 1,695,923 15,355 5,258 501,442 142,273 (}\ 
'J1 

1926-27 3,205,842 1,829,558 14 ,~.61 5,038 536,538 160,961 I 

1927-28 3,136,320 1, 905,125 8,543 3,283 621,656 209,183 
1928-29 3,386,198 2,10G,329 14,942 6,391 633,085 208,375 
1929-30 3,510,589 2,081,749 20,235 7,276 610,121 191,502 
1932-33 4,283,946 2,061~898 318,661 36 '119 586,240 160,259 280' 690 £30,294 
1933-3~- 4,680,049 2,205 ~[H6 422,656 44,519 545,975 158,08~- 1,520,999 143,953 
1934-35 5,712,367 2,692~664 897,412 125,472 441,695 136~682 1,822,714 161,344 
1935-36 6,074,720 2,896,835 1,200,114 142,188 570,800 175,982 2 ,592 ,391 201,653 
1936-37 6,388,559 39127 ,287 1,125,388 123,618 588,612 190 ,6 27 3,280,321 253,181 
1937-38 6 9 207 9 229 3,169,597 1,105 '621 119,445 623 ,094 194,664 2,560,795 198,894 
1938-39 6,847,636 3,438,070 1,396,300 132 9 757 720,330 215,239 2,990,286 236,945 
1939-40 7 ,082,532 3,823,932 1,528,175 174,682 567,017 197]870 3,435,561 294,609 
1940-41 7,884,992 4,878,935 1,588,511 205,573 878,662 327 ') 097 3,056,009 318,427 
1941-42 9,506,870 6,559;583 1,349,013 243,251 846,742 367,770 3,019,518 449,248 
1942-43 9 ,732 ,513 7,558,412 1,524,750 314,027 1,374,263 631,015 2,007 , 218 376,627 



Year Mens. 

1910 £83,935 
1911 85 9 208 
1912 88~160 
1913 85 ?678 
1914 70,644 
1915 85 '281 
1916 
1917 
1918 
1919 
1920 
1921 
1922 
1923 
1924 
1925 
1926 
1927 
1928 
1929 
1930 
1931 
1932 
1933 
1934 
1935 
1936 
1937 
1938 
1939 
1940 
1941 
1942 
1943 

'7omens Childrens SLippers 

£L!.9 ~042 
44,645 
54 J 619 
51~325 
45,927 
52,030 

£22~069 
219559 
25 9 261 
23,438 
23,387 
249475 

Total 

£1629473 
1599179 
177 9105 
168,375 
146 9519 
1649448 
173,587 
1659807 
273,049 
296 '066 
506,193 

. 206 ' 698 
1929936 
278,522 
319,066 
2969285 
327,720 
282 ,038 
3219134 
3339363 
2639694 
234,283 
130 '289 
159 9 230 
138 '229 
135,865 
157 ? 616 
1609241 
150,424 
261,512 
119,946 
117,241 

83,559 
19 9 757 

• 

166. 
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than doubled. During the same time the value of imported 

womens shoes had increased from S343,488 to £757~~79 while 

the volume actually decreased from 1,528,183 to 1,464,023 pairs, 

again showing a very big increase in the price per pair. The 

value of childrens fo ot\tear imported a l so increased from 

£148,342 in 1 914 to £200,613 in 1918, while the volume decreas­

ed from 1,256,687 to 784,586 pairs. Observe also that this 

table s:1ows that the value of the total leather footwear import ­

ed rose from £1,098 ,487 to £1,500,157 during t~1is period nhile 

the volume decreased from 4,498,787 pairs t o 3,045 ,390 pairs . 

-,Yhen the f i gures in the total columns in table 1 are 

compared VTith the figures in the first two col umns in table 111, 

wh ich show the total value and volume of leather boots and 

shoes produced in South Africa, then it can be seen that by the 

end of tl1e war South Africa was still importing the ':lajor por­

tion of her leather footwear requirements . The 3outh African 

manufacturers must have had this f act in mind when they press­

ed for still greater protection for t he South African footwear 

industry against the foreign producer. This increased iJrotect-

i on they received when b:r .Act 22 of 1915 the duty on imported 

foot~ear was raised from £ 15 per £100 to ~20 per &100 uitb a 

mininmr.1 of' 9d, 6d, and 3d per pair on mens, -~vomens and c~li ld­

rens :Cootv;ear respectively. Also obse rve from table lV that in 

1915 the total customs duty collected en impol'ted .2 ootwear ··;as 

£164,LJ-48 whi l e in 1916 it was £273·,587. As a result of this 

increased protection and also as re :-.ult of tbe diffi culty of 

impor t:i.ng footwear during the war , the South African footwear 

manufo.cturers'pc.sit i on improved considerably since the pre-

war da~rs, and t11ey were now awaiting post-war competit i on 
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·.-r i th confidence. ( 8 ) 

Durin: the immediate p ~~twar years 9 till about the 

middle of 1920, the volume and value of imported leather b eets 

and shoes increased considerably. The actual increase beinc 

from 3,045,390 pairs valued at £1,500 ,157 in 1918 (the t otal cf 

mens, v;omens and childrens leather· footwear i mported) to 

3,760,577 pairs valued a t <83,218,547 in 1920 (table 1). It must 

however be observed, that table 111 shows that t:1erc was a 

decreP.se in the value a;.1d volume of leather boots and shoes 

manufactured in South Africa during 1920 as com::_x~red , .. i th the 

1918 production . Observe also (tables 11 and lll) that thu·e 

·:Jas m~ increase in the V3lue and volume of both Soutl.1 .African 

produced slippers and the imported s lippers during this period . 

.Another menace to the South .African fo otwear industry 

at this ti~e was the importation of second hand footwear from 

Europe (see table 11). These second hand boots and shoes were 

imported at such low prices that they alt ocether prevente d the 

South African manufacture from competing in t he marke t for 

cheape:t· footwear . The situation became so bad t:1o.t a r:1ru1.ufc:.ct -

urers convention was held to discuss the matter. The convention 

adopted the followinc resolution : "In view of t!1e lLlr~e import -

ation o~ second hand fo otwear into South Africa duri~c recent 

years, ancl the fact that enormous q_uantities of second. hand 

boots are available fer export from Europe, th2.s convention 

des ires to i rnpress upon the government the necessity for taking 

such imwediate acticn o.s will prevent the importa tion of second 

h and boots, thus avoidinG disastrous effects on the boot manu­

fac t uring industry in the Union. 11 (9) 

( 8) Sout~1 .African Journal of Indus try and Trade :.:ay 1918 p . 828 . 
(9) II " II II It ll It 



The huge increase in the volume and value of boots 

and shoes imported into Sout h Africa during the ire1mediate post­

~ar years is also illustrated by table lV which shews that from 

1918 to 1920 the total customs duty collected on imported foot ­

wear increased from £273 , 049 to £506 9193· 

The be0inning cf 1921 found the Scutt: African foot··:ear 

indus try en the doY!n grade. So much had been :!~.:'educed and im-

ported durin:.;: the previous ,year that the raanufncturc~·s '.'rer·e 

unable ta obtain new orde rs. As the months o~ 1921 went by, 

the Dosition of the South African footwear industr~ crew stead-

ily worse. ~ventually the position became so bad tbat a commit-

tee of t:·1e 13oard of Industry and Science was apiJointcd to 

invest ignte int c Jc ::c pes it ion of the South .African .2 oot,.renr 

industr~·, ~nd attempt to determine what effect the recent im-

portatic~ of boots and shoes has had on this South African 

industry . ( 10 ) 

l'he commit tee reported that the South African footvvear 

industr~r rms well organised and efficient and tl1o.t some manu-

facturcrs wel"e thinking of expanding their factoi'ies 11 if they 

can be assured of a market. 11 (ll) 

-vhen the footwear industry was in a depth of :t depress-

ion durin[: the first hal f of 1921 the provisicnc cr t::w :.:o:·a-

toriur.1 Act were utilised and a proclamation issued i)y t~1e 

Governcr~General on the 12th. of May 1921 prohibitin: the 

importat icn of :!-ea ther footr'lear except under a pe:.:\·.1i t issu.ed 

1.mder the authority of the controller of imports ::nd exports. 

All lcat~3r footwear was placed in two cateco~ies. T~ose made 

in the U:J.ion and those not madP- here. A permit was only c; i ven 

( 10)8ou:c:1 African Journal of Industry and Trade.J~:n.l92l p.4. 

(ll)Soutl1 African Journal of Economics. Dec.l935· p.528. 
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for the irnportation of the latter. The dividing line was one of 

price. J\11 :L ootwear above a certain price could be imported. ( 12 ) 

Thus~ say tl1e dividin£ line was 30/- in the case of mens leather 

shoes. Then all mens leather shoes costing over 30/- could be 

imported even if tbe South African manufacturers produced an 

odd p<:,ir c.csting say 31/-. The idea behind this :pi'oclatJmti.on 

was not to exclude the foreign producer altogether from the 

South African market 1 but merely to give the South African t"1anu-

facturer a freer hand in his own home market wtth those types 

of footwear that he could produce, and at the same time prevent-

inc him from charging too hi~h a price. 

This act however had to expire on the 30th . June 1922 

so the Board of Trade had to decide hpw to protect the industry 

after thnt date. 'I'he Board put forward three proposD.lG and 

suglestod that the GoverntJ1e11t should adopt one or r.ll or some 

combinati c~n of them. 'l'he three proposal s were : (c.) To increase 

the Customs Tariff from 20 to 25~~ . (b) Continuation of the 

licencinc system for another three years. (c) To leave the duty 

as it is and wi thdPaw the licencing system. The :i3oard ho':;ever, 

agreed t~1at high grade leather should enter duty free, and that 
. 

the importation of second 11and boots and shoes should be pr o-

hibited. (l 2 ) 

The Government decided to maintain the licencing sys-

tern for another year, and not to accept any of the other rccom-

mendations of the Board. The Board of Trade~ ho;7ever, objected 

to this licencing system and suegested that the futur e of the 

South African footwear industry should be made more definite . 

The introduction of such an 11 import by licence 11 system 

does su:::2est that the South African footwea:r· mo..nu.f'c. cturers had 

(12)South African Journal of Industry and Trade.Oct.l922 p.445~ 
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up till 1922 not attempted to compete with the foreign manu-

factures in the high priced and high quality footwear . It 

appears that the ma i n efforts of the South African producer 

up to date have been directed in t he way of produc i ng a good 

but not very stylishshoe at a reas onable price . ?or the very 

high class shoe t he South African consumer hss hnd to look 

mainly to the foreign producer . 

In 1921 the depress i on was so bad thRt only S00?809 

pa irs valued at £7l3 g390 of mens? womens and chi l drens leather 

shoes we~e imported as compared with 3g760 , 577 pnirs valued at 

£3g2l8g546 in 1920 . There was a ls o a very substantial decrease 

in the value and volume of slippers imported during 1921. 

A decrease from 320?056 pairs valued at £74?S90 in 1920 to 

1 23 ?002 pairs valued a t £24, 868 in 1921. Obser ve however, that 

while less boots and shoes were produced in the Union durinc 

1920-21 t:w.n 1919- 20 (table lll) there was act mlly an increase 

in 1921-22 over the 1920- 21 fiaure . The production of slippers 

alsc fell in 1921-22 as the t ot a l production in tho.t year wns 

only valued at .£8,434 as compared with £15 9 424 in the previcus 

year . 

The depression, however .P was not of lone dur.~ti::m, .:l S 

t able 111 shows that by 1922-23 the production cf lJoots nnd 

shoes i n South Africa had increased by over n h~lf a ~illicn 

pairs .P while the production of s lippers h!;d r.lmcst dc-;..1bled it­

self. In connect ion with the imports of mens, 1'roc el'lS 'lnd child­

rens leo.t11er shoes it is interesting to observe fro~1 table l 

t hat although the value and volume incr eased from 900,309 pnirs 

and £713,390 in 1921 to 1,690,391 pRirs and £1 , 033,201 in 1922 , 

there w~s nc further increase in th ese figures durinJ the years 

that it":l:!1ediately followed . In fact there W8S a rrradua l decline 



-172-

in tl1c v olume and value of imports of this no.turc until the 

end of 1925· The volume of slippers (table 11) imported also 

increo.sed in 1922 nnd 1923 but slowly declined o.ftcr the letter 

date~ and by 1925 the va lue? though net the vclume $ was below 

the 1921 level . Gbserve a lso from this table t:1a t' ns a result 

cf the Government's o.cticn the importation of second l1and foot-

wear l1o.d ceo.sed altccether . 

