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TRADE AGREEMENTS ACT OF 1979

WEDNESDAY, JULY 11, 1979

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL TRADE,
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met at 2:30 p.m., pursuant to notice, in room
2221, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Abraham A. Ribicoff
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Senators Ribicoff, Bentsen, and Moynihan.

Senator RiBicoFr. The subcommittee will be in order.

Our first witness will be Mr. Robert Ames. Your statement will
go in the record as if read in entirety. So you may give us a
summary of your testimony.

STATEMENT OF ROBERT 8. AMES, EXECUTIVE VICE
PRESIDENT, AEROSPACE, TEXTRON

Mr. AMEs. This will be a summary of the testimony. Mr. Chair-
man, I am Robert S. Ames, executive vice president, Aerospace of
Textron. Textron has always supported a decrease in the barriers
to world trade and we continue to do so.

We wholeheartedly support the standards embodied in the MTN
agreements and the statement made by George Prill covering civil
aviation. Our concern in appearing before this committee is solely
focused on the necessity to have rules that will insure fair competi-
tion and particularly in the high technology aerospace sector.

The reason is simple. All progressive nations realize that there is
a linkage between research activities, the development of scientific
and technical knowledge, investment in related facilities and, final-
ly, economic progress. This fact sometimes produces governmental
pressures to sell internationally, to buy in without regard to costs,
what [ might describe as a sophisticated form of technological
dumping.

I would like to recount briefly what has just happened when
there are no rules to be followed. I refer to the recent competition
for the SRR, the short-range recovery helicopter, conducted by the
Department of Transportation for the U.S. Coast Guard.

Bell Helicopter and Aerospatiale of France were finalists. Both
helicopters met all specifications. The award was to Aerospatiale for
$215 million for the procurement of 90 helicopters at a price one-
half of 1 percent below the Bell bid.

In our opinion, the foreign content of the winning bid is artificial
and unrealistically low. Textron is the——

497)
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Senator RiBicorr. Artificially and unrealistically low. Do you
infer that by the time they get going they will find that it is
necessary to have extras and raise the amount of that contract?

Mr. AMEs. By unrealistically low I simply refer to cthe percentage
of costs devoted to what we could call a helicopter; amﬁ)y that 1
mean the airframe, the rotors, the transmission, the gears, all of
the things that you and I, when we see a helicopter, say: ‘“That is a
helicopter.” That percentage is just unrealistically low in the total
costs.

Textron is a U.S. company with 70,000 employees. Bell Helicop-
ter is its largest unit and has 10,000 employees, mostly in Texas.
Bell Helicopter maintains its position in world helicopter competi-
tior solely on merit and has no guarantee of any support from the
U.%. Government. :

To allow Bell to be productive, to grow, to earn the profits that
built American jobs, Textron has made major investments in those
very same things I just mentioned because they are the heart of
the helicopter—gears, transmissions, helicopter blades, rotor sys-
tems, airframes. That is where we put our money. We have made
this investment in technology and capital equipment to improve
our ability to compete for helicopter business worldwide.

Aerospatiale, on the other hand, a nationalized company, has been
a consistent money loser. The French Government provides capital
and makes up Aerospatiale’s deficits. It permits aircraft to be built
either to explore a part of the market, to gain exports, to meet
French military needs, or for any other reasons deemed advanta-
geous to the long-ranige position of French aeronautics.

The recoupment of tooling and startup costs may artificially be
delayed or altered to meet sales objectives and, if the aircraft is not
successful, the losses are simply absorbed by the French Govern-
ment. Development and research costs, again artificially, may not
be treated as product costs at all. In short, Aerospatiale had- the
ability to bid the foreign content of the SRR below cost without any
penalty to its own survival in the marketplace.

Now, the award to Aerospatiale is an illustration of the need for
rules. Bell Helicopter is not afraid of competition. If Aerospatiale
can demonstrate that it can compete on free market terms as
contemplated by MTN and it therefore has incorporated all of its
design, development, plant, and product support costs in its con-
tract bid, we welcome it. However, the principles of fairness em-
bodied in the MTN agreements should, in our judgment, be a
fundamental part of the procurement of the SRR helicopters.

Now, we don’t want to be presumptuous but wouid there be
merit in asking Ambassador Strauss to examine this procurement
simply to see if Aerospatiale did comply with the standards em-
bodied in the MTN agreements?

Senator Risicorr. I think the problem you have is that this
contract is in effect without MTN; in fact, MTN hasn’t even been
approved by the Congress. So we are dealing with the laws that
now exist. And what bothers me is that it would seem there has
been a distinct violation of the Buy American Act, which presently
is the law of this land.

Now, I mentioned this to Mr. Strauss yesterday when he was
testifying and he said this wasn’t a problem of STR or trade but
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this is a contract let by the Defense Department—whether the
Defense Department or Transportation—who let this contract?

Mr. AMes. Well, you are hitting a key point. The contract is let
’l}y the Department of Transportation. And the Department of

ransportation is not related in any way to military aviation. You
have a complete anomaly. Even under MTN the Coast Guard is left
out completely. Under MTN you will still have Government-to-
Government agreements on military aircraft; but because the Coast
Guard ﬁis in the Department of Transportation, it is not a military
aircraft.

Now, what we are talking about really is a modified civil air-
craft. But under the civil agreements under MTN, the DOT, and
hence the Coast Guard is excluded. So you have an unbelievable
situation in the future that it still isn’t covered. It is a hole in the
legislation.

George Prill was one of our negotiators and he gave you chapter
and verse on how this strange situation came to pass. And it is a
fact that in the future, as in the past, under Coast Guard procure-
ment there will be no relief under MTN.

I think our point was broader than that. If we believe in MTN—
and we do—if we believe in fair trade, isn’t this a point to, in
effect, say that, even though it isn’t applicable, if we really believe
in MTN, let us try to see whether the principles are being followed
by the U.S. Government. There is no reason for the U.S. Govern-
;nex;t to wash its hands of a procurement because it is in no man'’s
and.

Again it is a little unbelievable, but in Mr. Prill’s testimony he
can tell you why in the -egotiations this situation evolved. It is a
little peculiar.

Senator RiBICOFF. Senator Bentsen can ask questions. You might
remain until Mr. Prill testifies. Apparently he represents the
entire aerospace and general aviation manufacturers.

Mr. AmEes. That is correct.

Senator RiBicoOFF. And so he is probably aware of all of the
nuances. :

Mr. AMEs. Yes, and he was a consultant with the negotiating
team. As I say, he understands how it happened.

Now if I can just finish in one sentence——

Senator BENTSEN. Mr. Ames, from what you testified to, appar-
ently the MTN standards have been violated; but, as the chairman
has said, those standards are not in force yet; the MTN is not.

Now, what remedies do you have? What have you sought in that
kind of a situation?

Mr. AMes. We have had two remedies and we sought them on
two fronts. The two remedies—first, we have gone to the GAO with
a formal protest. We backed up that formal protest with a suit filed
in the Federal court, both being aimed at stopping the procure-
ment. OQur focus is on two points: One is “Buy American” and the
other is the request for proposal.

Senator BeNTsEN. All right; then what you were saying earlier
when you said you thought that it put the components in at an
artificially low price is that you think, in effect, they have subsi-
dized those components and they have done that to tr¥ to get
around the Buy American Act; is that what you are saying?’
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Mr. AMes. Precisely. The first statement given to us of the
American content of the helicopter was 70 percent. And I would
say that, if everything tuat you call a helicopter was made in
France, .t is a ridiculous number. Within a few days the DOT
dropped that number to 56 percent, and I believe that under a
strong investigation and our challenge we would hope that it would
be proven that it is under 50 percent, in which case there is a Buy
American 6-percent addition to costs computed.

Senator BENTSEN. I understand you have a copy of the contract
between Aerospatiel and the Department of Transportation and
the Coast Guard.

Mr. AMES. Yes.

Senator BENTSEN. From your study of that contract do you be-
lieve they have included the true cost of the design, that they have
included the R. & D. in that, they are going to be able to recover
the R. & D. or do you think that is something the French Govern-
ment is going to pick up in the way of a subsidy? I know what you
have to do and the private sector has to do in this country. Unfess
they plan to get back their R. & D. cost they go broke.

Mr. AMEs. Also our rules, as you know, are very harsh. Under
the accounting rules we live with—and I am not sure that it is
good for the country—we literally have to write off the R. & D. in
the year in which it is incurred. On top of that, we have to be able
to explain to our outside accountants as well as our own and
ultimately to the SEC that we include all costs.

Now, we have made more helicopters than anyone else in the
world and we know what it costs to launch a commercial aircraft.
And that is just what we are doing in the 222. So we have a very
good idea of our costs and the ratios for different components. And
we find the ratios to be unbelievable. Therefore we are left with
the conclusion that the French Government, through picking up
Aerospatiel’s deficits, is subsidizing the costs of this aircratft.

Senator BENTSEN. If we pass the MTN, do you think under those
conditions that Bell will be able to compete around the world—in
France, for example?

Mr. AmEs. I certainly would feel encouraged that we could com-
pete on a far broader scale. We have confidence in our ability to
compete anywhere in the world. We would want it that way. And
this comes really to the heart of some of the remarks made yester-
day by Senator Ribicoff, that we have to have in place mechanisms
to make MTN work.

It has got to be in the right place in the bureaucracy. It has to
have talent. 1t has to have people who can police this kind of
sophisticated thing.

Senator BENTSEN. Let me get one more question.

Now, if we have 90 helicopters in this country, is that the limit
of what we are talking about or does it go beyond that? How does
that affect Bell’s position in marketing around the world if the 90
helicopters are given to Aerospatiel?

Mr. AMEs. It is a devastating impact. When we decided to build
this commercial aircraft we did it because we believed there would
be at least a $1 billion market, and perhaps a $3 billion market.
When the U.S. Goverment endorses a foreign product it certainly
hurts us. We know of several specific procurements. We are at a
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great disadvantage the minute the U.S. Government places this
contract somewhere else.

We are speculating in the future of American jobs. And we have
put this on the line. And when our own Government slaps us down
in this way we are hurt very badly.

I shouldn’t continue but I will just say the word learning curves.
They are devastating. On labor intensive products you have got to
fet down the curve fast. And a 90 ship block is a way to get down a
earning curve very fast. So this has enormous impact on us. It
really hurts us. . '

Senator RiBICOFF. Any questions?

Senator CHAFEE. Thank you, Senator.

. __1 am very interested in Mr. Ames’ testimony. Sorry I am late. I
had another engagement.

If some of the questions I ask are repetition, I apologize.

Senator RiBicoFrr. Go ahead, Senator.

Senator CHAFEE. What happened with your appeal to the Coast
Guard? I admit that is not exactly under MTN but I am curious.

Mr. Ames. Well, we did discuss this. The point I did not bring out
is that when we made our appeal to the GAO, we frankly thought
it would have been prudent, under the evidence that seemed appat-
ent, to us to hold up the procurement but the Department of
Transportation declined to do this and they have proceeded with
the procurement.

Senator CHAFEE. So the deed had been done. :

Mr. AMmes. Well, I hope it is reversible. We think the facts are
verg strong. We hope it will be reversed but we are depending on
both an appeal to the GAO and a lawsuit in the Federal district
court. We have taken both paths. They are the only tools available
to us today.

Senator CHAFEE. I think the statistics you cited in your state-
ment are about a one-half of 1-percent difference. Of course there
are all kinds of unknowns. The capacity to produce the spare parts,
I suppose, and matters such as that.

Mr. AMEs. Oh, yes, and one point I have not mentioned, Senator,
we did not stress the fact that we are bidding on an actual aircraft
that is going down a production line and so our figures are really
quite tight. :

The French aircraft is or;}{ very loosely derived from what they
contend is the parent aircraft. So to some extent we are comparing
an actual aircraft with a lpaper aircraft. That makes a one-half of
1-percent difference ridiculous.

Senator CHAFEE. I see. Well, I think you have raised some serious
questions here in the end of your statement there on page 5 where
you say: “We don’t wish to be presumptuous but would there be
merit in asking Ambassador Straus to examine this procurement.”
And I certainly think there would be.

I am delighted you came and testified and presented this it
seems to me startling case to us here.

Mr. AMEs. Well, we think it a broad range classic MTN problem.
This is the kind you have to lick if you are going to make MTN
work. And we applaud the work of this committee. It is the only
way todoit. - :

S‘;nator RiBIcOFF. Is there anyone here from STR?
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Anybody from STR?

Senator CHAFEE. Thank you, Mr. Ames and Mr. Chairman.
Mr. AMEs. Thank you for the opportunitf' to testify. '
[The prepared statement of Mr. Ames follows:]

StaTeMENT OF Roserr S. Ames, TExTRON, INC.

Mr. Chairman, I am Robert S. Ames, Executive Vice President-Aerospace of
Textron Inc. On behalf of my company and on behalf of Bell Helicopter Textron, our
largest division, I would like to thank the Committee for this opportunity to appear
in connection with the Committee’s consideration of the Multilateral Trade Negotia-
tion Agreements.

Textron has always supported a decrease in the barriers to world trade. We
continue to do so. We wholeheartedly support the standards embodied in the MTN
Agreements. We also support the statement made before the Committee by Mr.
George Prill on behalf on the Aerospace Industries Association of America.

Mr. Prill's statement has focu on a sectoral agreement for civil aircraft. As
such it represents the need under MTN, to resolve in a mutually satisfacto
manner the interests of competing governments in matters of high technology. A?ll '
progressive nations realize that there is a linkage between research actix ity, the
development of scientific and technical knowledge, investment in related facilities,
and finally economic progress. This fact sometimes produces governmental pres-
sures to sell internationally—without regard to cost, and in turn leads to the
conclusion that, there must be rules to insure fair comb?etition.