Gne of the main reasons fer this decline in the import-

aticn of beth beets anc shoes and slippers is no doubt the fact 

tllat by Act 23 of 1923 the duty en all foctweo.r imported wns 

raised from £20 to £30 per £100 with a rebate of 3, ~ to Great 

Britain. At the same time the embargo en imported footwear was 

removed. This 30~) however~ was only to remain in force for five 

years till the 31st. March 1928~ after that date it was t o be 

reduced by 2~: .: yearly until it reached 20~;.~ again. 

Althcuch there was at this time a decrease in th2 

value of imported b ee ts and shoes, South Africo.n manufacturers 

were now finding that certain footwear of a very cheap nature 

were being imported . 11Difficulties tc be contended with in 

trade are (a) Competition with imported footwear of a che~p 

variety 7 constructed of paper and waste unsr:1lenble leather. 11 
( l3) 

Table 111 again shews that there was a substantial 

increo.se in the value and volume of beth leo.ther b oots and 

shoes o.nd slippers produced in the Union. Table 1 en the ether 

hand indicates that the volume and value of leather boots and 

shoes imported f or men, women and children decreased from 

1, 616?696 po.irs cost ing £835 9 518 in 1925 to 1~352,804 pairs 

costins D576 7 638 in 1930. Table 11 9 however, shows tl1at in 1925 
~ ---------------~-------... --~----"""1""......----·--· .. - .. -~-..... --··--

(13)Scuth African Journal of Industry a~d Trade Jtme 1924 p.401. 
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139,992 pairs of slippers valued nt £21 , 877 were; imported while 

by 1930 455,231 pairs valued at S55,519 were imported into the 

Unicn. Observe also that this table shews that there ho.s been a 

very bi£ annual increase in the volume and value cf Infants 

rhces ~nd Canvas and Rubber shoes imported from 1925 to 1930. 

By Act 36 of 1925 an addition was made to Act 23 of 

1923· This new Act stated that a duty of 30~ nd valorem is tc 

be paid on imported footwear of any kind, and including slippers 

snndcls ::tnd goloshes and rubber soles, :1nd that ::1. duty of 12~ ·. 

nd valorem is to be p~id on nll infants shoes imported. This 

Act also removed the 3,u preference that was formerl~ Given to 

Grc..~t :Crit:J.in . 

'fh3 301u ad vnlcrem en all imported leather Ll1oes is 

ncthin~ new as this was already imposed by Act 23 of 1923. But 

it is to be observed from table l that ever since the intrcduct-

ion of tho 30~ . .1 duty on imported leather boots and shoes in 1923 

there has been a steady decline, except for miner fluctuations, 

in the annual vclume of imported footwenr of th'is nn turc. It ap­

pears therefore that al though the 30~ ad valcre~ duty ffiU Y hAve 

been enou:::;h to decrease the volume and vEtlue c f leather beets 

and sl1ces imported, the fi cures in t able 11 certainly do net 

shew any such effect which it may have had on the im~ortntiGn 

of slippers 9 canvas and rubber footvrenr. The duty cf 12~ lc.. -·icd 

on Infants shoes imported appears to be a· duty fcl' l)Urcl;:,r rc. ven­

ue purposes 9 as Infants shoes were not r:1anufactured in South 

Africc on any large scale at the time. 

Durinc this period, (1925-30) 9 althou.::.:~1 there was o. 

grc.dual decrease in the value and volume of lenthc:=P :Lootwenr 

imported from abroad, the South African manufncturcrs were ::;till 

clamourin.:.; for greater protection against the forei~'TI producer. 



-174--

"Unless the cheaper and cr1iddle class grades cf fcct,:.rc::-.r nrc 

shut cut by a hi[her protective tariff, it will aluays remain 

impcssiblc fer the South African manufacture to spc;cialise in 

a give~ direction, as the costs of securin[ special l~sts, 

knives, fittings, etc. fer the recurring fashionable styles 

could not be ~ntertained and would be impracticable from the 

business ~oint of view, net only en account of the expense in-

vclvcd, but because the demand would be inadequnte with the 

overseas ccmpetiticn."(l4) 

It appears that at this time a large quantity of very 

cheap footwear was being imported into the Union, f ootwear so 

cheap that it was impossible f or the Union manufacturers t o 

c cmpete. This cheap fcct·wear did net compete directly with the 

product of the South African manufacturers as they were net 

producing ~ny very cheap footwear. It did, hc~ev~r, rob tha 

heme manuf2cturers of their market indirectly as consumers nere 

now buyinc this cheap and n e t very durable f octwec.r ].n the pletce 

of the dur .:-tble and net very attractive South Africc..n produced 

footwear which was a little more exp-ensive . The Souti1 Afric~.n 

f c - ~ t··:c:. ... r industry was producinc by 1928 a men 's shoe of geed 

quality which could compete with the best impcr·ted shoes . It 

was specialisinf in these shoes and was not cn[nged i n the pre-

duction of cheap fancy shoes fer men. It did produce 2 cheaper 

shoe fer men, this shoe was, h owever, a utility shoe (Veld­

schcen) nnd not a shoe of a particularly attractive style . In 

connection with womens shoes the South African footwear industry 

was producing n medium grade shoe of geed quality. 11Spocialis-

in[ in the; manufacture of ladies shoes cf a e:cod me ditll11 gr£.de 

qunl i ty, ··:e have created c>. demand in excess of wha t \··e h3.ve b e en 
--------
(14)Scuth African Journal cf Industry and Tra de i-\ut; .l925 p.418. 
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able to supply. 11 
( 

15 ) 11 The changing character of the South Afri-

can beets and shoes manufacture is well illustrated b·y the fact 

that the industry asked in 1928 fer an incre as e in the duty en 

chee.pcr types of beets and shoes, pointing out that it could 

held its own in re~ard to medium and high grade footwear . The 

request was not erante·d. 11 ( 
16 ) The rna jor i ty of cheap footwear 

imported at this time came from Mess rs T. & .~;.Bata of Czecho-

Slovnlda. 

With the arrival of the 1st of April 1928 it was time 

for the first reduction to be made in the amount of protecti on 

the South African footwear industry was receivinG• The footwear 

manufacturers would, however, not hear of this reduction? and 

stated t11at their remarkable progress durin& the last years 

would not l1ave been possible without such protecti on as they 

were receiving . The Board of Trade and Industries was once again 

nsked to investit:ate into the position of the Sm.1.tb African 

footwear industry, and mRke a recommendati on . 

The Board found that the South Afric an footwear indus-

try was well organised and efficient and tha t it justified all 

protection that had been granted to it. '1The Board recommended 

therefcre that' section 13 of the Act, the provision for r educ ing 

the duty be repealed, and that the duty be stabi lised at 30/ 

ad valorem~n(l7) 

By 1930 the importation of cheap f ootwear had be come 

such a menace t o the South African footwear industry that the 

Board of Trade recommended t o the Government that a minimum 

duty of 3/6 pe r pair be levied en all mens 9 womens 2.nd childrens 

(15) u . G. 41 - 1927 pac e XXl. : 
(16)Scuth Afr ican J ournal of Economics . Dec.l935 ~ace 534 . 
(17) Indus trial and Commercial South .Africa Jtme 1928 pace 301 
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shoes imported. By Act 32 of 1930 the Government imposed a 

duty of 3/6 per pair on all imported womens shoes only. This 

new duty satisfied the main demand of the South African mru1u-

facturers as it was against the importation of cheap womens 

shoes that they rwre mainly compl aining . 

Observe that from 1923 to 1930 there have been fluctu-

ations in the t otal amount of customs duty collected on i mport ­

ed boots and shoes (table lV). But, although there have been 

thes e f l uctuations , there is not any big difference in the 

total amounts of customs duty collected on imported footwear 

in 1930 as co~pared with 1923 · The fact that these two figures 

are alrpos t the same does also show that less footwear Fas being 

imported in 1930 than was the case in 1923. 

By the end of 1929 there was talk among South African 

footwear manufacturers that a depression might be coming. It 

was however considered at this time, that the decline mi[~t be 

of short duration, and that the l evel of a ctivity would be 

ftllly restored r1i thin a few months. This was however not t:w 

case and by the end of 1930 the general level of activity in 

the South African footwear industry was considerably be lou t:1c 

l evel it was at the end tf 1929·(lB) The fact that money ~as 
becoming scarce viaS shown by the i ncreas ed demand for cheaper 

shoes, and a decrease in demand for all the higher priced r cot­

wear.(l9) 

Unfortunately figures showing the product ion of f oot';:enr 

in South Africa dt~inc the years 1931 and 1932 are n ot avail-

able as they v.rere never collected . But, the figures in t2.blc 1 

show that while in 1930 the importati on of mens, womens anc1 

(18) Industrial and Commercial South Africa. Jan . l931 p . 33 . 
( 19) Industrial and Commercial South Africa. ~.Iar .1931 p . 117. 



-177-

childrens leather boots and shoes amounted to 1,352,804 pairs 

va lued at £576,638, by 1932 the figures representing these 

imports had drcyped to 474,881 pairs valued at £147,720. This 

huge decrease in the volume and value of leather fcctwoar im-

ports is no dcuiJt to some extent due to the fact that in 1930 

a minimum duty cf 3/6 per pair was levied on all womens shoes 

importe d. But, t:1e fact that money was becoming scarce in 3cuth 

.Africa must certainl,y a.lso have influenced the volume and VG.luc 

cf imports considerably. 

Now exnrninc table 11 . Here it is seen that in 1930 

445,231 pairo cf slippers valued at £55,519 were imported, ~h ~le 

i n 1932 only 388 ,277 pairs valued at £30,289 were imported. As 

the duty en slipper:J imported was net changed by the Act in 

1930, this big decrease in the volume and value of s lippers itJ-

ported must almost entirely have been due to the o~cominr;· 

depression. Observe however, that the volume of Infants stces 

imported did not d3cline between these two dates. During 19:::>0 

404,686 pairs valued at £40,29L~ were imported while in 1932 

473,172 pairs valued at .'324, 046 came into the country. Cbs cr·vc 

in this case that there has been a very big change in the pr ice 

per pair. The importation of canvas and rubber footwear did ;1ot 

decrense immcdiatcl~r after 1930 . During this year the Uni c£1 

imported 2,441,137 pairs of canvc:ts and rubber shoes vr..lued :->.t 

£253 ,900. This lr..r~c importation cf cheap f ootwear cnused the 

South African foctwear tnanufacturers a great deal cf worry . D·ut, 

during the fcllowing year, the number of pairs of this ty:;,1c of 

footwear imported more than doubled, and 5,771,926 pairs valued 

a t £324,673 were im:!:)orted . Of this total 5,062,901 pairs vnluod 

at £217,558 came from Japan.( 2o) This huge importati on of cheap 

(20) Trade and ShippinG 1931, Annual 1, pnge 205. 
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footwear brougllt the South African manufacturers up in ~rr:1s 9 

as it created even more depressed conditions within the indus-

try. As a protest against the importation of such footwear, a 

mass meeting of faot' . .,car manufacturers was held in Pert ~li ~~a-

beth. 11 A t a mass :·,1cet ing of leather workers at Port :;:;;1 ize1.bcth 

the Government was requested to take ac tion agaj_nst Jc.pcmese 

importation, and. a petit i on to this effect is being extensive­
( 21\ 

ly signed. 11 1 

·,Vh ile t:'Je South African footwear industry was in 31.J.cl1 

a depressed st<1tc, it received another great shock. Grco.t :i'i:~: it -

a in went off the Gol d Staridard . This meant that the South 

African footwear r.mnuf'acturer was not nearly as well prote cted 

against Brit ish footvfear producers as he was while Great · 

Britain was still on the Gold Standard. 

The Government realising how serious the position of 

the South African footwear industry was , imposed a duty b~r i\ct 

27 of 1932 of 2/- per pair on imported canvas shoes vvi th ru~Jber 

soles, and by the same Act a duty of 3/6 per pair en i mported 

mens, youths and maids shoes . As a result of this Act, t able 11 

shows that in 1932 only 1,998,608 pairs of canvas and rubber 

shoes valued e.t .::84,937 were imported as c ompared ni th 

5,771,926 pairs valued at B324,673 in 1931. 