Thus I support Mr. Prill's characterization of MTN as requiring a set of “Mar-
T;ess of Queensbury Rules.” We should know. Our most recent contestant to enter
the ring, Bell Helicopter, has been bloodied as a result of the fact that apparently
no rules of the sort envisagad by MTN were applied by the U.S. Department of
Transportation to assure a fair contest.

I refer to the recent competition conducted by the U.S. Coast Guard for the so
called SRR (Short Range Recovery) helicopter, in which Bell Helicopter and Aero-
spatiale were finalists. The Department of Transportation, on behalf of the Coast

uard, has just awarded that contract, which aggregates $214 million and provides
for the procurement of 30 SRR helicopters, to Aerospatiale.

A description of the two competitors will highlight the difficulty of ensuring fair
competition between a private, American firm and a foreign, government owned
entity. Textron, a corporation based in Providence, Rhode Island, is a United States
company with 70,000 employees and 88,000 security holders. Bell Helicopter Textron
is the largest unit of Textron and employs 10,000 Americans. Bell Helicopter main-
tains its position in world helicopter competitions solely on merit and has no
guarantee of any support from the United States Government.

To allow Bell Helicopter to be productive and to grow, Textron has made major
investments in equipment and machinery, plants and facilities, and in research and
development. We have emphasized investment to (froduce and develop gears and
transmissions, helicopter blades, rotor systems and airframe structures. We have
made this investment in technol and capital equipment to improve our ability to
compete for helicopter business, the decision has been ours, not the U.S. govern-
ment’s.

Aerospatiale, a nationalized company, has been a consistent money loser. The
French Government provides capital and makes up Aerospatiale’s deficits; it per-
mits aircraft to be built either to explore a part of the market, to gain exports, to
meet French military needs, or for any other reasons deemed advantageous to the
long-range position of French aeronautics. The recoupment of tooling and start-up
costs may artificially be delayed or altered to meet sales obi'?ectives, and if the
aircraft is not successful, the losses are simply absorbed by the French government.
Development and research costs again—artificially—may not be treated as product
costs at all. In short, Aerospatiale had the ability to bid the foreign content of the
SRR below cost without penalty to its own survival in the marketplace.

The technical issues involved in this competition and any other potential applica-
tions of MTN philosophy are and will inevitably be complex. The implementing
details will only emerge over time. However, we believe that the Department of
Transportation procurement of the Aerogratiale SRR helicopters raises basic issues
of the type that must be faced under MTN.

1. Did Aerospatiale include it its bid the true cost of design and development of
the SRR, or is this cost to be absorbed by Aerospatiale?

2. Was it considered that the award by a U.S. government agency weuld have an
adverse effect on the U.S. helicopter industry in terms of loss of military production
base and capability, and damage to commercial competitive posture?
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In conclusion, the award to Aerospatiale is an fllustration of the need for rules.
Our questioning should not be construed as a negative judgment by us in the
appraisal of the merits of the MTN Agreements. Bell Helicopter is not afraid of
competition. If Aerospatiale can demonstrate that it can compete on free market
terms, as contemplated by the MTN, and that it therefore has incorporated all of its
design, development, plant and product support costs in its contract bid, we welcome
it. We would like to believe that we will also be allowed to compete, on an equiva-
lent basis, for French government helicopter orders.

There is another reason why MTN standards should have been applied in making
the SRR award. In the U.S,, we already have imposed unique and stringent account-
ing requirements on corporations. For instance, we are required to charge off R&D
in the year in which it occurs. We must show our public accountants and stand
accountable to our shareholders and to charged. These are not minor matters and
they emphasize the disparity between the contestants in a competition such as the
Coast Guard helicopter procurement.

We are sure that Coast Guard sou%ht to run a fair competition, to obtain an
excellent helicopter at the best price. Indeed the competition resulted in two heli-
copters that met all specifications. The Bell Helicopter bid was $215.8 million; the
Aerospatiale figure was $214.7 million, a differance of just one-half of 1 percent.
From the Coast Guard viewpoint, they probably accomplished their objective; their
charter included no requirement to either provide equitable treatment to U.S.
industry or monitor the rules of international trade.

But, the principles of fairness embodied in the MTN Agreements, should, in our
judgement, have n a fundamental part of the procurement of the SRR helicop-
ters by the Department of Transportation. We cannot prove without an extensive
ﬁovernment investigation that Aerospatiale bought into this contract. It appears,

owever, clear from the record, that no effort was made by the Coast Guard to
determine whether this happened. We do not wish to be presumptuous, Mr. Chair-
man, but would there be merit in asking Ambassador Strauss to examine this
rocurement to see if Aerospatiale did comply with the standards embodied in the

TN Agreements,

If, as we believe, the key to continued success and health of the private U.S.
aerospace industry in competition with foreign government owned enterprises is the
application of rules mandating fair competition, then this contract award certainly
merits review.

[The letter and statement submitted by Mr. Olson follow:]

AEROSPATIALE HELICOPTER CORP.,
Grand Prairie, Tex., July 10, 1979.

Senator CHARLES H. Percy,
Dirksen Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C. .

DeAR SENATOR PERCY: Because Aircraft Gear Corporation of Chicago is one of our
major subcontractors on the U.S. Coast Guard SRR helicopter program, I thought
you would want to know that Bell Helicopter Textron has filed a protest with the
Controller General of the United States on the U.S. Coast Guard’s award of a
contract to Aerospatiale Helicopter Corporation (AHC) of Grand Prairie, Texas, for
90 Short Range Recovery (SRR) helicoYters. Supflementing its protest action in the
General Accounting Office (GAO), Bell is actively seeking Congressional sympath
and support for its position. After a review of the relevant facts, we think you will
find that Bell’s protest is completely without merit.

We at AHC are willing to let the Coast Guard’s decision to award us the contract
stand on its merit with the full scrutiny of the GAOQ. We are confident that the
Coast Guard (with the aid of the U.S. Navy, which assisted in the technical and cost
evaluation of the pro Is submitted) has done a thorough assessment and that
this will be confirmed by the GAO.

Bell submitted a written request to the Secretary of Transportation to review the
Coast Guard's award of the SRR contract to AHC. We at AHC have not seen the
Secretary's reply, but we understand he has advised Bell that re-examination of the
Coast Guard award procedures has shown nothing improper in the selection process.
The Coast Guard is now in the process of formally responding to the GAO. We
understand the Coast Guard remains firm in its position. We also understand Bell
has filed suit’in Washington, D.C., against the Department of Transportation, to
have the award to AHC set aside. The protest and the litigation, of course, should be
resolved based on the relevant facts and the ag{plicable law.

Bell has declared that the award of the SRR contract to AHC, a wholly-owned
U.S. subsidiary of Aerospatiale of France, is taking jobs away from Americans. All
of our employees are Americans too (except for one Frenchman who is resident at
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AHC). We will utilize thirty-seven U.S. eguipment suppliers distributed among 24
states in performing the contract in addition to numerous companies provigin
hardware, supplies and services. Our major U.S. team members are Rockwell Col-
lins Government Avionics Divisions in Cedar Rapids, lowa (avionics integrator);
Avco Lycoming Division, Stratford, Connecticut (engine manufacturer); and Aircraft- -
Gear Corporation, Chicago, Illinois (main gear box manufacturer). The employees of
these companies also are Americans.

Our commercial business and number of employees are growing. AHC's back
orders currently number 457 ships for delivery through 1982, Our employment,
including staffing for the Coast Guard, will range well into the mid-500’s by 1981—
all Americans.

Under the Buy American Act, an item is ‘“American” (i.e., a ‘“domestic source end
product’) if it is manufactured in the United States and at least 50 percent of the
cost of the comgonents directly incorporated into the end product are manufactured
in the United States. All the components directly incorporated into AHC's helicop-
ter are manufactured in the United States within the meaning of the law, procure-
ment regulations, and applicable cases. Therefore, the helicopter AHC will deliver
to the Coast Guard is 100 percent American within the mu.ning of the Buy Ameri-
can Act and implementing regulations.

For your further information, however, we estimate that 69 percent of the pur-
chase price received by AHC for deliveg' of products and services under the SRR
contract will be disbursed in the United States and 31 percent to subcontractors and
suppliers outside of the United States. In our initial proposal to the Coast Guard in
June, 1978, these factors were 71 percent and 29 percent, but minor changes have
resulted in the 69 and 31 percentages. The majority of the out-of-country expendi-
tures will be to Aerospatiale Helicopter Division in France, subcontractor for ele-
ments of the airframe. Other disbursements go to Italy and Canada for main gear
box parts, engine instruments, and direction finder.

Aerospatiale Helli;:ggter Division, AHC’s subcontractor for elements of the air-
frame, is a recogni world leader in advanced helicopter technology. This was
recognized by the American Helicopter Society at its 1979 Annual Forum held in
Washington, D.C,, in May, bB awarding the Alexander Klemin Award to Mr. Rene
Mouille, Deputy Technical Director of Aerospatiale Helicopter Division. He was
specifically cited by the American Helicopter Society for his role in the development
of all-composite main rotor blades and head and fan-in-fin anti-torque rotor, unique-
ly incorporated in the AHC SRR.

The evaluation factors set forth in the Coast Guard Request For Prﬁposal in order
of rank were technical/program suitability, cost, and management. AHC'’s and Bell's
gric&s have been reported to be less than one-half percent apart—AHC being low

idder. With this small difference, the Coast Guard and Navy technical evaluation
tear(:il dmust have considered AHC’s Dauphin 2 SRR technically superior to Bell’s
candidate.

AHC’s management group is a spin-off from LTV’s Vought Corporation. Until
1974, we were a subsidiary of the Vought organization. A number of our manage-
ment personnel have 25 to 35 years' experience in ﬁovernment contracting. In fact,
it was this experience that permit AHC, with Rockwell Collins as avionics
integrator, to assemble a technically superior and winning price proposal.

Bell implies that AHC is only a marketing outlet for Aerospatiale products in
North America. Only 10 of our 280 ple are salesmen. We have a compact and
competent engineering and technical field service team to support our operating
fleet, which now numbers approximately 385 helicopters. We are completely capable
of performing the manufacture, assembly, and installation reciuired by the SRR
contract. In addition, we have a well equipped overhaul shop. In 1975, AHC in a
cooperative effort with Sperry Flight Systems Division, engineered and certified the
first single pilot IFR Category II helicopter—a recognized technical accomplishment
by the industry.

Bell suggests also that AHC is neither financially capable, nor possesses adequate
facilities, to perform the Coast Guard contract. The First National Bank of Dallas
handles our banking and can vouch for our financial viability. Commencing late in
1978, we an constructing a new facili'%y at the Grand Prairie municipal airport,
which will completed in early 1980. This %rovides jobs and is beneficial to the
economy in the Dallas/Fort Worth metroplex. This new facility encompasses 270,000
square feet and will adequately accommodate our expanding commercial operations,
plus the Coast Guard program.

On a relevant point, the GATT eement currently before Congress has the
endorsement of the U.S. aircraft industry. Whether Bell endorses GATT is not
known, but it can be assumed they do, since they enjoy considerable foreign sales.
One must remember that GATT sets up a two way street for international trade.
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The success of the major U.S. airframe manufacturers (Boeing, Douglas, and Lock-

heed) in the foreign airline market has been accomplished through superior technol-

ogy and access to these markets. It follows that the Coast Guard should be able to

secure superior helicopter bechnol(fy for their SRR helicopter, particularly when

:‘hjdbasic product meets the Buy American Act and is being offered by the low
idder.

In conclusion then, AHC and al! of its SRR subcontractor teams apneal to you and
your congressional colleagues to suprort a GAO evaluation of the SRR award to
AHC based solely on its merits. It will be shown that AHC’s offer clearly gives the
Coast Guard and the U.S. taxpayers the best value for their dollar.

Sincerely,
C. J. BENNER, President.

STATEMENT OF DEAN A. OLsON, CHAIRMAN, AIRCRAFT GEAR Corp., CHicAGoO, ILL.

Mr. Chairman, I am Dean Olson, Chairman, Aircraft Gear Corporation (AGC),
Chicago, Illinois. I am pleased to have this opportunity to submit a statement for
the record to clarify our position with regard to certain statements made.at your
hearings on the M‘I‘KJ agreements.

We are major subcontractors to Aerospatiale Helicopter Corporation, Grand Prai-
rie, Texas on the recently awarded t Guard Short Range Recovery (SRR)
helic?ter procurement. We will be manufacturing the gearboxes for the new Coast
Guard helicopter from parts supplied by Fiat of Italy. The SRR procurement has
provided the opportunity to gain added exposure in the international marketplace
and we look forward to increased business as a result. We, at present, are en%aged
in other international efforts in Canada, the Netherlands, Germany, France, Italy,
Japan and Israel and feel that approval of the MTN agreements holds the potential
to expand our international business.

For the above reasons, we have serious reservations about the nature of the
comments delivered by a spokesman for Textron at July 11 hearings before the
subcommittee. In its statement Textron linked the recent Coast Guard decision on
its Short Range Recovery (SRR) helicopter procurement and the MTN agreement at
a time when the SRR decision is being reviewed by the GAO and Textron has
brought suit against the Secretary of Transportation and the Commandant of the
Coast Guard. This was a most unfortunate linkage. The MTN agreements have been
concluded after lengthy and difficult negotiations. No extraneous problems such as
the SRR procurement should be introduced which could, in any fashion, detract
from the consideration of the MTN on its merits. Additionally, with the SRR matter
before the courts and GAO for review, we think it improper that Textron would
p‘:opose that a Senate subcommittee become an additional forum in which to try
their case.

Mr. Chairman, Aircraft Gear Corporation is a small business firm employing but
225 people in Chicago. We appreciate the status we have achieved as a supplier to
numerous U.S. aerospace prime contractors and we recognize that international
cooperation, such as that embodied in the MTN, has contributed greatly to the
success we have enjoyed with international customers. We hope to continue to
improve our growth 1n both the domestic and foreign marketplace.

Senator RiBicoFr. Mr. Prill, do you want to testify in general, or
do you have comment in this matter in particular?

STATEMENT OF GEORGE C. PRILL, SPOKESMAN FOR AERO-
SPACE INDUSTRIES ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA, INC, AND
GENERAL AVIATION MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION

Mr. PriLL. I would like to testify in general but if there are an
questions I can answer on the Coast Guard helicopter matter I will
be hanpy to do so.

Senator RiBicoFr. Why don'’t you testify in general but I am just
wondering as long as you have followed Mr. Ames and you have
familiarity with this entire field, we would appreciate getting your
comments and where you see the potential relief for Bell and then
we will hear from you generally. '

If the Senators have specific questions, you may proceed. You
have heard. Do you know this case?
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Mr. PriLL. Yes, I do in general.

Senator RiBrcorr. May we have your comments and your experi-
ence, sir?

Mr. PriLL. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I have been involved with the
MTN negotiation from the beginning as chairman of the Aerospace
Industry Advisory Committee. The Bell Helicopter competition, as
Mr. Ames indicated, is not directly under the MTN agreements
both because the MTN agreement has not been yet adopted and
because of this peculiar hole that we have in regard to Coast Guard
procurements. In U.S. law and U.S. practice, all aircraft fall into
two categories: Civil or military. Military aircraft do not have an N
number and have not been certificated by the FAA.

On the other hand, the Coast Guard, part of the Department of
Transportation is not covered by the memorandum of understand-
ing which the Department of Defense has signed with the French
Government and which covers reciprocity in military activities.
The memorandum covers the so-called two-way street and involves
the concept of rationalization, standardization, and interoperability
which are being being discussed by the DOD and the French Gov-
ernment.

So the Coast Guard falls into a peculiar hole. The issue of De-
partment of Transportation procurement, is, therefore, one of Gov-
ernment policy. Does the U.S. Government want to run the bid on
a purely commercial basis, trying to get a closed envelope bid,
where the low bidder wins, or does it wish to look, at broader issues
of policy? Does the U.S. Government believe they should apply the
spirit of the multilateral trade negotiations to their own procure-
ments?

The Department of Transportation is not included in the MTN |
Government Procurement Code. It has been taken out as one of the
entities in that code.

I don’t want to get too deeply into the intricacies of that code but
this was done because the Europeans didn’t want to include their
railroads; for reciprocity we took out the Department if Transpor-
tation. .

Senator RiBicorr. In other words, this type of helicopter would
not be included in the MTN on Government procurement which it
opened up to all nations. Is that right?

Mr. PriLL. That is correct.

Senator RiBicorF. So then this would have been excluded under
MTN and yet it seems it violates the Buy American Act under the
present law.

Mr. PriLL. Mr. Chairman, the buy American determination de-
pends on the percentage of the contract that is American made.

Mr. Ames testified on these various.percentages and I have no
personal knowledge of those percentages.

Senator Risicorr. Well, it seems to me that if I were a Senator
from Texas and I were an American company I would be outraged "
if this happneed to Sikorsky—apparently they were not a bidder on
this—but I would be mighty upset.

Senator BENTSEN. You read the Senator right. That is why he is
here.
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Mr. PriLL. Sikorsky has been involved in similar procurements
in the past. As you well know, they are a very active member of
our helicopter fraternity.

This is a matter of principle for Bell.

Senator RiBicorr. I think you have a very serious problem here
because here you have an American company building a new series
of aircraft and these 90 planes have a direct bearing on the overall
cost of the entire line of production and also research and develop-
ment. And it starts out as a symbol for world competition and the
American Government does it in by showing a preference for a
French plane. And of course we want fair trade but I personally
am disturbed by this situation and I am at a loss to understand
why such little attention was paid to it by the authorities involved,
by the Department of Transportation and the Coast Goard itself.

Where do spare parts for this plane come from? Is there a
facility for this helicopter in Texas too, or is it just an office they
have in Texas?

Mr. PriLL. I understand there will be assembly activities in
Texas. I would imagine, Senator, I don’'t know this for sure, but I
would imagine most of the parts would come from France, the
source of the original helicopters. That would be a normal way of
procurement. I can’t testify to that as a fact, but it would be
normal in the industg;.

Senator RiBICOFF. Senator Chafee and Senator Bentsen, do you
have other questions on this problem?

Senator BENTSEN. I only want to emphasize the significance of
this contract, when you are talking about 90 helicopters, this learn-
ing curve that develops from that, the incremental savings in costs
on future contracts and what they can do in the market system as
the result of that. It has substantial magnitude.

Senator RiBicorr. You may proceed.

Senator CHAFEE. From your experience in the association have
you seen the reverse of this happen where your companies get a
contract for a nonmilitary aircraft away from a foreign producer in
their country when the difference is so infinitesimal? What is this,
one-half of 1 percent?

Mr. PriLL. [ can’t think of one, Senator.

Senator CHAFEE. I bet you would be hard put to find one too.

Mr. PriLL. I am fairly experienced in the business and none
comes to mind. We have sold, of course, many aircraft outside the
United States, usually through foreign military sales, in the DOD,
but this type of nose-to-nose competition is a rather unusual cir-
cumstance. I can’t remember any case where, for example, an
American helicopter company won a competition for Government
procurement in Europe against a nose-to-nose competitor.

Senator CHAFEE. Fine.

Senator BENTSEN. I want to thank you for giving this the priority
you have and the attention you have given to it.

Senator RiBicorFr. You may proceed with your general testimony
testimony.

Mr. PriLL. Just as one last thought on that, Mr. Chairman. We
in the American industry are, in no way, saying Aerospatiale
doesn’t build good helicopters and doesn’t do a fine job technically.
In fact, one of the basic reasons, probably the basic reason, that we
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in the American aircraft industry are so concerned and involved in
the MTN is that we have high regard and great respect for the
technological competence of our European, Canadian, and Japanese
competitors. And we recognize very well that if we continue under
the rules of the last 20 or 30 years in which they are allowed to
direct Government procurements, including procurements by their
airlines, and are allowed to subsidize and are allowed to demand
offset, that this will be a very rough game indeed because they are
competent. All of our projections have been based on a 20-year look
at the future; we do everything based on the year 2000. We see
ourselves competing against very well managed, very technological-
ly competent, government-owned companies. Rolls Royce and Aero-
spatiale are two that come to mind. Unless we have rules and
unless we monitor and enforce these rules, as you said yesterday,
Senator, in a statement which we endorse fully, we see this as a
very rough business for the U.S. aircraft industry. We don’t see
ourselves as impregnable at all.

Senator RiBicorr. And if we don’t have a proper watchdog for
American overall interests, we are going to get the short end of
this stick. These various codes only have meaning if we are watch-
ing them and monitoring them and doing everything we can as a
Government as a force on behalf of American industry. Otherwise
we have passed a Trojan horse here which could hurt American
industry, because it is a cinch if we have our private industry
competing with Government subsidized industry and they can take
any loss and do anything in the bookkeeping they want to, we are
at a decided disadvantage when it comes to price. This is something
that is going to have to be monitored with exquisite skill, really, to
make sure it works out.

Mr. PriLL. All I can say to that is, ‘“Hear, Hear.” You are
absolutely correct. It is a very difficult job. Trying to define what is
a subsidy in a large Government-owned corporation is very diffi-
cult. We don’t know of any easy way to do it.

Senator RiBicorFF. I don’t suppose there is any place in the Gov-
ernment today where there are specialized-auditors who can ferret
out subsidies of manufacturers and projects abroad, are there,
today? I don’t know of any. '

Mr. PriLL. No, I don’t think there are. We in our industry have
looked at our competitors, as they look at us and it is very difficult
to get those facts and figures. :
> Senator RiBicoFr. We have a big problem because you represent
one of the biggest dollar earners in our whole balance of trade
picture. The aeronautics and space industry represents how much?

Mr. PriLL. Well, we are doing about $8 billion to $9 billion a year
exports and import under $1 billion. So we believe we have the best
balance of trade figures next to hard grains of any segment of the
American economy. -

Senator Riicorr. That is right. And we have enough problems
as it is without losing that world business.

Mr. PrirL. Exactly, Mr. Chairman.

Well, to a certain extent that is my testimony.

Senator RisicorFF. That is fine. Your entire testimony will go intc
the record as if read.

Mr. PriLL. If I can put it in a few sentences:
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One, we strongly support the agreements, we think they should
be put into effect. We strongly support what you said and what you
are going to implement as a followup.

We are a united industry, which is not always found around the
country. We have been united through the negotiations and we
intend to stay united. .

And the other thing I did want to say, and which I think is very
important for us, is that we do not see this agreement that we
reached on trade in civil aircraft as a victory for us and a defeat
for the other side. We really don’t believe it is that. We think it is
an agreement on the rules that we have been calling the Marquess
of Queensbury rules of the international trade marketplace for the
next 20 years. The good marquess did not intend to stop the boxing.
He wanted to encourage it, but on a fair and equal opportunity
basis. What we see is a chance to compete if these rules are
implemented and enforced—and that is a big if—a chance to com-
;;‘ete on an equal opportunity basis. We know we need a referee.

he good marquess didn't take the referee out of the ring. We
know we need help and support from the U.S. Government in
putting this into place.

Senator RiBicoFF. Thank you very much.

Any questions?

Senator Bentsen?

Senator Long?

Thank you very much.

Mra PriLL. Mr. Chairman, if I may I would like to put into the
record——

Senator RiBicorr. Without objection, your entire statement will
go into the record.

Mr. PriLL. I will submit also a fairly long history of this negotia-

tion.
Senator RiBicoFr. Fine. We would welcome it.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Prill follows:]

STATEB{ENT oF GeorGE C. PRriLL, GEORGE C. PRILL & AsSOCIATES, INC.

Mr. Chairman, I appear before the Committee today as the Chairman of the
Aerospace Industry Sector Advisory Committee and as a spokeman for the Aero-
space Industries Association of America, Inc., and the General Aviation Manufac-
turers Association. The membership of these two associations includes the manufac-
turers of civil aircraft, engines, avionics and parts. It has been a very pleasant
experience to represent all elements of the industry. The industry was united
during the negotiations and will remain united in the follow-up activity, to which
we attach great importance.

We have submitted to the Congress a report containing the industry’s analysis of
the various agreements reached during the Multilateral Trade Negotiations. To fit
the purpose of the Committee today, however, I think it will suffice to say that the
aerospace industry strongly supports the package of tariff reductions and agree-
ments on non-tariff measures resulting from the Multilateral Trade Negotiations
and recommends its adoption. Our interest, of course, centers on the Agreement on
Trade in Civil Aircraft, but is, by no means, restricted to just that Agreement.

I would like to stress that while we strongly favor the adoption of the Agreement,
we do not see it as a "victo%' for our side in the sense that it would be a “defeat”
for the other Siﬁnatories. ther, we see it as a balanced agreement providing
reciprocity for all of the Signatories. As with all good agreements, all Signatories
benefit and there are no losers in the world’s aerospace industries.

A major point of the Aircraft Agreement that I would like to stress is that it is a
sectoral agreement embracing all of the tariff and non-tariff factors that affect the
sector. By takig this approach, we are able to trade the U.S. tariff for a European
commitment not to direct national airline procurement and for a Canadian commit-



510

ment not to demand compensatory contracting or offsets. We are quite convinced
:h_at the sectoral approach is the correct approach to the problems of major indus-
ries.

Further, we believe the Agreement provides the framework for the development
of more detailed agreements on such subjects as export credits and international
certification. We see it as a document which can be broadened by the addition of
other Signatories and as the basis for addressing probleins in the trade of aircraft
with non-Signatories.

We believe the basic philosphy of “fair trade” and ‘“current, commercial, competi-
tive practices,” as accepted by the Signatories, will provide the world’s airlines and
the other users of aircraft with the safest, most efficient and most reliable machines
regardless of the country of manufacture. This is certainly in the public interest.

e sometimes refer to the Agreement as the ‘“Marquess of Queensbury Rules” of
the international marketplace. We are well aware that the good Marquess did not
develop these rules to stop boxing, but rather to encourage it on a fair, and, if you
would think of it in these terms, equal opportunity basis. We fully recognize that
the Rules are not self-enforcing. There is a need for the referee in the ring.
Similarly, we will need monitoring and enforcement to make our Agreement the
very useful tool we believe it will become.

Our great interest in developing an international agreement on trade comes from
our recognition that competition in the the next two decades will be very different
from that in the last three. The United States’ private industry is ?;ced with
competent, technologically advanced, well managed competitors, that are owned, or
closely integrated with, national governments. f these competitors were to enter
the ring with the brass knuckles of government-directed Procurements, offset pro-
duction demands and government granted subsidies,it would be a very rough aftair.
On the other hand, if the U.S. continued imposing tariffs on aircraft imports, or
were to discriminate against imported aircraft by the use of licensing or certifica-
tion procedures, we would limit Canadian, Japanese and European access to the
world's largest single national market. This would result in a de facto trade war
with resultant loss to the Airlines and general aviation users, as well as to the high
technology aerospace industry of the U.S. and its allies. Thus, we believe that
o?ening the borders increases competition, while requiring that compeition to be
" air'!!

It is important to stress that governments can, and should, budget for aerospace
research and development activities. However, governments will not under the
terms of the agreement, subsidize individual production programs.