These new duties on imported footwear i mproved tl1c 

position of the South African footwear industry considerabl~ . 

However 9 the fa c t remained that the buying power of consu.11Cl"'S 

at the t ime was very low owing to the depression. The South 

Africo.n footwear industry thus c tL).l found that tradinG con-

ditlcns were very depressed~ That South Africa ':tas importing 

less footwear is also shown by t<1ble lV, which s h ows that 

(21) Industrial and Commercial South Afrtca. Aug 1931, P ·331 . 
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whereas the customs duty collected on fc,otweo.r amounted to 

£283,694 in 1930, the amount collected in this manner durin.F 

During the second half of 1932 while most South African 

industries were still finding the tr~de very depressed, the 

footwear industr? shewed signs of improvement. By the middle 

of 1933 the indv.2try was working at full pressure. It -..,yns su;_:;-

gested that the early recovery of the footwear industry as 

compared wi tll tl1e other industries of the country was duG tc 

two facts : (n) 'l'i.1e increas ·c 1·protection it has received. 

(b) The emplo;yment of very highly skilled labour which achieved 

a greater degree of efficiency than had previously been the 
( 22) case. 

Table 1 sbows that from 1932 to 1935 there was acain 

a steady increr.se in the volume and va lue of mens,womens nnd 

childrens leather sJ.wes imported. The total leather ~hoes tr:1-

pcrtrd in 1932 ~~s 502,598 pairs valued at £200,704 ~bile~ b~ 

1935, these fi[ures hG.d increased to 544,206 pairs vnlued .~~t 

£244,596. Not a very big increase but a steady one. The fi:::m·cs 

of table 11 also show an increase in the volume and vrtlue CJ~ 

slippers imported. In this case bowever, the increase is c cx-1 -

siderably larger t~an the one shewn by table 1. In 19]2 

388, 227 pairs of slippers valued at .~~30 9 289 were importe cl, 

while in 1935 410,899 pairs valuc<i at .842 ,929 came into the 

country. Observe ~lso the increase in the volume and va lue c~ 

Infants shoes im~;crted. In 1932 473,172 pairs valued at t:24 ~ 04S 

were imported wlJile in 1935 794,205 pairs valued at .Z52 ,809 

came from foreign proCucers. The only import figures that did 

not increase duri~e the period 1932 to 1935 were tbose reprc -
------------------------------------------··-----
(22) Industriel 2nd Commercial South Africa. May 1933 p.l57· 
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senting canva s and rubber shoes. The probable reason vv-hy these 

figures actually show a decrease in the val ue and volume import­

ed, is because a f ter the duty of 2/- per pair was levied by 

Act 27 of 1932~ a larce canvas fo otwear industry was stnrted 

in the Uni on . As a result of this industry the duty levied on 

imported canva s c:1 oes had to be continually revised. Thus i n 

1934 by Act 40 in place of the 2/- per pair duty, a maximum 

n nd minimum rc.te was instituted . The mc,ximum rate was 2/6 p:r 

pair and the minir:-mm rate 1/6 per pair. The minimum r8.te was 

levi ed on canvas fo otwear from Great Britain and the maxinn.1:n 

rate on canvr.~ s foot·J ear from all : tber countries . .As a result 

of this increased du ty t here w~re thus only 1,464,128 prirs 

valued at £81,627 imported in 1935 as compared with 1 9 629~616 

pairs valued a t 2S8,760 in 1932· 

The c ontent s cf t ables 1 and 11 thus show that, excc·lt­

ing for canvas and rubber footwear, there has been a cons ldc r­

able incr ease in the amount of footwear imported into the Uni on 

from 1932 . to 1935 · This fac t i s however not shown very cle8.rly 

by table lV as it shows that in 1932 the total amount of 

cust orne' duty collected on imported boots and shoes r:as -~130 , ~89 

while in 1935 this figure had only risen to £135 , 865. 

An examination of stat i stics represent i n g the product -·· 

ion of footweai' L1 South Africa, shows that the h ome rno.nufact ­

urers have also increased the ir production during these years 

( 1932-35). The volume of boots and shoes produced in Sout:1 

Africa during t:1iG period increased by about 50~~ abo:ve the: 19~,2 

figure, while the volume of slippers produced had incre:tscd b~·· 

nlrnos t 300~~ . 

Throu[ho~t the years 1932 t o 1935 the South Afric2n 

f ootwear induetr~' w:1s working at full pressure . hlcmufact\.;_:,··c:t"'S 
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felt howcver ~ t:12.t the volume of childrens s11oes imported •:·::~s 

teo grc;c..t and t>::-.t something ought to be done to increc.se t;1e 

volume of' childrcns shoes produced in South Africa. 11 It hno 

been estimated t~1c..t Gill the basis of tl1e volume of childrens 

shoes at present coming into the country from overscc.s 9 trnns-

ference of tbis r:1nr:::et to the Union's factories would rncnn 

scope for the c:m~'loyment of an eddi tional five hundred cpern­

tives of b e th sexes. 11 (
23) 

As recards the quality nnd type of shoes they wcre 

producine at th is time, it appears that the mens shoes were 

still of hiEh qunlity , which could be compared with the best 

imported shoes. There has , ho~ever, been a change in the pro-

duction of lc,dics s~1:Jes. Some factories were still produciD~~ 

the medium cr~de ~omens shoe, but several factories hc..d :one 

over t o the production of hieh crade shoes of the very latest 

fashion. li',Yi thcut except ion the boot fnctories in Port : . .:::1 lzc~-

beth ore workin: at full pressure, and particularly is this the 

case where the establishments specialise in the f 3shion fe et 

wear. At th is t in1e of the year Milady must be served wi tlJ t '1e 

very latest st~rlcs, and manufacturers have been concentrntiTl£~: 

on a variety vvhic:1 _will serve every need and fancy. 11 (
24) 

Towards t~e end of 1935 the Government appointed tbc 

Customs Tariff Commission. This commission had to enquire L1to, 

ndvise and report upon such mntters as : (a) The effect the 

customs tariff has bad up to the moment on the development of 

seccndqry ind\.J.Stries in the Union cf South Africa. (b) On r~1at 

:rounds protectio::: :1as been granted and whether it appear·:: 

advisable tc either mainta in, increRse or decrease the exist-

(23) Industrial and Commercial South Africa. April 1934 p . ll4. 
(24) Industria l m1d Ccmr.1ercial South Africa. Nov. l93l.J. ) . 3.53. 
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ing duties-. (c) I'he extent to w:1ic)\ it is possible to dN"i7 ._:1c 

distinction bct,-,ccn rcv:enue and protective duties. 11 (
25) 

The c cr.nission reported tl1at the South African f eet-

wear industry r:ith its high protection involves the c cmmu.nity 

in c onsid erable c s sts. It stated tha t as the industry was 

emplcyin[ all tl!e most up to dat e equipment 9 the hich protect--

icn which the c~mJi'ncturers reu1rd as essential , ruquircd :.:Jcr.!u 

cxplc:mation . It hc~"JCver found thnt a deeper investi[t.t i on L~to 

this matter r:ns bcyo·1d its powers and sucgested that e. c cnuic tee 

be r,ppointed t c investigate int o ( a ) The amount of prctccticn . 

(b) The level of rvagcs . (c) The interests of the c onsumers of 

its products \; ith particular reference to the relative ~age 

levels• (d) The efficiency of tbe different units and the 

des irabili ty cf maintaining protective rates to shield ineffic ­

ient units.< 26 ) 

In ccm:.ecticn with the duty imposed on importe d cc::1vns 

s bees the c cmr-:is s i cn sta. ted thr. t tb is duty was levied on sucb 

ir.1porta t ions in o:"'dcr t o protect the lewer priced leother chce 

a[ainst them 9 the duty ha d h owever failed in its purpose as 

such as it imDcdio.te ly go.vc rise t o the manufacture c,f cnnvn.s 

shoes in the Union . They considere d tha t this duty when uc cG 

o..s prctecticn for the Uni on canvas fc ot "."rear mo.nufactu.rci'S 

ago. inst fore i[n ~.!::mufa cturers v!as exces s ive 4 They the refer :.: 

recommended tbo t r. lower 11 specific duty of l/6 per po. ir ( 1.:i "c:1 

6d . per pnir fer t:1c United Kinr d om and Canada) would l)e 

o.dequate '·' ( 27 ) 

As a result of this recommendat i on by the commission 

-------------------------------------------------------------------
( 25l u.G. 5 - 1936 :9 ·5 "Report of: the Customs Tariff Conm i;:; s i Ci1 ~ 
( 26 It If II 'i_). 77 It II II II II " ( 27 " " II P · 77 tt " II II II 
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the Government lJy Act 25 of 1936 again revised the duty en 

imported canva s :L oot·.7ear. The new duty took the form of r;tL~. i­

mum9 intermediate and m.~ximum duties which were 6d·., 1/ - and 

1/6 respectively. The duty of 6d. per pair being levied ex-

cl us i vely on ca :;.1vas footwear imported from the United Kinr:-

dom and Cana da . 

Trade conditions throughout 1936 were good. The fi:· .. -

ures in table 111 show that considerably more boots and s:1ccs 

were produced durinc this year than 1935· Observe 9 however 9 

f rom the same table that there is a distinct decrease in t l:e 

v olume of slippers and canvas shoes produced in South j\fr• ica 

a t the time. I t mus t also be observed tha t the figures of 

t:.1ble 1 show an i n crease in the volume of leather shoes i r.1-y ort ­

edp while the f i :ur cs of table 11 als o reg ister an increase in 

t~1e volume of sli:ppers 9 Infants, canvas and rubber shoes 

i~ported i n 1~36 as c ompared with 1935· 

Early duroing 1937 the trade became slack and by Sep telJ1-

ber there was still no signs cf' impr ovement. "The state o:L t he 

trade in the boot and shoe manufacturing industry is still ~Jo.d 9 

and one authority expressed the view that it was pos sible t :1;.t 

there might not be a recovery till the end of the year. The 

j · t f f .L • short t l. me. 11 ( 
28 ) rna orl y o ac~ orles are on 

The fi _::ul"es in table 111 show that there h as beer~ c. 

slight decrease in tho n umber of b oots and shoes 9 slippcrE c ~1d 

canvas shoes pr odu ced in South Africa durinJ 1937· The fi~~rcs 

in table 1 9 h oweve r 9 ·sh ow that v1hile the re h a s been an in-

crease in tbe t o t a l value of lea tber f ootwear imported dm"'inr: 

1937 o.s co· ·1pared Yvi t h 19369 there has been a cons iderablc 

decrea se in the tot a l value imported 9 a decrease from ::::291 9 i.J-7 :; 

(28) Industria l and Commercial South Af rica. Sept.l937 :p. 272 . 
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to 2281 , 613· Nctc ,however, that table 11 shows a decrease tn 

both the volume and the value of slippers i mported durin~: 1S'37 

a s compared with 1936. Statistics representinG the importation 

of Infants shoes show a very definite increase in both t!1e 

vulue and the vclume of these shoes in 1937 as compared wi tJ.1 

past years. Statistics representine the value of i mported can-

vas and r ubbc;r shoes , show a decrease in 1937 as compared rri t:1 

1936 . This is rather surprising as it will be remembered t~o.t 

by .Act 25 of 1936 the duty on imported canvas shoes was actual-

ly reduced 1 which would lead one to expect a considerable 

increase in the fi~ures representing t he imports of this type 

of footv1ear . 

Trade conditions did not improve in 1938 as i t was 

ant i cipa t ed they \Vculd by the South .African footwear r.1anuf'::-~ct-

urers, but rern&ine d depressed throuchout the year . The local 

footwear manufacturers blamed this stute of affairs on t he 

large quantities of foot wear that were being imported . Gbscrvc 

however that the fic:ures in tables 1 nnd 11 s how that much 

less footwear W8.S being i mported in 1938 than was imported in 

1937· 

Condi tions however improved towards the bec i nning cf 

1939 · 11 The wheel of fortune has turned. Behind the foctvi.::,r 

i ndustry is c. year of depression 1 but ahead, for six mont:w 

at any rate, are good times. 11
(

29) Ficure s in table 111 nl:::;o 

indicate that ti.1:=re was a substantial increase in the proCuct -

ion of boots c.nd shoes and slippers and canvas s hoes i:1 Sontl1 

.Africa during 1939 . Observe hmvever, from tables 1 and 11 

that while there was an increase in the i mportation of Infants 

shoes and canvc.s and rubber shoes during this year , there vms 
- ----------·-- . ----- -··--------
(29) Industri~l ~nd Commercial South .Africa. Feb .l93~ p.51 . 
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a decrease in the importation of mens , womens and childrens 

leather shoes nnd slippers . 