Operating under the implemented MTN package, we exgect that we will export
more, and export on a secure basis, therebn ensuring that there will be more jobs in
our industry and more business for the thousands of our small business suppliers
who do not consider themselves “international traders’’, but who export by virtue of
their sales to subcontractors or directly to the manufacturers of civil aircraft.
Because we will have rules, there will be more certainity and, therefore, a better
opportunity for long-range planning. This is essential to the build-up of skilled labor
forces and the acquisition or construction of new facilities.

The next two decades will provide a market for the civil aerospace industry of
about $300 billion—no small sum. The biggest individual market, but still less than
half, will be the United States. No company in the United States, Canada, Japan or
Western Europe can undertake a new program with any sense of success unless it
can be assured of a fair shot at world sales. Obviously, the bigger and more
advanced the aircraft, the more true this is. But the principle carries through to the
smaller general aviation aircraft and helicopters, as well. In short, we all need a
world market to compete, and rules are needed to define this market.

The other subject that I would like to stress today is the need for the implement-
ing legislation to set up a strong, flexible system for industry participation in the
monitoring, enforcing, consulting and amending process that will follow. If these
agreements are to work, we need strong, authorized industry participation at all
times and at all levels. Our industry believes we should participate primarily as a
sector, but also in the cross-sector discussions on other, more general matters.

The other Signatories to the Aircraft Agreement know dur industry and fully
expect it to be a very active partner, along with the U.S. Government, in the follow-
up process. In the same way, we know their aircraft industries. We respect them,
and we are certain that representatives of their indistries will be integral parts of
their national teams. It should not be otherwise.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for this opportunity to discuss this important subject.
In summary, we in aerospace urge adoption and implementation of the complete
MTN package, including the Aircraft Agreement. We also recommend continuing
strong industry involvement.
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Senator Risicorr. Mr. Bernard Falk, National Electrical Manu-
facturers Association.

STATEMENT OF BERNARD H. FALK, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL
ELECTRICAL MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION

Mr. FaLk. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I am Bernard H. Falk, president of the National Electrical Man-
ufacturers Association.

While we endorse on balance the MTN agreement, the heavy
electrical equ(ifment industry, which manufactures large power
generating and transmission equipment, is extremely disappointed
that the MTN agreement on Government procurement does not
apply to the entities which purchase such products. The unwilling-
ness of the member countries of the European Economic Communi-
ty to include such entities means a continuation of the discrimina-
tion of many years whereby U.S. producers of such equipment are
not permitted to obtain equivalent competitive market access for
these products, and falls far short of the objectives sought by the
Trade Act of 1974, section 104. : .

Despite our obvious disappointment, we appreciate having sec-
tion 302(c) in S. 1376, which calls for economic impact reporting
and recommendations for further action. This, hopefully, will keep
the trade discrimination -issue alive concerning large electrical
equipment.

My purpose in appearing today is to urge this committee, in
considering the Trade Agreements Act of 1979, particularly section
302(c) “Report on Impact of Restrictions,” to include in your report
on S. 1376 language to the effect that it is the committee’s intent
that the Presidential report required by section 302(c) address par-
ticularly trade reciprocity in heavy electrical generating and trans-
mission equipment, as well as products affected by such restric-
tions.

In addition to the report and recommendations by the President
called for in section 302(c) of S. 1376, we hope the Governmental
Affairs Committee will request the appropriate agencies of the
executive branch to keep your committee informed of the award of
orders by U.S. Government agencies for imports of large electrical
equipment from European countries and Japan, and to keep you
informed of progress being made in preparing reports and recom-
mendations regarding the economic effects of continuing discrimi-
nation and of proposed alternative means to obtain equity and
reciprocity in the large electrical equipment sector.

The committee may recall that in the Finance Committee’s
report accompanying the Trade Act of 1974, electrical machinery
was identified as one of the industrial product categories that
should lend itself to a product sectoral negotiation—page 79, report
No. 93-1298—which we did not obtain.

With the disappointing failure to achieve results in coverage of
such products under an international government procurement
code, which was key to achieving equivalent con{})etitive marketing
access to several major European couatries for U.S. producers; and
in view of the Senate Finance Committee’s statement of the need
for a sector negotiation for the electrical equipment industry,
which was not achieved, we respectfully request the committee to
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include in its report the comments we are requesting today in this
brief statement. We also hope you will assist us to obtain the
equitable trade treatment which we have been so long denied.

Senator RiBicorr. Thank you very much, Mr. Falk.

Following the testimony of Mr. Ames, without objection I would
like to place in the record a letter and statement on behalf of Mr.
D. Olson, chairman of the board of the Aircraft Gear Corp. of
Chicago, who are aupgliers and subcontractors to Aerospatiale.!

Thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Falk follows:}

TesTIMONY OF BERNARD H. FALK, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL ELECTRICAL
MANUFACTURERS ABSOCIATION

I am Bernard H. Falk, President of the National Electrical Manufacturers Associ-
ation. I am also Chairman of Industry Sector Advisory Committee 18, Electrical
Machinery, Power Boilers, Nuclear Reactors, and Engines and Turbines.

The heavy electrical equipment industry, which manufactures large power gener-
ating and transmission equipment, is extremely disappointed that the MTN am
ment on government procurement does not apply to the entities which purc
such products. The unwillingness of the member countries of the Europen nomic
Community to include such entities means a continuation of the discrimination of
many gears whereby U.S. producers of such equipment are not permitted to obtain
“equivalent competitive market access” for these products, and falls far short of the
objectives sought by the Trade Act of 1974 (Sec. 104).

want to point out also that other developed countries, whose electric utilities are
not predominantly owned by government entiti¢s, have not agreed to abandon or
g:lrtail their xtxationalistic purchasing which discriminates against American electri-

equipment.

Thus, lack of.coverage by the Government Procurement Code was not the only
failure of negotiating results which is detrimental to large electrical equipment.

Attached to a{ statement are the views I expressed before the Senate Committee
on Go:i’etr:ﬂmen Affairs on April 26 of this year which explained the situation in
more detail.

Despite our obvious disappointment, we appreciate having Section 302(c) in S.
1376, which calls for economic impact reporting and recommendations for further
action. This, hopefully, will keep the trade discrimination issue alive concerning
large electrical equipment.

y purpose in ap i today is to urge this Committee, in considering the
“Trade Agreements Act of 1979," particularly Sec. 302(c) “Reglort on Impact of
Restrictions,” to include in your report on S. 1376 language to the effect that it is
the Committee’s intent that the Presidential report required l:iy Sec. 302(c) address
particularly trade reciprocity in heavy electrical generating and transmission equip-
ment, as well as other products affected by such restrictions.

The many years of discrimination against U.S. manufacturers of large electrical

uipment by European countries and Japan, and the demonstrated unwillingness
of the Executive Branch to take effective action inst this discrimination, prompt
us to request this Committee to maintain active legislative oversight of this ques-
tion. .

In addition to the report and recommendations befthe President called for in
Section 302(c) of S. 1376, we hope the Governmental Affairs Committee will request
the appropriate agencies of the Executive Branch to keep your Committee informed
of the award of orders by U.S. Government agencies for imports of large electrical
equipment from European countries and Japan, and to keep you informed of prog-
ress being made in pr:ﬁ:‘ing reports and recommendations regarding the economic
effects of continuing discrimination and of proposed alternative means to obtain
equity and reciprocity in the large electrical equipment sector.

The Committee may recall that in the Finance Committee’s report accompanyin,
the “Trade Act of 1974,” electrical machinery was identified as one of the industri

roduct categories that should lend itself to a product sectoral negotiation (page 79,
Ee rt No. 93-1298). Which we did not obtain.

ith the disappointing failure to achiéve results in coverage of such products
under an international government procurement code, which was key to achieving
“equivalent competitive market access’” to several major European countries for

! See p. 503.
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U.S. producers; and in view of the Senate Finance Committee’s statemnent of the

need for a sector negotiation for the electrical equipment industry, which was not

achieved, we respectfully request the Committee to include in its report the com-

ments we are requesting today in this brief statement. We also hope you will assist

usAtto ogtain tthe equitable trade treatment which we have been so long denied.
tachment.

STATEMENT OF BERNARD H. FALX, PresiDENT, NATIONAL ELECTRICAL
MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION

I am Bernard H. Falk, President of the National Electrical Manufacturers Associ-
ation. I am also Chairman of Industry Sector Advisory Committee 18, Electrical
Machinery, Power Boilers, Nuclear Reactors, and Engines and Turbines.

I appreciate this opportunity to appear before the Senate Governmental Affairs
Committee for the purpose of presenting the views of American Manufacturers of
heavy electrical equipment with regard to the MTN Government Procurement Code.

Attached to my statement is an excerpt from testimony which I presented before
the Senate Finance Committee on April 1, 1974, when my Association had the
opportunity to bring its views in support of what eventually became the Trade
Reform Act of 1974. This attachment has been included to explain how foreign “Buy
National” procurement policies have effectively foreclosed U.S. producers of heavy
electrical equipment from competin% in the markets of other producer nations while
the suppliers of similar equipment from those nations have enjoyed relatively open
access to the large U.S. marketplace.

With this in mind, we were strongly supportive of the Trade Act and particularly
Section 104 which directed that a principal U.S. negotiating objective would be to
obtain, to the maximum extent feasible, equivalent competitive market access in
develo countries for U.S. product sectors. Obviously, one of the means to accom-
plish this objective was to be a comprehensive Code on non-discriminatory govern-
ment procurement. This matter of the need for such a Code was not new at that
time; as a matter of fact, in 1968, U.S. trade authorities became convinced that
restrictive nationalistic procurement in heavy electrical equipment had created
clear conditions of unfairness in international trade. Seeking correction, U.S. offi-
cials initiated discussions within the Organization of Economic Coolseration and
Development which eventually was essentially transferred to the MTN negotiation
for a Government Procurement Code.

What has hagé)ened in the trade negotiations, however, is that while an adequate
Erocurement code has been negotiated, the European Community has refused to

ave the code apply to its national fovem rient entities that buy heavg' electrical
equipment. What other countries will finally agree to do relative to the procure-
ment code is still unclear but is not promising. It is, therefore, already apparent
that the United States is coming out of the trade negotiations with a failure to
obtain significant increased foreign access in the main potential markets for U.S.
exports for these products.
here is an important aspect in this situation that has to be understood. The
extent to which each country’s home market purchases in these product areas are
made by national-level government entities that could be put under the procure-
ment code varies from qractically 100 percent of the total home market in France
and England to practically none in Japan. In other words, the Japanese market for
heavy electrical goods is practically 100 percent “private”. But the foreign govern-
ments effectively block U.S. access to practically all of their home markets whether
the would-be purchasers are national-level government agencies, below-national-
level government agencies, or “private’’. The premise of section 104 of the Trade Act
and of the U.S. push for a government procurement code was that a country that
put under the procurement code its national-level government agencies that pur-
chase this equipment would also urge other gunchasers of such equipment within its
borders to stop discriminating against U.S. suprliers. The failure to put their
national-level purchasers under the code obviously means that their ‘“across-the-
board” nationwide discriminatory import control will be maintained.

In fact, unless appropriate steps are taken by Congress to compensate for this
negative outcome in the trade negotiations, the United States, after the negotia-
tions, may be even worse off than before. For example, tariffs in these product areas
will be reduced. Such reductions will have a favorable impact on imports into the
United States but will mean nothing for United States exports in the face of the
pervasive foreign government discrimination.

The case of the worldwide heavy electrical goods market (power generating equip-
ment, including steam-turbine generators, gas-turbines, hydro-turbines and gener-
ators, power switchgear and large power transformers) illustrates the disadvantage
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to the United States of the one-sided relationship in these product areas that our
trading partners are trying to continue. Qver the last five years, on an average
annual basis, the European heavy electrical goods market is worth about $2 billion;
the Japanese market about $5 million and the United States market about $5
billion. And whereas Europe and Japan have been getting about 8 to 9 percent of
the United States heavy electrical gl?hods market, the United States has been practi-
cally totally excluded from theirs. The consequences to the United States econom
in terms of jobs, sales by raw material and component suppliers (steel, for example),
etc. are obviously serious.

No doubt the foreign assumption is that the status quo will continue; forei
home markets will continue protected: the United States market will stay relatively
ogen. If this assumption proves correct, any United States hopes for liberalization in
the future will obviously remain futile.

We accordingly must devise a legislative response to this onsided situation that
will forcefully tell our major trading partners that their continued protectionism in
these areas was and is a mistake and that greater trade liberalization in the future
will be a better alternative.

How best to respond is, of course, the question. I understand the Administration
proposal is merely to maintain the present “Buy American” price differential with
respect to those United States agencies that are the principal purchasers of the
products in question. Present “Buy American” apﬁlicatloumvides for a 6 percent

rice differential, increased to 12 percent where the United States supplier is in a
igh unemployment area. Continuation of these differentials at existing levels will
not, in our judgment, serve to alter the itions of our major trading partners nor
will it serve as an inducement to them. The very minimum response that would be
likely to have some effect would be to increase the various sets of ‘‘Buy American”
Erice differentials for the listed United States agencies to a level where they would
ave a real competitive impact. We also have to keep in mind that, by far, the
larger ﬁrt of the domestic market in these product areas is outside federal procure-
g%ent. e non-federal parts of the United States heavy electrical market are about
rcent.
aring in mind that the objective is to induce foreign governments to open up
their markets and that Uni States countermeasures would be applied only so
long as necessary, it seems reasonable that Congress resort temporarily to United
States equivalents of what the Europeans and Japanese are doing; that is, Con,
as a part of the legislation to in plement the trade agreements—and until we obtain
oremng up of the counterpart foreign markets—should prohibit sales of heavy
electrical goods made in non-cooperating countries to United States agencies that
are the principal purchasers of such goods and, further, in recognition of the non-
federal parts of the domestic markets in these product areas, Congress should
prohibit—the use of federal funds or credits to facilitate the domestic purchase
outside of the federal procurement system (for example, purchases by state or
regional cooperatives, state highway systems, municipalities, etc.) of such goods
made in noncooperating countries.

Congress would empower the President to relax the countermeasures as our
trading partners become more cooperative and would, of course, provide adequate
safeguards against various Possible contingencies such as unavailability, as it now
does in the “Buy American’’ laws.

The Congress and the Administration are now in the final stages of determining
the overall implementation aspects of the MTN trade agreements. In that connec-
tion, I respectfully recommend your support for the position set forth above. ,

Excerpr FROM STATEMENT OF NATIONAL ELECTRICAL MANUFACTURERS' ASSOCIATION
oN H.R. 10710, THe TrRaDE REForM Act oF 1973, BEFORE THE COMMITTEE ON
FINANCE, U.S. SENATE, APRIL 1, 1974

Every nation of the world reiards its electrical manufacturing cagability as an
essential national resource which underpins its economic strength and measures its
potential for growth. Co uently, every industrialized nation, to one degree or
another, and with the United States as a notable exception, has historically adopted
policies to protect and encourage its electrical equipment capability, in terms of
research and development assistance, strict buy-national procurement policies, dis-
criminatory standards regulations and export aids and incentives.

The buy-national procurement policies of electrical utilities owned or controlled
by the governments of Western Europe, for example, have effectively foreclosed
Jmted tates producers of heavy electrical equipment from competing in those
foreign markets. At the same time, however, electrical machinery producers in
those foreign countries, often supported by government export aids and incentives,
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have enjoyed relatively open access to the large United States market, subject only
to a low tariff, and the Buy-American differential in the case of Federal procure-
ment. As a result of this one-way flow of trade, United States electrical manufactur-
ers have sold very little equipment in the other producer countries of the world,
while hundreds of millions of dollars of foreign-made equipment are now in place
throughout most major U.S. electrical systems—investor owned utilities as well as
Federal and municipal power authorities.

We regard this one-way flow as anti-competitive per se. Moreover, it is based on a
pervasive discrimination which makes a mockery of the principle of non-discrimina-
tory trade laid down in the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT).

NEMA is gratified that the United States Government has tried to do something
about the anti-competitive behavior of foreign governments and their government-
owned or controlled electric utilities. In 1968, approximately one year after the
Kennedy Round negotiations were concluded, United States trade authorities
became -convinced that restrictive nationalistic procurement in heavy electrical
equipment had created clear conditions of unfairness in international trade. NEMA
had made this point in many statements over the years, to the Congress and the
Executive Branch. Seeking correction, United States officials initiated working
party discussions within the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Develop-
ment (OECD) to try to develop an international code on government procurement.
At the request of the Treasury Department and the office of the Special Representa-
tive for Trade negotiations, NEMA submitted to a draft of a proposed international
code for electrical equipment procurement, modeled on applicable United States
federal procurement regulations. We believe that since 1968 United States officials
have worked diligently toward adoption of an international procurement code based,
at least in part, on the NEMA draft. But now, in 1974, little tangible progress has
been made, and we must conclude that there is scant interest among the other
OCED members in facilitating broadened access for U.S. manufacturers to these
members’ own home markets.

NEMA is also gratified that the Committee on Finance has recognized the inhibit-
ing and discriminatory effects of certain government procurement practices. Appen-
dix B to the Committee Print, “Summary and Analysis of H.R. 10710—the Trade
Reform Act of 1973,” dated February 26, 1974, identifies such practices as a signifi-
cant non-tariff barrier ! of particular interest to United States electrical manufac-
turers are the following paragraphs:

“The principal practices that inhibit foreign participation in government procure-
ment are insufficient publicity in the solicitation of bids and in the disclosure of the
criteria on the basis of which contracts are awarded. Most trading partners of the
United States, such as Japan, the United Kingdom and most European Community
countries use predominantly the selective and single tender bid procedures. It is
generally recognized that these lend themselves much better to discriminatory
practices against foreign suppliers than public tendering.

“Foreign suppliers can also be suppressed through specific conditions of bidding
which put them at a disadvantage, such as certain administrative requirements or
inadequate time allowed for submission of bids. Moreover, purchasing authorities
may specify technical requirements in advance collaboration with domestic suppli-
ers limiting thereby the competitiveness of the foreign bidder. In some countries
only resident firms may undertake government contracts of certain types.” (P. 91,
emphasis added.)

In sum, it would appear that both the term ‘‘competitiveness,” and the Most
Favored Nation principle, are viewed differently in moet foreign industrial countries
than in the United States to us they mean individual firms, regardless of national
origin, competing among themselves on the same non-discriminatory terms and
with equal competitive opportunity. To foreign governments, their power authorities
and their electrical equipment manufacturers, they mean domestic and foreign
economic policies which accord special treatment and discrimination in world trade
to their own producers. Under these conditions, the contest between the United
States and foreign manufacturers can hardly be equal—and it has not been.

Senator RiBicorr. Ms. Jane Davis.

It should be added that appendix B also identifies two other types on nontariff barriers of
concern to NEMA members: (1) Subsidies and export aids; and (2) discriminatory standards

regulations.
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STATEMENT OF JANE P. DAVIS, CHAIRMAN, ELECTRONIC IN-
DUSTRIES ASSOCIATION'S INTERNATIONAL BUSINESS COUN.
CIL

Ms. Davis. I am Jane Davis, chairman of the Electronic Indus-
tries Association’s International Business Council and assistant
vice president of General Telephone & Electronics Corp. Accompa-
nying me today are Peter R. Levin of the General Electric Co.,
chairman of ISAC-19, and Jack Lasley, international marketing
consultant, chairman of ISAC-22.

The Electronic Industries Associa’ion—EIA—is grateful for this
opportunity to testify on the Trade Agreements Act.

lectronic manufacturers are major exporters. Our industries
have had a vital interest in these negotiations. We have participat-
ed actively in the discussions through membership in five of the
industry sector advisory committees. It is on the basis of the in-
depth understanding ﬁ?ined by this continued involvement and
concern that EIA weighs advartages and disadvantages accruing to
the United States after 5 years at the bargaining tables at Geneva.

In balance, we feel the advantages do prevail.

EIA supports S..1376 and recommends its passage by the Senate.
We especially applaud section 1109 instructing the administration
to submit promptl%" a separate proposal to centralize Government’s
trade functions. This was somewhat overtaken by yesterday’s
events.

We were delighted that step was taken to centralize Govern-
ment's trade functions.

Also Section 1103 to make permanent the advisory process that
existed between Government and the private sector during the
multilateral trade negotiations—MTN.

EIA urges approval of the legislation as representing a long and
important step toward improving the world trading climate, even
though we recognize that in certain areas the results of MTN fall
short of perfection. Further discussions are needed, specifically on
the European Community’s protectionist Rules of Origin, Japan’s
and European Community’s still inadequate lists of entities con-
forming to the Government Procurement Code, and the GATT
nations’ reluctance to confront the border adjustment issue.

Since the tariff revisions reached as part of the MTN were
negotiated under the authority of the Trade Act of 1974, they
require no further congressional approval; however, we must note
that these results, too, are less than perfect, particularly in their
failure to reduce the European Community’s 17-percent tariff
afainst imported electronic semiconductors. We hope these items
also will be further pursued by U.S. negotiators.

The Trade Agreements Act of 1979 would create a body of U.S.
law to implement nontariff aspects of the MTN. Included are mul-
tilateral agreements, codes of conduct, on subsidies, countervailing
and antidumpini duties, customs valuation, Government procure-
ment, technical barriers to trade standards, aircraft. These agree-
ments represent the first serious effort by trading nations to
reduce or eliminate increasingly onerous nontariff barriers to
trade.

It is axiomatic that no single set of agreements covering so broad
a range of issues could possibly contain solutions for all problems
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of international trade. The agreements on standards, aircraft, sub-
sidies, and dumping have in large measure achieved their goals.
The agreement as to Government procurement, on the other hand,
with its very limited coverage of European and Japanese entities,
is only partially successful.

We hope that these omissions and limitations will be corrected in
further negotiations, but do not consider these sufficient to
outweigh the overall value of the agreements.

It is also important to realize that the negotiations’ hard-won
achievements will vanish unless the necessary U.S. Government
structure exists to make them work. The present fragmentation of
international trade responsibility among 50-odd agencies, depart-
ments and other Government entities produces confusion and don-
tradictions, and makes the United States fair prey for its competi-
tors. A vigorous cabinet level department with strong advocacy and
authority to administer this body of law equitably and expeditious-
ly is essential. Thus, the instructions to the executive branch con-
tained in section 1109 of the act are key to the long-term success of
the negotiations. ’

To conclude within our allotted time, Mr. Chairman, we feel that
the immediate and future advantages of these agreements do pre-
vail over their disadvantages. EIA recommends passage of the
Trade Agreements Act of 1979. )

Thank you for your attention. We are prepared for questions.

Senator Risicorr. Thank you very much.
[The prepared statement of Ms. Jane Davis follows:]

STATEMENT BY THE ELECTRONIC INDUSTRIES ASSOCIATION

I am Jane Davis, Chairman of the Electronic Industries Association’s Internation-
al Business Council and an Assistant Vice President of the General Telephone and
Electronics Corporation. Accompanying me today ar Peter R. Levin of the General
Electric Company, Chairman of ISAC-19, and Jack Lasley, international marketing
consultant, chairman of ISAC-22.

The Electronic Industries Association (EIA) is grateful for this opportunity to
testify on the Trade Agreements Act.

Electronic manufacturers are major exporters. Our industries have had a vital
interest in these negotiations. We have participated actively in the discussions
through membership in five of the Industry Sector Advisory Committees. It is on
the basis of the in-depth understanding gained by this continued involvement and
concern that EJA weighs advantages and disadvantages accruing to the United
States after five years at the bargaining tables at Geneva. In balance, the advan-
tages do prevail,

EIA supports S. 1376 and recommends its passage by the Senate. We especially
applaud section 1109 instructing the Administration to submit promptly a separate
propcsal to centralize Government’'s trade functions, and section 1103 to make
permanent the advisory process that existed between Government and the private
sector during the Multilateral Trade negotiations (MTN).

EIA urges approval of the legislation as representing a long and important step
towards improving the world trading climate, even though we recognize that in
certain areas the results of MTN fall short of perfection. Further discussions are
needed, specifically on the European Community’s protectionist Rules-of-Origin,
Japan’s and European Community's still inadequate lists of entities conforming to
the Government Procurement e, and the GATT-nations’ reluctance to confront
the border adjustment issue.

Since the tarrif revisions reached as part of the MTN were negotiated under the
authority of the Trade Act of 1974, they require no further congressional approval.
However, we must note that these results, too, are less than perfect, particularly
their failure to reduce the Eur&pean Community’s 17 percent tariff against import-
ed electronic semiconductors. We hope these items also will be further pursued by

U.S. negotiators.
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The Trade Agreements Act of 1979 would create a bo;ir of U.S. law to implement
non-tariff aspects of the MTN. Included are multilateral agreements (codes of con-
duct) on Subsidies, Countervailing and Anitdumping Duties, Customs Valuation,
Government Procurement, Technical Barriers to Trade (standards), Aircraft. These
agreements represent the first serious effort by trading nations to reduce or elimi-
nate increasingly onerous non-tarrif barriers to trade.

It is axiomatic that no single set of agreements covering so broad a range of issues
could possibly contain soulutions for all problems of international trade. The agree-
ments on Standards, Aircraft, Subsidies, and Dumping have in large measure
achieved their goals. The ment as to Government Procurement, on the other
hand, with its very limi coverage of European and Japanese Entities, is only
partially successful.

We hope that these omissions and limitations will be corrected in further negotia-
tions, but do not consider these sufficient to out-weigh the over all value of the
agreements. )

It is also important to realize that the negotiations’ hardwon achievements will
vanish unless the necessary U.S. Government structure exists to make them work.
The present fragmentation of international trade responsibility among fifty-odd
agencies, departments and other government entities produces confusion and con-
tradictions, and makes the U.S. fair prey for its competitors. A vigorous cabinet-
level department with strong advocacy and authority to administer this body of law
equitably and expeditiously is essential. Thus, the instructions to the Executive
Branch contained in section 1109 of the Act are key to the long-term success of the
negotiations.

'o conclude within our allotted time, Mr. Chairman, we feel that the immediate
and future advantages of these agreements do prevail over their disadvantages. EIA
recommends passage of the Trade Agreements Act of 1979.

Thank you for your attention. We are prepared for questions.

SuppLEMENT TO EIA’s Jury 10, 1979, OraL TesTIMONY ON S. 1376

As to Section 1103, EIA’s statement last March 6 to this Subcommittee made
these recommendatins on “Advice from the Private Sector.”

Quote
Establish permanent ISACs and LSACs along the present structural lines—that
is, by industry groupings rather than in accordance with Code coverage. These
committees should have assured ability to provide advice on all policy, program and
negotiating activities.
or advice on purely technical matters—such as the content of specific product
standards or deductive methods in customs valuation—these permanent committees
should be consulted on the formation of special panels, as and when necessary, and
the nomination of individuals known to possess specific expertise in the particular
problem area.