By the time war was declar ed in September 1939 9 thC; 

South African fo otwear industry was producing mens shoes of 

nll types . I'hc.t is from the best quality shoe, which c cr·rp::tr2 d 

favourably with the .finest of the overse~s producers, do\~: to 

the cheap shoes of very poor g_uali ty. The ind\lstry howevu -· 

fo tmd that ns its c osts of productj_on were somewhat hj. c he :·. , 

larrrely due t o the i1i£:her wc.ges it was ~ayinz , than t !Je c c::.- ts 

of its forei cn co;·.1;}etitors , it c ould thus b est produce t~1e uOJ.'e 

expens ive shce o::. .::cod g_ual i ty . The est ablishments .-;peci "' 1 is-

ing in mens fcc.t 1.'C:J.r :1ave thus tended to specialise in the 

higher crade foc twear which is considerably more expensive 

them the poorei' qt'..:tli ty shoe , wh ich c ould be i mported . '.rhc 

S outh .African j:c.ot·;mt\r manufl:'cturers have also pr oduced clLal) 

shoee . The best knO\rn cheap s h oe it was producing and still iG . 

produc ing i s the veldschocn which , as has been said before, is 

a shoe which i s vary stronc and will l as t much lonr.er th:::n ·c11e 

cheap impor ted shoes . In connection with womens shces t he 

South African footwear industry was producing in 1939 shc22 cf 

all prices and qunli ties but, also here a s a result of t:x. Le 

high producticn c ~sts, they have specialised in the ~rcducti r n 

of h ic:h g_ual i ty choes of a very fnshi enable n a ture. I t ,.me ~; 

however b e stated thnt much of the very fine leather used ~-n 

the producti cn of. womens shoes has had to be impor ted . 'l'lL . 

wnr however, ct. used the typ c of womens shoe demanded b~r c c .. 1·-

sumers to chan e o considerably. Tile women now demanded a sJ . .-~)lC 

shoe which did n ot bave any elaborate design . (30) The s ~JOc;:J . 

demanded by tlic men did n ot underfo any change. Severo.l oi' t 11e 

(30) Shoes and Views . Oct-Dec . 1939 p.4. 
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footwear fnct crics that bad prpduced mens shoes took en ~ilit-

ary contracts and went ever to the production of footwear f or 

the armed forces. 

By the end of 1941 the war bad caused a considerable 

fall in the volume and value of footwear imported. It must 

also be remembered that shortl y after t.he outbreak of tbc · .. c.r 1 

the Government obta ined the power t o c ontrol all imports. Sc 

the imports may have decreased due to the Government 1 s usc ,-:, f 

tbis power. The South African foctwenr industry W'lS ver~r buGy 

ns it now bad the entire respcnsibility of s ntisfyinf: t11c ::-3cut h 

African consumer. 11 There is ever~r indication tb11t 1941 rct1.:.rno 

will close a t ne,·: hich levels of trc.din~ results in the f eet­

wear indus try. 11 
( ]l) As the war progressed tro.de rcmo.inod v er·J 

favouro.ble f er the South .African foct'llveo.r industry, but .'l2::0..u -

f acturers f otmd it more and mere difficul.t t c cbta in o.ll the 

m'::lterials tbe;y i'cq_uired. By 1943 the imports of fcctwcm" hct cl 

almost ceased c.lt ogether. 

It appears that throughout the war the South Africr~ 

footwear manu.f <" ctuPC:!rs did net find any di.fficulty in cbtainin~ 

a market fer their products . It is unfortmw.te however, t:K,t 

during the war yeo.rs they had to find it so difficult to -;;;r t)·-

duce the type of footwear in which they were specialisinE j ur::;t 

before the war. In the case of womens shoes and to o. much l ..: s o-

er extent in the case of mens shoes, they could net produce 

shoes during the w:1r eg_ual to these of pre-war quality ['Jld 

style becnuse some cf the very hi0h grade leather which tbly 

reg_uired fer such fo ot·~"!ear had to be imported from f c reie;n 

tanners? o.n ~:tcticn which was g_uitc impossible en a larc:e sco.. l c 

during the waP •. Another difficulty the manufacturers hc.cl t c 

(31) Shoes and Vi ews Gct.-Dec. 1941 p.20. 
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face was the sbortnge of ski l led labour, and of course at tJ.1e 

same time, there was the shortage of machinery, as a larce por-

tion of the pre-wcr stock had worn cut and could not be 

re:~laced owinB; to the diffi culty of cbtainine shipping spnce . 

In the f3ce of these difficulties the South African 

footwear manufacturers found many a day trying, but it appears 

that they emer~ed victorious as their products are t o- day 

i".·ecognised 3.mcn:::: the best footwear produced. The South .Africnn 

produced Army beet, it is said , was preferred by many All j_ed 

soldiers to the bocts produced in their own country . It nust, 

however, be reme~iliered that the South African footwear industry 

has achieved this high standard , partly because the war pre-

vented the forei :::n producer from sending his product to ti1c 

South African m3.rl\:et. Now that the war is over, what will be 

the effect of post - war competition on the South African manu-

fo.cturer? 

A committee of the Boar d of Industries and Trade hcna-

e d by Dr . Nor val \;as appcin ted to investigate into the mo.n1.1-

fo.cturing industries of the Union of South Africa . 

In connection with the protection the South African 

industr i es were receiving , the Board reported that it was sntis-

fied that the moderate prote c tion the industries were receivin: 

has been a distinct advantage to South Africa as it has brcu::tt 

about the expansion of the industries and had created em:9loy--

ment for worker-s within the Union . It therefore recommended 

that this policy of protection should be continued. ( 32) '_"fj_tJ1 

reference to the continued protection the Board is of the 

opinion that when m:1tters s -uch e.s the modern and up to date 

eq_uipment the industry uses, the careful selection of employees, 
----------------------------------------------------------------
(32) Board of Trade Report 2·82 p . l04. 
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and the efficiency with which South African industries are 

managed are considered~ then it appears that the South African 

industries are at a lesser disadvantage as compared with for­

ei~:n producers than is generally supposed. 

The Board is however aware of the fact that the 

South African industries have been placed at a great disadvan­

tage during the war as they have not been abl e to install new 

equipment, nor have they been able to build up reserves or make 

sufficient provision for depreciation. The Board therefore 

feels that an immediate reduction of tariffs would be very 

unwise. 

In connection with the post-war importation of foot­

wear, Dr. Norval, the chairman of the Board of Industries and 

Trade put forward a proposal that as from lst. July 1945 per­

mits be g r anted for the importation of footwear for one year 

on a basis of 25% of pre- war imports. Pre-war imports being 

defined as the average annual imports for the years 1939, 1940 

and 1941. Further he proposed t hat as from lst. July 1946 

permits be granted for one year for the importation of f oot wear 

eg_ui valent to so;~ of the annual pre-war average, and that as 

from lst. July 194 7 permits be granted on a b as is of 100~:~ . 

The footwear manufacturers' federation opposed t h is 

proposal. They re c:arded the lst. of January 194 7 11 as the 

earliest date f rom which any c r adual relaxation should 

commence. This period woult be needed to enable a djustment 

to take place between civilL:m demand and total available 

production, nny relaxation of import control durinc this 

period would ma£:;nify the di:J:'ficult ies of adjustment, and 

undermine the capacit~r cf the industry to cope with employment 



and re-employment 11 • (33) Their opposition was~ horyever, 

of no 2 vail ns i n December 19L+5 ~11 impor t control was 

removed~ and cmybody who VvEmted to import fcotwear could 

import as much of it e.s they c~ulu l8y hands on. It must, 

however, be re;-,lised that at t~liS time it was very difficu.lt 

t o obtain :L'cct\'.cear- 1'rom L:::u: .. 'ope <::.n<l America as there r1as a 

ereat shortage cf it in thoGe countries. 

During 1946 a larr::e nv.mber of footwear factories 

we re visited by the writer in Port Elizab eth and Johannes­

burr:. Interviews with the manufact urers proved that at the 

t i me they were not bcinc effected in the slightest by the 

vo l ume of imported footwear . Tc the question "How a r e you 

f'ind ing the market for your produc t " the answer in .s l most 

every case was, 11 '.Ve can se11 everytbing we make . ' ' Their 

ma i n problem at this time a~~ ~-=c~.red to be new b oot makiYl[ 

mach inei'Y ·i1icb some of thE:m 11:-.d ordered sever3l yE:srs b:-c~c. 

Th ey were 3lso findin[ dii'ficulty in obtainin£ Ctll the 

skil led labour they requ ired. 

The South African foot--·_ .J.r industry hns h ad to c qter 

for t h e whole of the South Al' :,·ican market ciurinc the war, o. 

job wh ich has been well done by them. Above all this t hey 

have exported footwe s r en a iairly large scale . It thuc 

ap pears t ' ~ at under the existin,e: tariff st r ucture, the 

fore i gn producer rtill meet 'rith considerable oppcsi tion 

f r om t he South Afric an foot~e ~ r indus t r y, i f he attempts 

to get a foothold on the South African market for his 

produ ct. It can be said .. : it:: confidence, that the import­

a t ion of footwear on a lar:e sc3le into the Union is a 

matter of the past fox• '.vhich t':lr.;re is no pl ace in the future. 

(33 ) Induetry ~nd Trade , Jul~r 1945, p.l82. 
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~10 u.G. 33 - 1931 II 38 
11 u.c-. . 31-1935 11 46 
~12 U.G. .31-~-1936 II 47 
13 U.G. 30-1937 II 46 

(14 u.a. 24-1938 II 46 
(15 U.G. 39-1939 II 46 
(16 u.G. 21- 1941 II 53 t 17 

U.G. 20-1945 It 75 
18 u.a. 2G-1946 II 69 
19 Stck..:: r. Ft.lcts and f i r,ures of South Africru1 foct·wear. 



(a) Boots and Shoes 

Mens .. 
Boys and Youths 
Womens 
Misses and children 
Bab~es and infants 
TOTAL 

APPENDIX 1. 

( l) Quant it~r an.d Value of Product. 

YJith l c.:..t i1er or fabric uppers . 
Pairs 1942 Dollars 

9 ,Ib"6-;b39 28-;721 ,411 
1,048,458 1 ,922,172 

12,609,226 26,863 9 084 
3,235 ,953 3,9344773 
1s757,078 1 ,333,060 

27,828,414 62,774 , 500 

Pairs 
9,415 ,538 
1,318,608 

12,583,093 
3, 17!.9,717 
2, 018,497 

28 , 506,453 

(b) Shoepac~s, larrigans and moccasins, (oil tan) 

].!ens 17,557 39,734 27,516 
Boys al1d Youths 4,991 8,045 8,936 
·,7omens 260 452 112 
Misses and Children 801 1,248 65 
Babies and I nfants 
Total 23,609 49,479 36,629 

(bb) Eoccasins, all ether . 

Mens 105,875 1G3,409 64,472 
Boys and Youths 21,564 19,395 19,915 
Womens 13,762 15,835 p ,526 
Misses and Children 10,631 7 9 706 10,473 
Babies and Infants 24,374 6,939 21,952 
Total 17-> ,205 213 ' 284 122,338 

Dollars. 
33,040,360 

2,572,782 
29;112,011 
L~ , 040 ,883 
1 .9 525 ,719 

70 }297,755 

65,957 
13,491 

263 
58 

79 ,769 

93,572 
19,119 
5,409 
6 ,952 
6 ,227 

1] 1, 279 

i 
I-' 
~ 
'-..-.! 

I 



.8pp :_~ ~~bl~l ( C ont d.) 

(c) FootY:ear of all lcL 1c-:.s "lith felt uppers . 