Unquote

As to Section 1109, EIA's statement last March 6 to this Subcommittee made
these recommendations on “Reorganizing and restructuring the international trade
functions of the United States Government”

Quote

Either * * * to place virtually all trade administration functions affecting non-
agricultural goods in a new Cabinet Department endowed by statute with focal
responsibility, authority and accountability for U.S. trade and off-shore investment
s & 9

v

Or * * * such assignment of authorities should be given to a single existing
Cabinet-level Department, which would subjected to such major reorganization that
its sole responsibility and accountability would, as a result, become the administra-
tion of U.S. trade, and which would be given a;:ipropriate strength and a power base
from which to operate in the interest of U.S. industry.

Ungquote

The five Industry Sector Advisory Committees on which the electronic industries
have members: ISAC-16 on Computers and Business Machines; ISAC-19 on Con-
sumer Electronics and Household Appliances; ISAC-20 on Instrumentation; ISAC-
22 on Telecommunications and Non-Consumer Electronics; and ISAC-24 cn Aero-

space.
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EIA is the major trade association of the electronic industries, with 300 member
companies which are manufacturers of component parts, equipment and systems for
communications, government, industrial and consumer end-uses.

The 1978 sales of these goods by U.S. electronic producers were over $55 billion.
Nearly 25 percent, $13.3 billion, was exported to customers outside of the USA.
Almost 10 percent of all U.S. exports was in electronic products.

At the same time, imports of electronic goods reached $10.7 billion. Certain of the
American electronic industries * * * namely TV, CB radios, and the simpler types
of component parts * * * have become ‘‘import sensitive.”

_ Neverthless, in the balance of U.S. trade, there is more volume exported than is
lml?orted; there is a $2.6 billion electronic trade.

urthermore, the U.S. electronic industries directly employ 1.3 million Americans
¢ * * of whom fully 260,000 have jobs tied to exports.

Senator RiBicorF. Mr. Richard Langer.

STATEMENT OF RICHARD D. LANGER, VICE PRESIDENT, CON-
TROL DATA CORP. OF MINNEAPOLIS, MINN., APPEARING ON
BEHALF OF THE JOINT INDUSTRY GROUP

Mr. LANGER. Good afternoon, Mr. Chairman.

With me are Mr. William Outman of the law firm of Baker &
McKenzie, and Mr. David Elliott, manager of customs and interna-
tional trade affairs for Procter & Gamble.

Our full statement has been filed so that——

Senator RiBicorr. Without objection it will go into the record as
though read.

Mr. LANGER. We are here in behalf of the Juint Industry Group,
a coalition of 16 associations broadly representative of those seg-
ments of American business involved in international trade includ-
ing exporters, importers, U.S. manufacturers, retailers, U.S. carri-
ers, customs brokers, and others.

This coalition has a particular interest in the customs evaluation
agreement. We believe that it is perhaps the most important of the

TN agreements since it will affect the majority of international
trade transactions on a day in and day out basis.

Over 50 years ago the writer of an excellent book called,
“Through the Customs Maze,” noted, if you would let me but write
the Administrative Act, I care not who sets the rates of duties.

Those of us involved in international trade on a daily basis have
learned well how true those words relate to the various customs
valuations systems now used throughout the world. Other countries
have used uplifts or fair market value systems to significantly
increase their effective rates of dutly;.

We in the United States have had the American selling price
system to do the same thing but on a relatively narrow range of
goods. However, we have also established administrative complex-
ities that have become intolerable for the Customs Service and the
importer alike.

We think it is a remarkable achievment to have negotiated this
agreement with the .major trading nations of the world and we
believe it should eliminate many problems and establish a uniform
trade neutral system.

We note the essence of the agreement is its reciprocal nature.
Previously it is the product of negotiations. And as Ambassador
Straus has noted, you get nothing for nothing.

Equally, of course, if we are to achieve the benefits from it that
we seek for our exports, we must effectively implement the agree-

ment ourselves.
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A few general observations are appropriate. First, the United
States entered the negotiations as virtually a minority of one con-
fronting a world which by and large had adopted the Brussel’s
definition of value. The result is a system incorporating the best of
both existing U.S. law and the Brussels definition of value. This
was a major success for the U.S. delegation.

Second, our greatest concern about the valuation systems of
other countries was the discretion extended to customs authorities
to raise duties arbitrarily by raising duty valuations arbitrarily. A
key feature secured in tl.e Geneva negotiations was to minimize
such administrative discretion.

Third, we believe that an excellent job was done both in negotiat-
ing the agreement and proposing its implementation into legisla-
tion because both the Congress and the administration have lis-
tened carefully to American business.

Not everything we have suggested has been adopted but all of
our proposals have been carefully considered. This cooperation is
appreciated.

Only three concernis remained after the drafting of the legisla-
tion and the statement of administrative action which we wish to
address today. All three can be readily resolved in legislative his-
tory. We are proposing appropriate language on all three issues in
the statement that we have filed.

The first concern involves a potential ambiguity in the agree-
ment and legislation relative to royalties. We believe that the
intent of the negotiators to maintain current U.S. law is clear and
that this should be reflected in the report. This is important to
exporters as well since we want other countries to follow the same
interpretation.

The second concern relates to the provision in the agreement
that importers will be given notice if their prices are not to be used
for Customs value and it gives them an opportunity to respond.

The language on both of these concerns that we are proposing
has been included in the Ways and Means Committee report. We
respectfully suggest that this also be done by the Senate Commit-
tee on Finance.

Our third concern relates to the administrative problems for
exporters who need to import foreign designs in order to insure
that their export production meets the needs of their foreign mar-
kets. We believe that our proposed report should result in putting
these importers on the same basis as those who want to import
foreign designs for review purposes rather than production pur-

ses.
pc'Our proposal does not involve any reduction in duties or loss of
tariff protection for the American design industry. It merely
lessens administrative problems for Customs and for exporters.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for giving us the opportunity to
appear.

Do you have any questions?

Senator RiBicorr. No, thank you very much. We understand the
situation.

Mr. LANGER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Langer follows:]
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STATEMENT oF THE JOINT INDUSTRY GROUP CUSTOMS VALUATION

Good morning. My name is Richard D. Langer, Vice President of Control Data
Corporation of Minneapolis, Minnesota. I am appearing here on behalf of the Joint
Industry Group, an ad hoc coalition broadly representative of U.S. manufacturing,
retailing, exporting, importing and transportation interests. I am accompanied by (g
Lee Sandler, Esq. of the law firm of Sandler & Travis, Miami, Florida. Mr Sandler is
available for any technical questions you may have. My testimony is directed
towards the Customs Valuation Agreement which has emerged from the Tokyo
Round and its implementation into U.S. law and practice.

The Joint Industry Group is composed of the following associations and the
businesses they represent:

1. The Air Transport Association of America, which represents nearly all sched-
uled airlines of the United states.

2. The American Electronics Association, which has over 900 high technol and
electronics companies. Its members are mostly small to medium in size, with two-
thirds of its members employing less than 200 employees.

3. The American Importers Association, representing over 1,100 companies,
mostly small to medium in size, plus 150 customs brokers, attorneys and banks.

4. The American Paper Institute, a national trade association of the pulp, paper
and paperboard industry. Its members produce more than 90 percent of the nation’s
output of these products. The U.S. paper industry operates in all States of the
Union employing over 700,000 people.

5. The American Retail Federation, an umbrella organization encompassing thirty
national and fifty state retail associations that represent more than one million
retail establishments with over 13,000,000 employees.

6. The Chamber of Commerce of the United States, representing 79,000 companies
and 4,000 state and local Chambers of Commerce.

7. The Cigar Association of America, which includes 75 percent of all U.S. cigar
sales and major cigar tobacco leaf dealers.

8. The Computer & Business Equipment Manufacturers Assocation, including
nearly forty members with 750,000 employees and $45 billion in worldwide rev-
enues. Members range from the smallest to the largest in the industry.

9. The Council of American-Flag Ship Operators, which represents the interests of
the American Liner industry.

10. The Electronic Industries Assocation, its 287 member companies, which range
in size from some of the very largest American businesses to manufacturers in the
$25-$50 million annual sales range, have plants in every State in the Union.

The Foreign Trade Association of Southern California, which represents 450 firms
in Southern California in the import-export trade.

12. The Imported Hardwood Products Association, an international association of
250 importers, suppliers and allied industry members. Members handle 75 percent
of all imported hardwood products and range in size from small private businesses
to the largest in the industry.

13. The Motor Vehicle Manufacturers Association, whose eleven members produce
99 percent of all U.S.-made motor vehicles.

14. The National Committee on International Trade Documentation, which in-
cludes many of the major U.S. industrial and service companies.

15. The Scientific Apparatus Makers Association, manufacturers and distributors
of scientific, industrial and medical instrumentation and related equipment.

16. The U.S. Council of the International Chamber of Commerce, a business

licymaking organization which represents and serves the interests of several
E?m red multinational corporations before relevant national and international au-
thorities.

SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY

I. The Customs Valuation Adgreement does an excellent job on a difficult subject,
and many of us believe it could be the most important of all the non-tariff measures
negotiated in the Tokyo Round. While the other agreements will usually affect only
limited segments of international trade, this Agreement will affect the majority of
transactions in dutiable goods.

The Agreement will benefit our exports particularly, since it reduces the present
leeway for foreign customs to arbitrarily increase values for duty collection pur-
poses. It will require major changes in the other nations’ valuation systems. Rela-
tively fewer changes are required in U.S. law. These changes will alleviate numer-
ous administrative and technical Froblems and simplify operations both for U.S.
Customs and for importers. It will lend added predictability to duty assessments.
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II. Experiences with current U.S. law—significant parts of which remain inad-
equately defined 20 years after enactment—show that our legislative implementa-
tion should be comprehensive and specific. Only the necessary minimum should be
__ left to administrative discretion, to regulations, and to judicial clarification. Overall

this has been accomplished successfully.

The way in which the Agreement will be administered is also most important.
Therefore, it is appropriate that the Statement of Administrative Action adequately
reflect those parts of the Agreement and its Notes not amenable to codification. It is
also necessary that it select carefully between those parts of current administrative
practice that are consistent with the ment and those that are not. The Group
believes that these needs have generally been accomplished in the Statement of
Administrative Action.

III. Three technical problems remain after the Bill and the Statement were
drafted. These problems relate to a potential ambiguity on certain royalties, notices
to be provided to importers when their prices are not to be used as the customs
value and the elimination of administrative problems for exporters that need to
import designs for the export goods.

IV. Since its objectives relative to approving the Customs Valuation Agreement
and to a&propriately implementinﬁgfrt into U.S. law have been met, the Joint

Industry Group endorses the Trade eements Act of 1979 and urges its passage by
the Congress.

STATEMENT

I. Overview

The Joint Industry Group strongly endorses the Valuation Agreement—we think
that all in all a remarkably good job was done in Geneva on this subject. Valuation
is hardly a glamorous subject, but it is one that—unlike dumping or subsidies or
safe%:mrds—aﬂ'ects the majority of day-in-day-out import and export transactions.
Much of its importance arises because manipulation of customs values is a way by
which some nations not too subtly enhance the protection offered by their tariffs.
Securing international agreement to forego these “hidden” duties and to adopt a
trade-neutral system is a remarkble achievement. Many knowledgeable people in
the business community regard the Valuation Agreement as the “sleeper’” which
w;_ill dg more than any of the other MTN agreements to smooth the workaday flow
of trade.

Most tariffs are expressed as a percentage of the value of the merchandise. If the
percentage is redu but the value goes up, an importer could find himself paying
the same duty despite a supposed tariff reduction. Hence, the concern of the inter-
national trade community about the subject of valuation. In addition, the complex-
ities, uncertainties and delays which are sometimes involved in valuation problems
can act as a serious non-tariff barrier to trade. If an importer does not know what
his duty assessment will be until after he resells his merchandise, he may be forced
to assume the worst, and the commercial impact in the marketplace may be the
same as if a higher rate of duty had been in eftect.

The prominence of the subject of valuation in the Tokyo Round negotiations stem
partly from the fact that American Selling Price (ASP), a U.S. trade barrier which
particularly incensed some of our trading partners in previous negotiations, takes
the form of a valuation provision. Under ASP, duty value is based not on prices in
the iinport market but on the price of the competing domestic product—in other
words, the domestic manufacturer sets the duty value for his import competition!
The Kennedy Round side-agreement designed to eliminate ASP was not presented
to the Congress and so did not take effect. In the Tokyo Round the elimination of
ASP has been accepted in principle by our netotiators, and by the American
chemical industry, for whose benefit if was originally enacted in 1921. The discus-
sion has centered around the alternatives and the compensation to be received in
return by way of duty rate increases and otherwise. It is to be emphasized that the °
Valuation Agreement aspect of the ASP groblem is essentially non-controversial—
no one has ever seriously proposed that ASP be made a part of a world wide system
of valuation to be used by all countries.

The essence of the Agreement is reciprocity, at least among the developed na-
tions. To get the valuation benefits we seek for our exports, we must agree to apply
the Agreement ourselves. Indeed, the basic promise of the Geneva negotiations on
valuation was that each signatory would have the same rules applied to its exports
as to its imports. The awareness that each major signatory would have this bal-
anced interest was largely responsible for the success of the negotiations.

We have three observations about the course of the negotiations in Geneva:
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The first is that the United States went into the negotiations as virtually a
minority of one, confronting a world which had by and large adopted the Brussels
Definition of Value (BDV). We came out with a system very close to tae best of
existing United States law. The result may properly be considered a major success
for the United States delegation.

Second, the thing we objected to the most in other valuation systems was the
discretion extended to customs authorities to raise duties arbitrarily by raising duty
valuations arbitrarily. One of the key features of the system we espoused and
secured in the Geneva negotiations was to minimize administrative discretion and
keep valuation subject to relatively tight control. Thus, in terms of implementation,
while our old law on customs valuation must be repealed, the new law which will
replace it will not be drastically different from the mainstream of our existing
valuation law.

Third, our negotiators listened carefully to the viewpoints of the U.S. business
community and'in general tried very hard to negotiate for results that meet busi-
ness’ needs. Overall they were successful in doing so. The Joint Group has also
enjoyed a very good working relationship with the Administration as it has devel-
oped its implementation proposals. While not all of our suggestions have been
accepted, all have been given due consideration.

1. US. Implementation of the Agreement

This is not the occasion for a detailed review of the substance of the Agreement,
but a few essentials regarding the problem, the objectives, and the solutions adopted
should be mentioned.

1. A moment’s reflection will make it obvious that the same merchandise will
very likely have different values in different circumstances. There is no one ‘“right’”
value for an article, even at a given time and place, nor is there one right way to
arrive at a value. The valuation problem is thus inherently complex and difficult.

2. The Agreement does not and could not realistically seek to arrive at uniform
duties or even uniform values for a given article in all countries or in all transac-
tions. The Agreement seeks only to establish a uniform method of arriving at
dutiable value; and even this uniform appro. ch lays down a series of alternatives, to
be applied in sequence until a proper fit is obtained, since no single method fits
every situation.

3. The Agreement is trade neutral. The key objectives have been simplicity,
predictability and a factual basis in commercial reality. For example, today U.S.
duty values are generally based on prices prevailing at the date of exportation. The
Agreement provides that where the parties to the transaction set their price at an
earlier date, that price (whether higher or lower than the price on the date of
export) shall normally prevail for duty valuation. Another important provision is
the requirement that generally accepted accounting principles be applied in customs
valuation. While this is plinly a neutral provision, it has not always been followed
in the past and it is important in ensuring predictability and rationality.

4. The basic standard of value in the Agreement is Transaction Value—the price
the parties themselves adopt in the marketplace. Departures from this standard are
held to a minimum and are permitted only for good reason. That approach to
valuation may seem very obvious, and most systems have, as a matter of practical
necessity, normally adopted the invoice price as the duty value in practice. But we
know of no other system—including existing United States law and the Brussels
Definition of Value—which expressly makes invoice price the starting point. The
benefits in terms of simplicity and predictability are obvious.

5. The principal departure from Transaction Value which the Agreement permits
occurs where the exporter and importer are related and the relationship distorts the
price. In such cases a series of alternative bases of value are invoked in sequence—
the price of identical goods, the price of similar goods, the importer’s resale price
less a usual reseller's mark-up, and lastly the manufacturer’s cost plus a usual
manufacturer’s mark-up. The sequence of the last two standards can be reversed at
the importer’s option. All of these are defined in the Agreement with precision and
have been similarly defined in the legislation. Even the fall-backs permitted in the
rare case where none of these methods will work are narrowly confined—to avoid
leaving loopholes which would permit arbitrary increases in value and defeat the
purpose of the Agreement.

The Joint Group has also had an opportunity to review drafts of the Statement of
Administrative Action. Overall it very adequately reflects our understanding of the
proper administration of the Agreement.

49~426 0 - 79 - pt.2 ~ 3
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IIl. Remaining Concerns

The Group has three remaining concerns about the U.S. implementation of the
Agreement. All three can be resolved in the legislative history of the Bill, as
discussed below. The proposed wording on the first two, royalties and notice, has
been included in the Report of the House’ Committee on Ways & Means. We
respectfuly suggest that the same words be included in the Report of this Commit-
tee.
The third problem, valuation of import design materials needed for export produc-
ggn, was not technically resolved in time for inclusion by the Ways & Means

mmittee. -

1. Royalties

One of the more difficult areas covered in the Agreement and pro U.S. law
is that of royalties, i.e.,, payments for rights to manufacture and/or market a
product. Typically, royalties are not included in the invoice price. Just which
royalties should be added to the invoice price to arrive at a fair duty value can be a
vexing problem, but one that has been clearly resolved in United States law. The
Agreement, nevertheless, draws lines to indicate which royalties are to be included
and which excluded, but contains a separate uninterpreted provision on “proceeds’
that may be ambiguous.

The Joint Grouﬁ believes that the Agreement incorporates present U.S. law, and
does not require the inclusion in dutiable value of bona fide royalties paid to sellers
for the right to sell a product in the U.S. market.

The matter is important because:

a. We want to avoid making dutiable in the U.S. what is not now dutiable and
that ne%otiators do not intend to make dutiable; and,

b. Defining those royalties as dutiable here forecloses the U.S. from arguing with
other countries that they should not assess duties on such royalties on U.S. exports.
This issue is particularly important to the U.S. chemical, pharmaceutical, dyestuffs
and plastics industries.

The Joint Industry Group respectfully suggests that the following wording, agreed
to by the Administration and used in the Report of the Committee on Ways &
Means also be included in the report of the Committee on Finance: “The existing
treatment under law of royalties for customs purposes is intended to continue under
the operation and administration of new Section 402 (bX1). Therefore, certain ele-
ments call ‘royalties’ may fall within the scope of the language under either new
Section 402 (bX1XD) or 402 (bX1XE) or both. Similarly, some elements called ‘royal-
ties’ maly not be dutiable under either 402 (bX1XD)} or 402 (bX1XE). This determina-
tion will be made by Customs on a case by case basis.”

2. Rejection of price as transaction value

The Agreement provides for notice to the importer when the transaction value is
to be rejected. The Administration has advised us that this will be accomplished in
the regulations. However, we are concerned about the matter becoming forgotten.
Therefore, we sugfest wording in the legislative history that tracks Article 1.2(a) of
the Agreement: "It is the understanding of the Congress that the Customs Service
will implement Article 1.2(a) of the Agreement by a regulation providing that if, in
light of information provided by the importer or otherwise, the customs officer
concerned has grounds for rejecting the price as the basis for transaction value
under Section 402(bX2XAXiv), the customs officer concerned shall communicate
these grounds to the importer, who shall be given a reasonable opportunity to
respond. If the importer so requests, the communication of the grounds shall be in
writing."”

(It is important that this notice provision not be confused with the importer’s
right to choose between deductive and computed value, or with the notice provision
of Article 16. It is believed that the proposal will add little, if any, net burden to the
Customs Service and facilitate resolution of issues before they become disputes.)

3. Exports requiring imported designs

Neither the present statute nor the proposed law specifically provide for the lonF-
recognized special valuation problems of business records and technical data. While
all of these materials ualét}' for duty-free treatment under one tariff item or
another (e.g. TSUS 870.10, 864.25 etc.), the determination of their valuation is often
impossible and always unnecessarily burdensome. These materials are not involved
in a sale, have little or no real market value, and corporate accounting systems do
not usually provide cost data for them. Nevertheless, declaration of value is re-
quired for duty-free as well as dutiable imports.

To resolve the problem, the Customs Service issued Treasury Decision 55851 on
March 7, 1963 (attached) providing that these records be valued on the basis of the
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cost of the media on which they are imported (“nominal value”). The Treasury
Decision includes a series of qualifications for the application of nominal value, one
of which states: “That the importations are not the consequence of an order or
arrangement for employment abroad of engineering, architectural or other profes-
sional service in connection with any domestic manufacture or production;”

Consequently, records of designs imported for production for export are precluded
from “nominal value” and the exporter and Customs have great difficulty in deter-
mining the Customs value of the materials concerned.

The result is that those U.S. exporters whose export products are dependent upon
foreign designs for local legal and marketing reasons, either have to use Temporary
Importation Bonds (TIBs) based upon estimated values or risk penalties for misstate-
ment of values (since ‘““correct”’ values are unknown).

TIBs require that physical control of the design record material be maintained by
the importer while it passes through many hands, including suppliers over whom he
may have little or no control, so that it can be reexported or destroyed under
Customs supervision. This creates administrative problems for both exporters and
the Customs Service at a time when it is in the national interest to minimize the
administrative barriers to U.S. exports.

The Joint Industry Group's discussions with the Customs Service confirm the
existence of a problem that needs resolution and a common desire to achieve one.
However, so far they have not yet resulted in a determination of how this is best
accomplished.

One possibility lies in Item 870.10 of the Tariff Schedules: “Records, diagrams and
other data with regard to any business, engineering, or exploration operation con-
ducted outside the United States, whether on paper cards, photographs, blueprints,
tapes, or other media * * * . Free.”

While this Tariff item does not specifically provide any different valuation system
than those in current or proposed tariff law, the report of the Senate Committee on
Finance noted when this item was enacted that: “870.10 * * * would clarify a
situation now causing extra work for the Bureau of Customs and putting a burden
on business firms with overseas bra’.es. Data with regard to business, engineer-
ing, or exploration operations collected abroad and brought back to the United
States for consideration by the executives of the firm may be subject to various
rates of duty depending more on the type of material upon which the data are
recorded than on the content or meaning. These records are not salable, their
Customs valuation is frequently in doubt, and delays and uncertainties are trouble-
some for business firms as well as the federal government.”’ (Senate Report No. 1318,
April 2, 1962.) (Emphasis added.)

This indicates that the Congress recognized the problem of valuing such records
and assumed reasonable flexibilty.

Another possibility lies in a review of TD 55851 and broadening of the limitation
mentioned above to admit its application to the covered materials when they are
imported for production for export. Such review might be made in conjunction with
proposed Section 402(f) which is entitled: “Value if Other values Cannot Be Deter-
mined or Used.”

The Joint Group respectfully suggests to the Committee that the following be
included in the Report:

Business records and technical data present long-recognized special valuation
problems. These problems are particularly acute for U.S. exporters that need for-
eign-origin design materials for production of these goods, such as packaging materi-
als artwork that must comply with foreign labeling laws. The Committee believes
that the Customs Service can develop an administrative solution to the problem
such as:

A. Reexamination of Treasury Decision 55851 of March 7, 1963 and its extension
to include covered records and data imported for production for export. The negotia-
tions and the proposed law do not specifically address this special valuation problem
and certainty are not intended to reverse the existing “nominal value” procedure.

B. Through reexamination of Item 870.10 of the Tariff Schedule and its legislative
history and/or

C. Through proposed Section 402(f), which is entitled ‘‘Value if Other Values
Cannot Be Determined or Used”.

However, if the Customs Service is unable to find an administrative solution, it is
requested to propose appropriate legislation by September 15, 1979, preferably as a
Technical Amendment Bill under the ““fast track” procedures of the Trade Act of
1974.
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1V. Recommendation to Congress

The Joint Industry GrouF strongly believes that the Customs Valuation Agree-
ment and its proposed implementation in the Trade Agreements Act of 1979 is in
the best interests of the United States. Therefore, we urge prompt passage.

[Published in the Federal Register, Mar. 15, 1963 (28 FR 25323}

NoMINAL CuUSTOMS VALUATIONS

Customs values confined to the nominal cost, price or market value of the materi-
al authorized hereunder for various articles imported that transmit business or
rsonal records, information, or data in the main of value only to the owner,
importer, or consignee, to be stored or used as a reference, to convey business,
professional, or technical judgments, opinion or findings for evaluation, or to illus-
trate, present or forward an idea or concept, and for certain other importations.

TREASURY DEPARTMENT,
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER'OF CUSTOMS,
Washington, D.C.

To Collectors of Customs, Appraisers of Merchandise, and Others Concerned:

Imported media representing or communicating business records, professional or
technical data or other information, or personal records, have been appraised or
valued for customs purposes at values that may include, in addition to materials
costs and export packing, amounts for labor and processing, lgeneml expenses, and
profit as provide«fé}or by the statutory definitions of “cost of production” or “con-
structed value.”

Such media, many of them entitled to free entry, are primarily valuable only to
the owner, importer, or ultimate consignee who uses what is recorded on the report
materials. Whatever value they may have to others in the commerce of the United
States would be limited to the resale value of the physical materials used as the
medium to convey the words, numbers, ideas, pictures, compositions, data, or other
information being communicated or transmitted.

Works of art, sculptures, or other such articles including and object of a craft, of
value primarily to the owner, importer or consignee and without resale value except
a nominal value; recordings, tapes, or other media bearing musical compositions,
folk songs, dramatic efforts, speeches, literary readings and the like imported by or
for the account of noncommercial libraries, archives, or other similar institutions;
and tapes, recordings or like media imported to be broadcast, disseminated, or
distributed without profit under noncommercial auspices as a public service in the
United States also have been subject to valuation at the sum of materials and
processing costs, including the value of talents employed, general expenses, and an
addition for profit.

It is obvious that the basic valuation statutes, sections 402 and 402a. Tariff Act of
1930, as amended, were not drafted with a mind to the special customs valuation
problems these import transactions raise. Most of the appraisement formulas pre-
scribed by statute are clearly excluded because the articles in the processed forms
under discussion are neither sold nor offered for sale commercially and the remain-
ing formulas, i.e., those for ‘“cost of production” or “‘constructed value,” are not
completely applicable. The Bureau has concluded that these are special situations
calling for supplementing sections 402 and 402a by the provision in section 500 of
the tariff act, as amended, authorizing a basis of valuation “by all reasonable ways
and means’ and by the authority in section 502(a) of the act ‘“to secure a just,
impartial, and uniform appraisement of imported merchandise.”

hen it is conveniently available from anf' commercial import shipment of punch
cards, tapes, microfilm or other medium, sold at whole sale unprocessed or unused,
the established appraised value on the commercial transaction, in the unit of
quantity applicable, shall be assigned for an otherwise identical, eligible import.
This decision provides for an additional alternative disposition of import transac-
tions on the basis of a valuation concept of “‘nominal value,” based on materials cost
and any export packing expense but excluding alloé)rocessing costs, expenses, and
other elements reflected in the cost to prepare, produce or execute the medium or
object in the form as imported. ]

{Nhen the conditions and standards hereinafter outlined are met, customs officers
are authorized to applf' the nominal value concept in returning or assigning a
customs value for any eligible import among the following: . .