!.I ens 2:>132~450 637~870 408~201 
Boys and Youths 32,591 44,809 42,266 
Womens 213,185 191,005 184,171 
Misses and children 115 ,~.29 77P733 74,558 
Babies & infants 0,459 7 ,592 7,640 
Total 750,115 959,009 716,836 

(d) Slippers of le .- t:~er or any other material, including Indi ra 

~~ens 534,517 593,461 502,255 
Boys and Youths 150,491 94,867 103,44L!. 
Women::: 2, 875,112 2,105,557 3,079,552 
HiEses c. children 601 ,806 316,024 765,333 
Babies 0-: in_:fants 126 ,019 60,275 94,781 
Total 4,288,045 3,170,184 4,545,365 

TOT.AL FOOTTEAR 
MENs--···--- 10 ~207,188 30,155 ,885 10,417,982 
BOYS c~ YCJUTHS 1' 258 9 095 2,089,288 1,493,169 
-,7Cl'.IENS 15,711 ~546 29,175,933 15,852,454 
LIIS3ES & CHILDR ~N 3,9G5,G30 4,337,484 4,021,146 
BABIES & INFAN·rs 1,923,930 1,407 ,866 2,142 5 870 

TOTAL 33,066 ,339 67,166,456 33,927,621 

097 ,739 
59,690 

194,316 
71,833 
9,068 

1,032,646 

:::: 1i ~'J~Jers . 

545,726 
59,736 

2,4 29 9 719 
~-07 , 071 I 

f-l 

51,479 '..0 
+::--

3 , 603,731 i 

3L+,54J ,354 
2, 734,8.18 

31,741,718 
4,532,797 
1 ,5927493 

75?145;180 
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h.E.:._C.l~g_i,.~. 1..!. ~~bl~_J):..~ 

Power equipment used. 

Steam 
Hydraulic Turbines 
Electric Motors 
Boiler s 

4 Engines 
2 " 

'285 
325 

7736 
2957 

Horse Power 
" " 11 II 11 

II II 11 

Table 111 
Cl a s sification of Ee t . ·a·c·c-ording to No. of e mployees ,1943· 

Less than 50 
Est. 104 

5 0-LOO emp. 
57 

100-150 emp . 
25 

over 150 emp. 
36 

T.AB LE lV 
Classificati on of Eet. according to value of products,l943· 

Less than 100,000 but 200,000 but 500,000 but 
100,000 under 200,000 under 500,000 under 700,000 

74 37 63 17 

TA:JLE V 
Cla sification accor ding·:rovalue of Capital,l943 · 

700,000 
& ·over 

31 

Less than 50,000 but 100, 000 but 200~000 but 400,000 
50,00C under 100,000 under 200,000 under 400,000 & over 

86 41 38 32 25 

Quantity c. n.d Value of Production 1943 

Mens 10,411 9932 Pairs 34,543s354 Dollar s 
Boys 1,230,961 If 2,309,697 II 

Youths 218,156 " )63,361 11 

Little Gents 44,052 11 61,760 " 
Womens & Girls 15 ,852,454 " 31 , 741,718 II 

Misses 2,211~735 " 2,582,408 II 

Children 1,009 ,411 " 1,950,389 " 
Babies & Infants 2 142 870 II -1...t.2.~.J±22 

ll 
-!:::..1.- .... ;.1. ___ 

TOT.AL 33,927,621 75,145,180 " - --- ·~ .... ·-- -- --
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2 . Nu~Jer of Pairs of Leather Footwear and Average Price 

per pair. 

Year 
1924 
1925 
1926 
1927 
1928 
1929 
1930 
1931 
1932 
1933 
1934 
1935 
1936 
1937 
1938, 
1939 
194C 
1941 
19l.t-2 
1943 

Price per Pa ir (dollars) 
2.36 
2.30 
2. 30 
2.29 
2-39 
2.36 
2.28 
2. 00 
1.75 
1.61 
1.61 
1.61 
1.62 
1.68 
1. 68 
1.64 
1. 77 
1.80 
2.03 
2. 21 

T~\.}L).!l Vlll ... _, _ ..... ... -··-· ... ----
3 Principal Stutisticc of the 

No. Capital No . 
Year.Est . Invested. Eml:;lo;)rees 
1925 188 30,863,482 13,792 
1926 186 31,325,331 15,010 
1927 191 31,921,002 15,433 
1928 199 31,433 : 028 15 ,505 
1929 191 31,028,229 15,563 
1930 179 28,162,582 13,922 
1931 184 25,844' 168 ll.t-' 150 
1932 191 22,024,801 13,728 
1933 205 22,963,783 14 ~526 
1934 211 22,709,588 14,868 
1935 .217 24,313,445 15,930 
1936 219 25,318,549 1D,961 
1937 221 27,374,704 16; 773 
1938 213 25,328 , 677 15:932 
1939 222 30,258,048 16 , 957 
1940 217 29,517,070 17,149 
1941 210 34,243,680 1C, G41 
1942 221 35 ~877,425 19,113 
1943 222 34,873,991 1G_G65 

Leather Footwear Industry,Canac1cJ. , 
Salaries Cost of Value of 
& Wages Mat.used Product ion 
13,088,954 20 ,486,473 40,022 ,515 
14,726,763 24,091,923 46,096,16~ 
14,927 9 8Lt.4 24' 566 ,423 1.~7 J 372 s :>49 
14,982,608 26,383,043 50,018 ;002 
15,031,101 25,510,731 48,627 ;590 
12,858 ,062 20,521,726 40,478, 911 
12 ,340,283 17,949,804 36,625,56.'3 
11,156,856 15,753,021 32,242 ,415 
10,509,461 16,347 , 068 32 ,29l , J~ 2 
10,571 , 099 17 ,.021 ;115 32,305 ,637 
11,742,871 19 ,431,799 35,989, ~12 
11 ;622,002 18,889,035 35,5/.~3 _.1:!.5 
13,026 ,642 22,295 ,40L~ 41,088, 71) 
12 ,396,670 19,054 ~ 739 37 ;194.770 
13,467,293 21,528,236 40,925 ~513 
13,958 ,753 24,613,366 45,767,912 
17 )687 , 326 32,201,024 57,053,251 
19,846,642 ~0,153,136 67,648, ~7~ 
21 ,677 ;798 42 ,648,779 75,583 ,954 

All the statictics c1· -~;~,c f orerurming pages were taken from 
a bulletin of nDeportm ::t of Trade and Ccmt.1erce Dominion 
Bureau of' Statistics ~ C·<·.ta·:.'a - Canada ." 
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Particulars 
vailie-of-productL 

(gross output) 
Cost of materials. 
fuel 1 electricit~. 
Amount paid out t or 
work ,riven out. 
Net output 
Average No . of 

persons em:Jloycd 

±.~£!=E 1 

~ZL~G ,180, 000 

~1,292 , 000 

51,000 
18,837,000 

Net output per pcrGon 
employed 

116,567 

162 
750 
808 

No. of returnc 
No . of establi:::.llments 

Pa,::e 439, Part 1 ~· Tuble lA. 

Size of Est. 
Av . No . emp. Ect . 

Gross 
output 

12..22 __ 

!237,012~000 £38,07),000 

19,904,000 20,668,000 

42,000 63,000 
17 )065,000 17 ,342 , 000 

112 , 637 113 '92:':· 

152 152 

Net 
output 

Number ne·i; 
emp1 oyed ou tpu.t 

11- 24 
pe i"' o:~:Jq .. :::. 

1:.o £l ,004,ooo £448,ooo 2~481 £1~7 
25-49 
5C-99 
lC0-199 
2CC- 299 
JCG-399 
4CC-499 
500-749 
750-1000 
1000 & over 

Total 

Table 11 . 
Part 1; P ·440 

lL!-5 ..:1,802,000 £827,000 5,641 .'n 1~ 7 
193 ~4,040,000 £2,132 . 000 13,762 £135 
147 £6,990,000 £3,232,000 20,793 £155 

G4 £5,035,000 ~2 . 340,000 15 :319 £153 
35 ~~ ,205,000 £1,990,000 11,759 £1CS 
19 3,106,000 1,445;000 8,441 ~171 
22 4~737,000 2, 177 ~ 000 13 ~030 £1~7 
9 2,693,000 1,343~000 7,669 £17] 

... .1.4. _ .. _5._,_(§.~Qp0 ----~-'-~.6_2.?_.QOO ____11~1~------~~C_2 . 

Show .iDKJ~t~!'-f)_: .. ~ . .9LP a ~_!:g_p r o cll:ls; .. ~~-~~Q . ...Y.a.l u e -
_c_~!'.-~?--~_!}~an~f~~!~F-~~!?_Pnl.~ · 

Year Men 1 s Women's Children B ~ s. Totc>l 

1935 £30,91 2 ,000 D4 .:; , 728 ~ 000 30~384,000 23,964,000 131 c.r- : · rcc ,..,~ v ..... ;:· .... 

193 £12,95l,OCG 1~~ ,526 ~ ooc 4,913,000 3,187,000 37 ;577.CCO 

Page 442 Table lV. 



192- . 

~ABbE l~ (1935 Figures .) 

Ki. :r}Q. _.Qf __ q~t.I2~!.. 

Boots & Shoes ( mens) 

Yout' •s 2.: Boys 
Girle: & ma i ds 
Infants 
Tot r l :JL-:3 . of lc~ t · cr 
~ 3 L.::3. ot11er m:ttcri ,l 
r~ouse 3. & 3liy~C: l""'G 
·rot a l B .c· : 8 · t~ 3li2l~":Jers 

QuaD!1.!Y: 

30 ?912,000 
46y728,000 

8,208 ?000 
13,500,000 
9,06 0,00(' 

1 08 ' 1 08 '000 
5,91 6y00C 

l C ,564, ooc 
132 ,468,000 

£12 , 951,000 
16,526,000 
1,712 , 000 
2,386 ,000 

828,000 
£34,403,000 

997,000 
£2 ,219 ,000 

£37 , 619,000 

T:1 c.re ere certn. L1 i terns included in t :J i s table wb i ch ,_. rc 
not included i L Table 1, and vice versa. 

P . ~.43, Tab l e V<. . 

·TABLE V. 
~-------

Kind 

~~terials used - sole l eather £4 , 376, GOO 
II 11 soles 117,000 
II II ~eels 104,000 

Unclassified 
Rubber soles 

11 heels 
Unclassified 
Upper l eath er 

II II 

II II 

II II 

- Gl :- ce kid 
Pa t ent 
Box ~..~ 

·ill o'7 calf 
Ot her ·· 

Fuel & Electricity , Coal 
" 11 C ol:e 

23,000 
146 ,000 
74, 000 
77,000 

£1,747,000 
556,000 

£3,170~ COO 
£ 2,489, 000 

34, 000 
25 '000 
l l , OOC 11 IIeavy Fuel 

II 11 Purchased 
electrici ty 

All other ma t erials ~ fuel 
1 82 ,000 

122~ 

£3' 7/JLJ. ' ooc 
134? 000 

73,000 
37,000 

169,000 
66,000 

125, 000 
£1 ,406,000 

604,000 

£2 , 654 ~ 000 
£2,477 ~ 0CC 

£8,415,000 

pure}";:- c cd £8 1 61 . 000. 
__ J... _ ___ ·-- 1 ... ·- •. --·-- - - - ---------

Tota l £21 '292 ' 000 219)904,000 



AV C.:c'"' :>. :.e numoe.r employed i n 1935 and 1934· 

l'iales £~males Total --- -- · ~--- ---

Under All Under All U"nL.cl' .All 
Pers QD.?._ ___ _?J!)l21oy_ed 18 aees 18 Ages 1C Ac es 

Operat i ves 1935 9961 61,075 11,480 47,574 21 ,Lj-41 108 ,649 
( r:.ve r CJ,:e) 193l~ 9409 5S',610 10,038 45,346 1S ) .r-47 104, 956 
Administrattve 1935 285 L~,565 747 3,353 1 ; 032 7,681 
:2ecl: . ....;; Cl erical st · :ff 1934 17Lr. }_~ ,532 624 3 , lL~9 79:__ 7 ,681 

Total- 1935 10,246 65,640 12,227 50 , 927 22,473 1 16~567 
1934 9,583 64,142 10 ,6G 2 46 ,495 20,245 112, 637 



Tl\~)LE Vll 
Cutput fc:...·· Gale cf certain-principal products (192L~--1935) 
(other t~?n slippers or hou~ e s~oes) . 

I.:E1TS 
wifE soles of leather 

H rulJlJer 

Unclassified 

Total !JElJS 

YCU'l':.=s ~ 1J OYS 

GIRLS (...~ : ;1\IDS 

Il~FANTS 

MENS, "i/OliiE1:r8, CHILDR=:N 
(Unclassified) 
TOTAL BOOTS & SHOES 
OF LEATHER 
B.& s.of other mat. 
not rulJlJer 
Slippers & Hous e s. 
Not rubber 
BOOTS & SE OJ:S 
Unclassified 
TOTAL B.cS .& SLIPPERS 
(OTHER 'rH.A~T RUJBER) 

Part 1, p.4~-5-

1924 
24,3849000 

£159339,00(; 
650,000 

..8565,000 

25,044~000 
;·:as , 904, ooo 

.)2 , G52,0CG 
.~17 ,989,000 

9;288,000 
.0]? 10.)? 000 

9 ,708,000 
2,878,000 
9,120,000 

£1,273,000 

85,8129000 
£41,147,000 

12 ,501-t 9 000 
-"32 9 203? 000 
14,292, 000 
..S2 ,024 ,000 

1, 5 .. ~o ooc· -·y 9 ,_~ ' , 

Dl,558,000 
117,168,000 
; -~l.J.J? 932 9 000 

1930 
21~672,000 

£12,363,000 
2,760,000 

£ 1,869,000 
1,980 9 CCO 
1 ,177,000 

27,Cl2 , COO 
£15 ,~.09 ; 000 
36 , 92~;CCC 

£17,238,000 
C., 760,00C 

£2,456,000 
12,300,000 
.S2 , 898 , 000 
8,868,000 

£1,024,0CO 
l,9G8,ooo 
£605,000 

1933 
24,060,000 

£10,922 , 00C 
- 4, 752,000 
£1,613,000 

28,812,000 
.-812,535~000 
43,344,000 

£15,476,000 
7 ,16~.,ooc 

£1,7179000 
13,644,00C 
~22 9 300 9 000 
7,788,000 
£755,000 

95,992,000 101,352,000 
£39,630,000 £32,783,000 
13,620,000 11,172,000 

1,135,000 £931,000 
17,460,000 19,188,000 
£2,1579000 £2,250,000 

119,220,000 125,172,000 
£42,922,000 £35,964,000 

1934 
23,520,0CO 

£10 ?~-25 'oc 0 
4,560,000 

.21 ,5 20; 000 

28 , 080, C•CO 
:-::1 ::.. ) 91~-5 ; CCC 

L+2,33G, COO 
"315) 075, ceo 

7,29S,ooo 
£1; -~ 12' occ 
12 ' 6lJ.J ' 000 
.~2 9 213 ,· oco 
3,232,000 
2795,000 

98,592,000 
B31,640,00C 
11,220,000 

.:2935 J 000 
20 '30~. ~ 000 
.S2 / !-11 , 000 

1935 
26,220,000 PAIRS 

£11,425,000 
4,692,000 PAIRS 

£1,526,000 

30,912,000 PAIRS 
£12 9 951,000 
46,728,000 PAIRS 

£16,526,000 
8,208,000 PAIRS 

£1,712,000 
13,500,000 PAIRS 
£2 , 386,000 

9,060,000 PAIRS 
£828,000 

108,108,000 PAIRS 
£34,403,000 
11,764,000 PAIRS 

£997,000 
18,564, 000 PAIRS 
£2,219,000 

124~3G8,000 132,468,000 pa i rs 
£34,98~,000 £37,619,000 

I 
[\) 

0 
0 
I 
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TJ\!JLE Vlll 
_...._._ ... -------

Average Number employee.!. l92L~-35 

YEAR 

1924 
1930 
1933 
1934 
1935 

OPERATIVES 

121,331 
lOG, 261 
106,230 
104,956 
108~ 649 

AOLII iH STRNr IVE 
TEC:IJUCAL & 
CT·~~RICAL STAFF 

9,169 
8,191 
7,690 
7,681 
7 9 ~)18 

TOTAL 
(excluding out­

workers) 

130,500 
11~,452 
113,926 
112,637 
116,567 

Tl'le 1921-t- fi ::urcs inch:fc ::~ i.rt.lS mainly enza~ed in r epair 
.,_ ,ork. 

Al l the a·· ;ove statistic :.. '·,rr; from the nFinal Report on tbe 
2-:'i:ft;1 Cens us of Pro(i.uc t io;.1. <:: Import :&u ties Act EnQuiry, 193.) 11 

TA:JL,J lX -· ·~ . ... _ .... ... ... 

The follm'ling ~re the j.:_,_~.tcos of the numbel" 3 employed. 

( ./age .:~ Salar~· cmploJrce :: Ll the Boot 6: Shoe Industry), 

Takin£ 1929 as bsse yc~r ·1itb i ndex 100. 

1929 1930 1931 1932 193~ 
100 94 -2 91·9 105.4 

1939 
103.7 

1934 
96. 

1936 
lOC.8 

1937 
104.4 

l 93b 
94.6 

Year book of labour stctis tics 1942, p.46 (International 
~abour Office) 

I 



.A PPE>DIX 111 U.S. A. ;202 . 
E2 o t n ~ a~~: )~-~~s_lF~=2L~ ,] e Jl~§ • A .__( 19.22 f i_g~re s )_ -

T~ ~r.:::;: 1. 

Total employed 244,146 , ( 134,694 m. & 109 ~452 fe.) 
Salari ed officer s 154S ( 14 7 0 m. & 79 fe . ; 
Manufa cturing 238 11 69 ( 130, 2L~O m. & 107,929 · fe .) 
Distribut ion 4,18S' ~ 27LO m. & l l•l-t2 fe.} 
Construc tion 195 
All otber L1l~ ( L~2 m. & 2 fe. ) 

Total employed, 238,169 (130,240m. & 
107 ]929 ) 

0 _. l;.,ried Pers cnG' r.ianat:erc ,5561 
(5159m. & 402fe .) 

Cl c l ':\:s 6978 ( ll73m. c; 5805 fe .) 
·_-,- ·c e ear ners, 225,63 0 ( 1 23 7 908m. & 

101,722 fe .) 
Vol . l p ~~es 76 & 77 - · __ _.. ... ... - ···- ..::...- --~- --·- ··· -- ·- - - ·- .. .. .. .... ...... ·-·-··---- - -· .... _ .... -- .. ·- ·- ---· · .. -·- ----·- .. ·-- --·· .. 

Grand tota l cf ·.,ra~es :':.lc~ ._ .} l .:: ric s 
dalari~~ o~ficers 
Ii~ anu1' a c -~ Fr i i'l£.3 

Distr ibt:t i o·.1 
Construct i. on 

c·tbcrc 

earned ~ doll r.rr~ 
II 

tl 

tl 

11 

11 

hl~nu£~9.1ID'in2 - ZG~;474,997 dollars. 
~.:ana:ers - 13 r 020' 690 dollars 
Clc l"'ks 6,7969778 11 

·,'i.:lg-:J earners 183 , 657 , 529 i l 

Vol. 1 Page 90 

~.::;,BLE 111 

No. of Ec t. empl c~- i ::._ r~ ::. certain number of n age earnerG . 

Total No uage 1 - 5 S- 20 21 - 50 101- 250 
Es t. ec:.rners ·v. :;. ·,; .:r;. ·./.E . ·v.E. 
1070 4 63 120 148 278 

251-500 
~.E . 
204 

lGGl - 2500 2500 & 
·7 . J~ . above -.. v .E . 

. -- .. 1.1." - ------ - ---------
1' 1 

501- lOOC 
,"I .E. 

95 

:!9) _ _. __ )-_ -~~_g~ .1:27 _ ____ - .. . . - .. - -------------- ---- ------------------------------- . 
T"\DL:C 1 V 

I~o . of Est . ·.t it~~ total :r=:.o(ft.-ic"ts-valued at (ou tput for ye ar) 
1:o . of 50CO 20 9 COO 50~ COO 1 00 ,000 250 9 GC-0 500 ~GOO 1 9 000 9 000 
Es t . to to t c to to to to 

19,999 49,999 99 ,S'99 - 249?999 499 ~ 999 9999999 2,499s9~9 
1 07 0 89 90 lGl 1 61 179 205 197 

£t2Q.Q.2. 9.9.2 __ ~.2 .. -~ ~-2 ~-S! . .? .. 9..S --~ 
LJ-4 

Vol.l P ace 186 

5,000?000 
{,.; over _ _ 4 __ _ 



T.rl5LE V. 
-:f<:.;.!.e earners ( averat:c Ct for tl1e ;year) i n eL t . ··· it:1 :;_Jroducts value d at 

Total~ 5,GOG 20, 000 50,0CO 100, 000 250,GOO 500 , 000 
to to to to to to 

19,999 49 ~999 99,~~9 
21C,028 506 1,231 29 --·~ 

249,999 499,999 ~99,999 
19,204 22,710 48 ,497 

Vol.l Page 186 

Vol . l ? Page 29. 

Totrl 
Value 
Ve.lue 

: r 

value of product . 
added by manufacture 
of materials & supplies 
of Fuel 
of Electricity 
of Contract ·7ork 

TABLE Vll 

l , OOO, OCC 
to 

2,499;999 
89 ,1.)1 

2 ,5GO, C:CO 
t o 

4,999 ;999 
3G 9 51+3 

734 , 673,111 
346 , 234 ,00~ 
383,343,831 

1,246,180 
2,765!) 678 
1, 083,413 

lLOll ar s 
11 

· f::.c~s paid in est . '"'i t :1 products valued at 

Total $ 59 0('0 20,000 50 , COO 100, 000 250,0LO 500,000 1,000,000 2,5CC,OOO 
paid t o to to to to to to to 

19 ,999 49,999 99 ~ 999 2491999 499,999 999,999 2,499,999 4,9S9,999 
1[3~557,5 29 858,987 7,581,362 38,599 ~ 911 3~- , 203 9 5CS 

280,813 2,CS2,812 17,820,467 76,254,7f37 

Vo1 .1 Page 198 

5,000,000 
& over 

6241 

5 ,000,000 
over 

5,981,882 

& 

I 
[\) 

0 
"-'-~ 
i 



Value of prod~cts ma de i n est. wi th products valued nt ~ 

Tot al value of 
groC:ucts msde 
~os-; cc6.To-- -·· .. .... _____ Ti4.J_§13.., __ l):J _dQ_:tt§~~----------

19,999 953 ,511 11 

$ 20,00( to 
49,999 3, 078, 766 II 

$50,000 t o 
99 , 999 7,330' 292 II 

100,00G to 
2~-9 ;999 27,423,5.)3 II 

250,00C to 
499,99~ 66,964,322 II 

500,000 to 
999,995) 150 ' 621 '049 11 

l,OGO,OCO t o 
2 ,499 , 999 309,109 9 723 11 

2 , 500,000 to 
4, 999,999 141,854,120 n 

5,000,000 
& over 27,337,695 II 

Vol. 1 Page2 19G and 210. 

TA~~E lX 

Value aC.r1ed 11y manufacturers in est .wi th products 
valued at : 

Total value aeded 
;65,000 to l S' p999 
20, CC C• to 49 sS'S9 
50,CCO to 99,999 
100,000 to 24~ ,999 
250,0(.0 to 499,999 
500,000 t o 999,999 
1,ooc,ooo to 2,l!-SJ9 ,999 
2 ,5007000 to 4,999 .999 
5,0cO,OOG & over 

Vol.l Page 210 

346 '234 9 009 dollars 
490,029 ll 

1~542 ,715 II 

3 , 6149063 11 

13 ,078,593 II 

31,140,905 II 

71 ,90~.,257 II 

146 ,437, 104 I I 

64,369 :444 :1 

13,648,899 11 

~AP_~~--~ - EQo~!f.~~--lD:.~~s j;ry __ 19.22._ 

number of est <..blishments 
··ifage Er rners 
·.va[es i n dol l ~ r3 
Cos t of m.::1tc1·ial suppl ies, fuel 7 purchased 

electric . <-; contract 'Nork, 
Value of products · 
Value addeC. b~r r.wnui'acture 



TABLE X1 ----
Number of footwear eEt ablishments in U.s .A. 

Year 1939 1937 1935 1933 1931 1929 1927 1925 1923 1921 1919 191L~ 19C9 1904 1899 
ro . 1070 1080 1024 1132 1156 1341 1357 1460 1606 1505 1449 1355 13L~3 1316 1599 
Volume 11 Page 48 

Year ·Ja[ es :paid 
1939 183 ~557 , 829 
1937 191,305,407 
1S35 172 ,348,507 
1933 142 , 054,152 
19:51 1 ~.j ' 271' 281 
1929 222,407,732 
1927 225,090,242 
1925 225,787,981 
1923 250,345,922 
1921 204,954,095 
1919 210 ,734~ 610 
1914 105 .9695,404 
1909 92 ,359,152 
1904 69,059,680 
1899 58 .440 ,883 

Volume 11 P2[ e 48 

He. c.:: ·"·ace 
21C ,C28 
215 433 
202,113 
19C .914 
181,374 
205~640 
203,110 
20.6,992 
225 9 216 
133,502 
211 , C49 
191 ;555 
1C:5, 116 
l LJ-9 9 ~21.!-
141~ 2>30 

emp . 

T""-iJLE X1 1 -------
Value cr products 

734,673?111 
768 ,327,303 
6L!-3 ,872 ,470 
553,425,166 
653,879,746 
965, 922, 694 
944,714,463 
925,383,422 

1,000,078 ,022 
867,475,896 

1,155,041,436 
501,760,458 
442,630,726 
320 ,107,45e 
258,969 ~580 

Value r. c":c~ed by manufacture 
3L~6 , 2]4, 009 
352 , G21,896 
31C,C7);498 
207,122 ; 023 
316 s 252,274 
45C ,GG7 ,448 
450}161,447 
4L~3, 751 ,L~58 
472? :::. 21 ) 154 
389? OL~.J , 451 
439 ~ 772,121 
191 ,4C'3 , 872 
165,1.:3 2:983 
122;743;953 
90;336,926 

I 
1\) 
0 
\Jl 

! 



'l'.t\BLE Xlll 

B Q_ct~--- __ E!J'-_c__ r: _: .-_o_e __ o _ r:~.n~ __ _g_t J::l.~£ .. _f o_Qt _: ~ c_ ~£-·_ 

No . of p2i~c . Value (dollars) 
1S39 435 , 285 ,125 732,807,874 

1937 

The above t ab le i .. '.:1:::c.:e up of t he f oll o·:o~ing types , bot:1 
t heir value ar..c:, t: ·e nuti1ber of pa irL. 

Type 

Uens dress 

l':eno 'Jlor k 

Yout11 s C.: :Scys 

Yc :.r 

1939 
192a 

1939 
19J7 

1939 
1 C) ~· 7 _, :_) 

No. of pa irs 

76 ,636,981 
76,190,883 

28,124,981 
27,938)> 190 

17,316,169 
19~126,985 

: .. is :... es .:: Cbild:L·enl939 4G,o~n ,283 
l~J7 43,382,107 

'."'/·.~:mens 19=~9 168,776,620 
1~~7 150,899,569 

Athletic 19~9 
19)7 

P2rt l eGther ~ l9 j9 
fabric l~)J7 

Can vas e tc. 19~';9 

19.:J7 

Leat~c r Slippe rsl939 
1S'.:J7 

Part l eather ; 1939 
felt, etc. 19J7 

Beac~ sandals 1939 
1937 

Other foctw 0a r 1939 
1937 

4,144,194 
2 ,647 ~862 

7,558 -481 
14,558 , 785 

5 ,760,232 
8,073,378 

15,339,027 
13)>918,383 

34,323,547 
379801,877 

4,860,788 
5? 206 '052 

Y21.~J:l:..L~§T_t_~_l __ 7_ P~-~~- .5..2 · 

(~~t~~rs) 
182,166,659 
196 ,887,572 

48,553,025 
54 ' 097 9 048 

24,778 ,307 
29,775,237 

50 , 290,097 
5C,071 ,789 

335,126,882 
319 ,654,829 

17 ,649 9 709 
17,600, 253 

8,890 ,40j 
7,346 ,065 

16,293,291 
34,416,u~n 

8,107)005 
15, 158 902C 

15,227, 221 
14,348,672 

19,516,692 
19, 780 ~ 944 

3, 631,692 
3 ,745 ,560 

1 9585,054 
2,529,285 

The total ~- lue of beth th eo e years i ncluded a 

cr:rt a in arnount - -- ic~j W8 S actually t~:e mone y value of 

leQ:g in?.s and putties manufactured . This · amount bas 



2C7. 

tl1us to be subt:...' c .: .. d :!:'rom tbe final fi,::ure before ·:;e ce t 

t1~e actual val l'.'~ ~·:: :;::i. l the footwe ar manufactured. 1 ~ote 

the followi~ cnlcu1 et t ion. 

Total value (inc~_ul" ii1L value of legginrs ~ putties, e tc.) 

1222 

732,807,874 

illl 
766,616,291 

Less value of 
Leggings, putties 

End of U.S . A. St ~tistics. 
( All St a tistics :::' r om Vol umes 1 and 2 of Sixteenth Census 

of t 11 e U • S • A • ) 

In the 1; . . , J\. t !··e indices of the numbers e mployed. 

in tll e Boot anc: .'J':oc Industrie s ··;as as follo\/s . Tak il!~ 

1929 as baGe -~/f::<· J.· ·,rit . index ho . lGC, \le ar1.- ive at tbe 

follO':.r ine f i [m: c;.. . 

1929 193U 1931 1932 1933 1934 1935 1936 1937 

lGO 93·3 38 . 2 C.7 . 1+ 92 ·9 98.2 98.3 99 . 6 104.9 

1940 1941 

9] . 6 98 . 3 

99 99·7 

Year book of l aoour statistics 1942, Page 42 (Internati cn ~ 
l abour office) . 



.APPEl,TDIX 1 V - ·------
Data f er Point B, Chapter 111 (Net output :..,--:c:r employee) 

TABLE 1. 

Britain ---Number of Value added by Net eutput per 
empl oyees. manufacture employee 

Year 
10"l:7 
J ~../ 113,926 Dl7,342 , 000 .(', h '1 ... ..J_,._,_ 

1934 112,637 .Sl 7 , 06 6 , 000 £152 
1~35 116,567 ~18 9 837, OOC· £162 

u.s •.l'i. ·I'ABLE 11 - --··--- Numbr::-r of Value added by - --------Output Output '7 a.:_ e per per I Year employees manufacture . YTa.ge emp . employee I\) 

0 1899 141,830 9C,336,926 dollars 637·2 dollars 5 .. 2 dollars (') 

19C4 149,924 122,743,963 ~ j 818 .3 I! 7S.l II I 

1909 185,116 165,162,983 :i 892·5 :I 8 ,:)(; : r 

1914 191 ~ 555 191,403~872 ;r 999 .1 ;r 
92:J a 

1919 2ll s049 439,712,121 ~ I 2084 :r 1 S:]J II 

1921 185,502 389,043,451 11 2119 " 1971 :r 

1923 225,216 472,621,154 :i 2189 i! .2C~l ~I 

1925 206,999 443,751,458 ll 2144 ;I 19s;4 II 

1927 203,110 l-J-5G,l61 ,447 i l 2217 il 2C:)2 II 

1929 205, 640 L!.S (,? 867,448 :I 2193 IT 2_C39 It 

1931 101 ,374 jl6 ~ 252,274 11 1744 ;r 1.622 If 

1933 190,914 257,122,023 :t 1399 i! 1301 11 

1935 202,113 JlC;,C73,498 II 1534 a 1427 :r 

1937 215,438 352,021,896 ii 1634 rr 1520 
1939 218,028 j46 ' 234 ? 009 .. 1588 a 1L+77 II £3.04 = 



Year 

1925 
1926 
1927 
192e. 
1929 
1930 
1931 
1932 
1933 
1934 
1935 
1936 
1937 
1938 
1939 
19~-0 
1941 
1942 
1943 

Year 
1915-16 
1916-17 
1917-18 
191D-19 
1919-20 
1920-21 
1921-22 
1922-23 
1923-24 
1924-25 
1925 -26 
1926-27 
1927-28 
1928-29 
1929-30 
1932-33 
1933-34 
1934-35 
1935-36 
1935-37 
1937-38 
1938-39 
1939,.,40 
1940-41 
1941-42 
1942-3 

Number of 
emplo;re es . 

13 ,792 
15,016 
15,43.) 
15 ,505 
15 ~563 
13,922 
1~. ,150 
13,728 
14,526 
14,868 
15 ,930 
15,961 
16,773 
15,932 
16,957 
17 ,149 
18 , 841 
19,113 
18 , 665 

Numbe r of 
er.1pl oyec s 

1662 
2388 
2644 
3399 
3630 
2954 
3283 
4066 
4432 
4417 
4862 
4937 
5044 
4977 
5017 
6554 
7573 
8685 
9381 

10,108 
10,072 
10,555 
10~ 295 
11,919 
12,804 

Value adc:ted by 
m2.nufac ture. 

Doll ars 
l S ,536, 042 ~ 
22 ' 004 ' 240 
22 , 806 ,126 
2J,G35,759 
:.~ J ' l l 6 ' 859 
19 ,957 ,185 
18,575,761 
16 ,489,395 
l5 ,944s024 
15 '284 ,522 
16 ,558,113 
16 , 654,080 
18 ,793,309 
18 ,140,031 
19 ,397,277 
21,154,546 
24,852,227 
27 ~495,837 
32,935,175 

TABLE lV. ------

Value added by 
manufacture. 
£179,954 
£227,833 
£329 ,377 
£426,810 
£558,228 
£411,863 
£412,099 
£771,161 
£7~5 ,888 
£696,915 
£.:788 ,098 
£843,416 
.~870' 098 
£961,016 

£1,011,818 
.21 '109 '326 
£1, 217,795 
£1,449,482 
£1 ,630,145 
£1,714,831 
£1,815,443 
£1,902,657 
£2,053,486 
£2,413,604 
£3,216 ,622 
0 
.J 

209 . 

Output per 
employee. 
Dollars 
ll.J-16 % 
1464 
1479 
1524 
1486 
1~33 
1320 
1200 
1097 
1024 
1042 
1043 
1120 
1139 
1144 
1292 
1320 
1441 
1764 = £ 403.8 

ITet output per 
employee. 
£107.1 
£ 95 · 4 
£124 ,6 
£125 ·.5 
£153· 8 
£139 ·4 
£156.1 
£189 .8 
£170· 5 
£157 · 8 
£161 . 9 
£170 . 8 
£172·5 
£193·8 
£201.7 
£173·1 
£160 . 8 
£163 
£173 ·8 
£169 . 6 
£HW.3 
£180.1 
£199·3 
£202 . 5 
£251.1 
£ 



APP:.~:-:-DIX V 210 . __ ... ___ . ___ 
Data for Point D ~ Chapter 111 (Averaee number of 

pairs produced per employee . ) 

~AB~~_l. 

Br itain ----·- Number of Foot wear Pairs pr oduced 
Ye3r emplo~'ees produced per employee 

1933 113,926 125 ,172,000 pa irs 1100 
1934 112, 637 124,368~000 II 1104 
1935 116,567 132,468 ,000 " 1136 

fh_B~E 11 
!L!,::.l ·~ 

Numb c: r o:C Footwear Pa irs produced 
Year emplo~rees produced per empl oyee 

1937 237 ,0C2 424,971 ?349 pairs 1792 
1939 244 ,1L~6 435,285,125 II 1783 

TABLE 111. __ .. _. ____ 
QQ:Q?;Q~ 

rTumber cf Foot wear Pair s produced 
Year employees . pr<?duced per employee . 

1925 13 ,792 17,316,565 pc.irs 1255 pairs 
1926 15~01G 19,896,539 II 1326 ll 

1927 15 ,LJ.33 20 ,567 ,765 :I 1377 It 

1928 15,505 20 ,793,758 II 1342 II 

1929 15 ,5.:;3 20 ,459,737 II 1315 II 

1930 13,922 17 ,646 ,338 ll 1268 II 

1931 14,150 18 ,239, 635 ;t 1289 II 

1932 13 ,72e 18,376,123 ll 1339 II 

1933 l4 ,526' 19,922 ~ 656 II 1371 II 

1934 14,868 19 ,990 ,716 II 1345 II 

1935 15,930 22 ,258,410 II 1397 II 

1936 15,961 21,882,586 il 1371 II 

1937 16,773 24 ,325 ~355 " 1451 I I 

1938 15,932 21 ,977, 600 II 1380 II 

1939 16,957 24,805 ' 251 li 1463 II 

1940 17,149 25 ' 751 ,617 If 1468 II 

1941 1G ,841 31,522 9 236 II 1673 II 

1942 19 ,113 33 ,066,389 II 1731 II 

1943 18 , 665 33 ,927,621 II 1817 II 



211. 

s. Africa . 

Numbe r of Footvtear Pairs produced 
Year employres produced per employee 

1916-17 2388 1,621 ,179 pairs 678 
1917-18 2644 1,765,771 II 653 
191e-19 3399 1,947,275 tt 573 
1919-20 3630 2 ,165,029 It 597 
1920-21 2954 1,506,061 510 
1921-22 3283 1,826,099 556 
1922- 23 4066 2,381 ,376 585 
192J- 24 4432 2,782,541 628 
1924-25 4417 3 '072 ,349 6S5 
1925 -26 4862 3 ,480,098 716 
1926- 27 4937 3,756,841 \1 761 
1927-28 5044 3,766,519 It 747 
1928-29 4957 4? 044,225 II 816 
1929 - 30 5017 L~ ,l4G ,945 \1 826 
1932-33 6554 5,469,537 It 835 
1933- 34 7573 7,169,679 It 947 
19.::>4-35 8685. G,874,188 tt 1~022 
1935-36 9381 10,448? 025 tt 1 ,114 
1936-37 10108 11,382 ,608 II 1,127 
1937-38 10072 10,496,739 It 1 ,043 
193D- 39 10555 11,954,552 tl 1,132 
l-939-40 10295 12,613,285 tt 1,225 
1940-41 11919 13,408,174 It 1,118 
1941-42 12804 14 ,722,143 tl 1,149 
1942-43 



• 

Data f or point E Chapter 111 ( ·!a c es a s a percen t;1_ ::_e cf t ct ql cost of 
product ion) 

:Jritain 
Total Tot a l cost of r;!agea ~ c:: 

<..- ~ b. :·:c:: rcentage 
Year ':Jc.ccr:.. producticn of tot a J. c ost . 
1937 £12,577,579 D4G,lJ C:~CCO "'1 - . 

.:;; • .:;; , j 

T.rlJL:E} 11 . 

U. S. A ------ Tot.J.l Total c os t ·or ~7FL :eG ae a pe:f•cent age 
Year ·.7r.:.:;es production oi""' tot 8l cost. 
1099 so ,l.Wo,B83 dol lars 25C ,969,580 doll. 22 . G, ~ + 5 = 27 · 6~ 
1904 :.9 ,059 , 680 II 320 ]107,458 " 21 . 6; ~ + 5 26 .6% = 
1909 92,359, 152 tt 442,630, 726 II 2C . 9~~ + 5 25·9% ::: 

1914 105 ~ 695,404 501 9 760,458 It 21 ; O>~ + 5 26 .0% = 
1919 210 ;734,610 I t 1 ,155,041 ,436 If (; r .. ,.., 25 . 0% 2 • V~J + ;.r_, = 
1921 2C!+,954, 095 l1 867,475,896 tl 23. 6~~ ;- 5 28. 6:;,1 = 
1923 25 0,345,922 II 1,000,078,022 25 . c i J + ~ 30.0% ' = 
1925 22.5 ,787,981 It 925 ,383,422 II 2LL.4. ~ -:- 5 29 -4% ::::: ' , 
1927 225 '090' 242 I! 944 ,714, 463 tl 23. 8; .~ + 5 28 .. 8% :::: 

1929 222 ~407,732 II 965,922,694 11 22 . 0~~ + 5 27-0% = 
1931 163 , 271 , 281 n 653,879,746 tl 25 . O% + 5 30-0% = 
1933 142 ;054 ,152 II 553 ;425 ,166 " 25·7% + 5 30-7% = 
1935 172,348 ,507 ll 643,872,470 I I 26.8% + 5 31.8~ = 
1937 191,305,407 ll 768,327 ,303 ll 2L! .. 95; + 5 29 -9% = 
1939 22 2_, 865,621 :r 734 ,673 ,111 If 30-3% 

I 
r0 
j-J 

f\) 



TABLE 111 ·---- -·--

Canada 

Tota l Total cost of W2ges .. J.8 a percentage 
Year ,·ra c es prolluct i on. cf t otal cor: t . 

1925 1] ,088 ,954 dol . 4G,CJ22 ,215 <lol . 7'1 7<: _) c:.. . f •) 

1926 1/..j. , 72S, 763 l1 40 J 096,163 I! ::J2 . C, , 
1927 1~!-, 927 , 844 11 47 , 372,549 it 31 - 5:::~ 
1928 1L~, 982,608 ;r 50 , 018, 802 ·II y 0'' 

' \...,. • ,.J 

1929 15, 031 ,101 II L~8 , 627,596 If ]C • 91~ 
I 

1\J 

1930 12,358' 062 II 40 ,478 ,911 n 31 · 9~~ f--1 

1931 12 ,340 ,283 II 36 ,625,565 II 3 7 8' ' V-I 
:J o I J l 

1932 11,156 ,856 tl 32,242 ,416 II 34 · 7~~ 
1933 10,509,461 II 32 9 291,092 II 32. 6,~ 
1934 10,571 , 099 II 32,305,637 II 32. 71~ 
1935 11,742,871 tl 35,.989,912 II 32. 6~~ 
1936 11, G22,002 11 35 ,543,115 If 32 -7% 
1937 13; 025,642 ll 41,088,713 II 31 · 7); 
1938 1 2,396 ' 670 " 37,194,770 II 33 . 4; ~ 
1939 13 ,1+67 ' 293 II 40 ,925,513 II 32. 9~~ 
1940 13,958,753 " 45,767 , 912 11 30.5;.; 
19bi.l 17 ; 687,326 I I 57,053,251 Tl 31 . 37& 
1942 19,846 , 642 II 67 , 648,973 II 27 -9% 
1943 21 ;677 ,798 :r 75 ~ 583,954 II 28 . 6% 



!ABLE _l:Y> -2lh·-

§.~.- A £:!:1:.£~ 

Total Tot al cost of '.Vaees as 8. pcrcentc r;(; 
Yeni ' ~hc,es pr oduct i on. of tot al cost . 

1915-16 .0 98, 842 £ 503,999 10 .... , .. 
''"' _, • L I.J 

1916-17 129,398 726 ,712 () . 
17 • U~..J 

1917-18 101,315 965,550 16. 7~~ 
15:'18-19 230,759 1 ,291,765 l!.J. . 7~~ 
1919- 20 302,189 1 ,674,598 lC . 1~~ 
1920-21 277,925 1 ,191,206 23 . J/~ 
1921- 22 304,519 1, 250,521 24 . 4;;~ 
1922- 23 "357 ,970 1,512, 791 23. 7~~ 
1923- 24 399,549 1 ,681 ,445 24 . 3,~ 
1924- 25 402,149 1,655 ,880 24 · 3~~ 
1925- 26 443 ,994 1 ,905,279 23 . 35~ 
1926- 27 489 , 239 2,041 ,726 24· 0~~ 
1927- 28 513,932 2,153,055 23 . 9~:; 
1928- 29 540,867 2,348,498 23 . 0% 
1929- 30 570,948 2, 305,973 24 . 8% 
1932- 33 5~~6 ? 983 2, 330 , 208 29 ·4~~ 
1933- 34 771,307 2,656,142 29 · C/~ 
1934-35 895,588 3,131 ,177 28 . 6;~ 
1935-36 9"" 084 3,439,121 28. 7~~ 0 0 9 

1936-37 1,063,411 3 ,733;231 Q . 2o . 5>..J 
1937- 38 1,005,988 3,715,137 29 · 3~ 
1938- 39 1,19:.;, 740 4 ' 051 ,563 29 . 4~; 
1939-4C 1 : 23L~,473 4,587,363 26 . 97~ 
l94C-41 l ,soc' 763 5,759 , 079 26 . o; ; 
19L~1-42 1 ,899 ,579 7,658,223 24 · 8j~ 
1942-43 

,.., .... c1 
~ .) a, I I 



AP:t_~&!J2JJ.C V~J: 215 · 
Data ror point P, Chapt er 111 (":Jage 

TABLE 1 
paid per employee) 

Dritain 

Q~_§._. __ & 

Year 
1099 
1904 
1909 
1914 
1919 
1921 
1923 
1925 
1927 
1929 
1931 
1933 
1935 
1937 
1939 

Ca!1§.da 

Year 

1925 
1926 
1927 
1928 
1929 
1930 
1931 
1932 
19'33 
1934 
1935 
1936 
1937 
1938 
1939 
1940 
1941 
1942 
1943 

Ycu.r . 
1937 
1938 

:lumber of 
employees 
141,830 
149,924 
1U5 ,116 
191,555 
211,049 
li.~j ,502 
?·>5 21r.: '-~ ' - Q 

20 '~ ,992 
203,110 
'Y'•5 "40 ,_\.., ' u 
1G1 ;374 
190,914, 
202,113 
215,438 
2'-~4, 146 

! Tumb2 r of 
cr!l~)loyees 

13,792 
15,016 
15,433 
15,505 
15,563 
13, 922 
14,150 
13 '728 
ll.j. ,526 
14,868 
15,930 
15,961 
16,773 
15,932 
1( , 957 
17 'li.J.9 
18,8lt1 
19,113 
1J ,G65 

-------
\'leelcly r.rage 

.S2 .1. 6 . 
£ 2 • .S.ll . 

Total wages 
earned. 

58,440,883 
69, 059,680 

dol. 

92,359,152 
105,695p404 
210,734,610 
204,95LJ. ,095 
250,345,922 
225,787,981 
225 9 090' 242 
222,407,732 
163,271 , 281 
142' 054? 152 
172 ,3Lj.8 ;507 
171,305,407 
222,865,621 

TABLE_1ll_ 

Total ·;mges 
earned 

13,088~954 Dol, 
14,726,763 
14 ,927,844 
14,902,608 
15,031 y101 
12,858,062 
12,340,283 
11,15G,856 
10,509,461 
10,571 '099 
11,742,871 
11,622,002 
13,026,642 
12,396,670 
13 ,1+67 '293 
13~958 ,753 
17,687,326 
19,846,642 
21,677,798 

.Annual .. a ce. 
£107-9 
£123· 9 

Average wage per 
employee. 

412 do11.:trc 
L~60 :I 

499 ll 

552 II 

99D II 

1117 II 

1111 II 

1091 :I 

1109 ll 

1081 11 

900 II 

743 II 

853 ll 

888 It 

913 II := :::183 

Av. wa::e per 
emp1oyce. 

947 dol. 
901 :I 

973 I I 

966 II 

966 II 

92L~ u 

872 :I 

813 II 

721 II 

695 :I 

737 li 

72G il 

777 II 

778 II 

7~94 :I ·:a SD := 

815 " 
938 il 

10]9 ll 

1162 II ,.:~264 := 



!ABL~_l_Y· 

§.~f:r_:i_~~ 

Number of Total wages Average wage Averace Europeon Average non-European 
Year employees earned per employee war;e. wage 
1915-16 1 ,662 £98,842 £59 · 5 £71 £46 
1916-17 2~388 £129,398 £54 . 2 £63 £45 
1917-18 2,644 £161, 315 £61 . 0 £75 £47 
1918-19 3,399 £238 ,759 £70.3 :~91 £50 
1919-20 3,630 £302,189 £83 . 2 £107 £59 
1920-21 2,954 £277,925 £94. 1 £123 £64 
1921-~2 3,283 £304 ,519 £92 . 7 8118 £69 
1922-23 4,066 £357,970 £87·7 £106 £72 
1923-24 4,432 £399,549 £92.2 £114 £63 I 

1924-25 4,417 :S402 ,149 :~82. 7 ::105 £67 !'\) 

1-' 

1925-26 L~,862 443,994 89.3 107 66 ()'\ 

I 
192f:i-27 4,937 489,239 99-8 113 73 
1927-28 5,044 513,932 101 .. 9 110 74 
1928-2~ 4,977 540:~867 108 .. 6 124 82 
1929-30 5,017 570,948 113 . 9 129 84 
1932-33 G ,55LI. 686,983 104 . 5 116 78 
1933-34 7,573 771~307 103.0 1C9 81 
1934- 35 8,685 895,588 103 .. 1 112 79 
1935-36 9,381 988,084 105·3 116 77 
1936-37 10,108 ~ 063,411 _105.2 121 70 
1937-38 10,072 £1,085,9 88 107 · 9 123 76 
1930::,- 39 10,555 £1,193,740 113. 0 132 79 
1939-40 10' 295 ~1,234,473 119.9 143 82 
194C-41 11,919 £1 ,5C0, 763 126.2 153 90 
1941-42 12 ,804 :~1 '899 7579 148.5 182 108 
1942-43 

,., ..., ,., £ •-' cV w 
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