“Business machine punch cards, magnetic tar%'. seismograms, seismographic
tapes, maps, charts, blueprints, diagrams, microfilms, photographs, or other media
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including material prepared bgsan duplicating process, representing or communicat-
ing business or personal records, professional or technical data or other information,
imported for sa ekeefing; for reference; for storage; for review; for the evaluation of
business, professional, or technical opinions, judgments, or findings; or for any other
business or personal use appropriate to the character of the import as a medium for
the transmission of information;

“Works of art sculptures, and other similar objects, including those of a craft,
nonprofessionally conceived or executed and having no commercial value beyond
ph{ysical constituents, without enhancement unrelated to artistic merit; ’

‘Recordings, tapes, or other media bearing musical compositions, folk songs, dra-
matic efforts, speeches, literary readings and the like, imported by or for the
account of noncommercial libraries, archives, and similar institutions; and

“Tapes, recordings and like media imported to be broadcast, disseminated, or
distributed under noncommercial auspices as a public service in the United States.”

Eligibilitg for nominal value treatment of any articles in the category of records
and other business or personal data or information shall be made dependent upon
the further conditions that they were not the subject of a sale or an agreement to
sell to the United States; that the articles are not imported with a purpose of
offering the articles for sale, exchange, or barter; that the importations are not the
consequence of an order or arrangement for employment abroad of engineering,
architectural or other professional services in connection with any domestic manu-
facture or production; that the articles are unsuitable for sale and without market
value except in terms of the physical media containing the records, information,
ideas, or concepts; and that the content is primarily of value only to the owner,
imgorter or ultimate consignee;

ligibility for nominal value of objects of art or craft shall be made dependent
upon the conditions that the work or object, of value primarily to the owner,
importer, or consignee, was not sold or agreed to be sold to the United States and is
not being imported with an intention to offer it for sale, exchange or barter.

Eligibility of media in such forms as recordings and tapes for institutions or a
noncommercial auspices depends upon the conditions that the medium was not sold
or agreed to be sold to the United States, that no profit is to be realized as the
consequence of any intended sale, exchange, barter or other transfer of ownership in
keeping with an authorized purpose, and that the import is not intended or suitable
for commercial broadcast, utility, accommodation, or advantage.

In view of the variety of the media in use to convey business and personal records
and other information, it is not feasible to determine and incorporate in this
decision alternative nominal values per unit which would be just, fair values for all
imports of particular mediums. In deciding nominal values for these and other
imports eligible hereunder, customs officers may accept as conclusive a reliable
statement with the shipment as to the actual cost, price, or market value, in
unprocessed or unprepared form, of the physical material alone plus any packing
expenses, or such a statement filed by an importer who has knowledge of the facts.
In the absence of an acceptable statement from either the shipper or the importer,
customs officers shall decide nominal value from cost, price, or market value infor-
mation obtained relevant to like material from any local reliable source.

Any article the customs value of which in accordance with this decision is deter-
mined not to be in excess of $1 shall be passed without entry free of duty under
section 321, Tariff Act of 1930, as amended. Formal entry ordinarily shall be
required only when the conditions and circumstances of importation are such as
exch}xd{)el the entry of the articles under one of the various forms of informal entry
available.

This Treasury decision is in effect immediately and shall be applied to any
eligible imporation for which there has been no determination of customs value.

332.1)

Puiie M uts, Jr.,
Commissioner of Customs.

Approved March 7, 1963:
Je\ms A. ReEp,
Assistant Secretary of the Treasury.

Senator RisicorF. Mr. Kurt Barnard.

STATEMENT OF KURT BARNARD, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
FEDERATION OF APPAREL MANUFACTURERS

Mr. BArRNARD. Mr. Chairman, my name is Kurt Barnard. I am
the executive director of the Federation of Apparel Manufacturers.
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On behalf of the 5,500 manufacturers of women’s and children’s
clothing who are affiliated with 24 organizations and who provide
nearly 170,000 jobs, I urge you to reject the package of multitrade
agreements negotiated under the Trade Act of 1979 and now before
this Senate.

The price our country would have to pay if you vote “Yes” would
be unbearable and cause very real economic harm coast to coast.

Permit me, in the brief span allotted for this testimony, to pre-
sent to you two areas of grave objection to the agreements. Each
alone raises the most serious possible questions about the wisdom
of ratifying the proposed agreement. Together, they should be suffi-
cient to prompt this august body to reject them.

I will address the two areas of objection in the following order:
First, from the point of view of damage to America’s women’s and
children’s apparel manufacturing industry, should the agreements
be ratified by you; and, second, from the point of view of serious
adverse consequences for our entire Nation.

First, to the impact on the industry I regresent. The trade agree-
ments, negotiated largely in return for U.S. tariff cuts, open access
to formerly unavailable foreign markets. The women’s and chil-
dren’s apparel manufacturing industry, however, is unable to avail
itself of such access. This as confirmed last December by the first
in a series of studies commissioned by the U.S. Department of
Commerce.

Nevertheless, deep tariff cuts on apparel, as revealed in a New
York Times article on July 5, have been proposed by the adminis-
tration. This is a grave wrong, especially in view of the industry’s
enormous labor-intensiveness.

The STR's Tresponse to the revelations in the New York Times
tends to create an erroneous impression. STR points to trade
weighted tariff cut figures that are sharply lower than those cited
by the Times.

Of course they are. They are based on imports and duties paid in
1976 when apparel brought into the United States was made
mostly of cotton. Tariffs on these apparel items were then, and
continue now, to be very low, and no significant tariff cut has been
proposed for them. But because of the low tariffs, domestic makers
of these items have largely been forced out of business.

But now, if you approve the package of multitrade agreements,
the President will make deep tariff cuts on the types of women’s
and children’s clothing still manufactured in the United States.
This will destroy what remains of the industry and the jobs it
provides.

Senator RiBicorr. I am assuming that you will be available to-
morrow at the hearing to be conducted by Senator Moynihan.

Mr. BARNARD. Mr. Chairman, it is my understanding the hear-
ings will be conducted Friday morning. Yes, I certainly will be.

Senator RiBicorr. I think it would pay you to address yourself to
that problem of the way that the tariff, the trade weighted tariff
figures affect this. I think that becomes important for Friday morn-
ing because that raises great questions and doubts. And your sug-
gestions on how that might be remedied, I think your testimony to
that end would be much more significant there, sir.

Let me give you a friendly suggestion.
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Mr. BARNARD. I thank you very much. I will take the suggestion
to heart and I am: sure it will be implemented.

Furthermore, the trade agreements assume the ability of domes-
tic industries to mobilize capital and management sophistication to
gain access to foreign markets. Large capital-intensive companies
can do this. Smaller companies, like the 5,500 women’s and chil-
dren’s apparel makers affiliated with the apparel manufacturers,
cannot do this. Yet, thousands of other manufacturers, such as
contractors and suppliers, wholly depend on these apparel makers,
as do the tens of thousands of people employed by these satellite
companies.

Now to the national and global considerations: The trade negoti-
ations were conducted under provisions of the 1974 Trade Act,
debated by economic realities drastically different from the reali-
ties and outlook today. :

The oil crisis either had not yet broken on the world, and its
shockwaves had not yet girdled the globe. Certainly, from 1970
until 1976 the United States exported about as much as it import-
ed. In 1975 we even experience a favorable trade balance. But that
was the year when the tide of economic history began to turn
against us. Last year’s enormous trade deficit of $28.5 billion is due
largely to petroleum imports and staggering apparel imports, with
apparel accounting for over $5 billion.

" There can be no question that the 1974 Trade Act, however well-
intentioned then, is not responsive to the economic realities of
today and the foreseeable future. It is obsolete.

How does all this tie together and what will it mean for the
consumer?

The astronomic oil price increases from OPEC, likely to continue
their upward spiral, are dealing devastating blows, not only to the
U.S. economy, but to virtually all countries. Capital resources of
developing countries as well as those of the highly developed coun-
tries are being drained away in return for oil. Consequently, while
many countries may have agreed to easing trade barriers to U.S.
goods, they won’t have money left to buy anything from the United
States—but you can bet they will not be slow in taking advantage
of our reduced tariffs to flood us with their commodities, particu-
larly apparel.

We all know that much weight is attached to the so-called multi-
fiber arrangement. That is supposed to limit each of the countries
that subscribe to it to a maximum number of square yard equiv-
alents of apparel and textile they can export to the United States.

We also know that most of these countries have successfully
circumvented MFA by transshipping their apparel via countries
that do not subscribe to the MFA.

Shall I continue? ]

Senator RiBicOFF. Your time has run out. We have a very heavy
schedule.

May I respectfully suggest that your hearing for Friday morning
is the important one to your industry.

Mr. BARNARD. Thank you very much.

Mr. MoyNIHAN. Mr. Chairman, may I add that Mr. Barnard is
well known to the junior Senator. We are going to have that
hearing. That won’t be the end of this subject at all.
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Mr. Barnard has raised an ominously important question and we

are going to pursue it. And we will do it, sir, because we have your
full support in this inquiry. And this matters a very great deal to
us.
Senator RiBicorr. May I say I have other engagements in Con-
necticut on Friday, so I won’t be here, but I am very supportive of
your efforts on this behalf, Senator Moynihan, and you can rely on
and expect my support, sir.

Mr. BArRNARD. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Barnard follows:]

STATEMENT oF KURT BARNARD, EXEcUTIVE DIRECTOR, FEDERATION OF APPAREL
MANUFACTURERS

My name is Kurt Barnard, I am the Executive Director of the i‘ederation of
Apparel Manufacturers. On behalf of the 5,500 manufacturers of women’s and
children’s clothing who are affiliated with 24 organizations and who provide nearly
170,000 jobs, I urge you to reject the package of Multi-Trade Agreements negotiated
under the Trade Act of 1974 and now before this Senate.

The price our country would have to pay if you vote “yes’” would be unbearable
and cause very real economic harm coast to coast.

Permit me, in the brief span alloted for this testimony, to present to you two
areas of grave objection to the agreements. Each alone raises the most serious
possible questions about the wisdom of ratifying the proposed agreement. Together,
they should be sufficient to prompt this august body to reject them.

I will address the two areas of objection in the following order: First, from the
point of view of damage to America’s women'’s and children’s apparel manufactur-
ing industry, should the agreements be ratified by you; and, second, from the point -
of view of serious adverse consequences for our entire nation. -

First, to the impact on the industry I represent. The Trade Agreements, negotiat-
ed largely in return for U.S. tariff cuts, open access to formerly unavailable foreign
markets. The women’s and children’s apparel manufacturing industry, however, is
unable to avail itself of such access. This was confirmed last December by the first
in a series of studies commissioned by the U.S. Department of Commerce.

Nevertheless, deep tariff cuts on apparel, as revealed in a New York Times article
on July 5, have been proposed by the Administration. This is a grave wrong,
especially in view of the industry’s enormous labor-intensiveness.

The STR's response to the revelations in the New York Times tends to create an
erroneous impression. STR points to “‘trade weighted” tariff cut figures that are
sharply lower than those cited by the Times.

Of course they are. They are based on imports and duties paid in 1976 when
apparel hrought into the United States was made mostly of cotton. Tariffs on these
apparel items were then, and continue now, to be very low, and no significant tariff
cut has been proposed for them. But because of the low tariffs, domestic makers of
these items have been largely forced out of business.

But now, if you approve the package of Multi-Trade Agreements, the President
will make deep tariff cuts on the types of women's and children's clothing still
manufactured in the United States. This will destroy what remains of the industry
and the jobs i* provides.

Furthermore, the Trude Agreements assume the ability of domestic industries to
mobilize capital and management sophistication to gain access to foreign markets.
Large capital-intensive companies can do this. Smaller companies, like the 5,500
woemen'’s and children’s apparel makers affiliated with the apparel manufacturers,
cannot do this. Yet, thousands of other manufacturers, such as contractors and
suppliers, wholly depend on these apparel makers, as do the tens of thousands of
people employed by these satellite companies.

Now to the national and global considerations: The trade negotiations were con-
ducted under provisions of the 1974 Trade Act, debated by economic realities drasti-
cally different from the realities and outlook today.

Tﬁe oil crisis either had not yet broken on the world, and its shockwaves had not
yet girdled the globe. Certainly, from 1970 until 1976 the U.S. exported about as
much as it imported. In 1975 we even experienced a favorable trade balance. But
that was the year when the tide of economic history began to turn against us. Last
year’s enormous trade deficit of $28.5 billion is due largely to petroleum imports
and staggering apparel imports, with apparel accounting for over gg billion.



531

From 1976 to 1977 the U.S. suffered a stAfgering increase in its fuel trade deficit
of 35 percent, from $29.7 billion to $40.1 billion and our favorable trade balance of
manufactured goods in the same period sagged a disastrous 53 percent, from $14.9~
billion to $7 billion. And the Commerce Degartment recently announced that our
trade deficit in May of this year rose to $2.48 billion. There can be no question that
the 1974 Trade Act, however well-intentioned then, is not responsive to the econom-
ic realities of today and the foreseeable future. It is obsolete.

How does all this tie together and what will it mean for the consumer?

The astronomic oil price increases from OPEC, likely to continue their upward
spiral, are dealing devastating blows, not only to the U.g. economy, but to virtually
all countries. Capital resources of developing countries as well as those of the highly
developed countries are being drained away in return for oil. Conmuently, while
many countries may have agreed to easing trade barriers to U.S. goods, they won’t
have money left to buy anything from the U.S.—but you can bet they will not be
slow in taking advantage of our reduced tariffs to flood us with their commodities,
particularly apparel.

And how are we going tyo be able to continue to pay for our rising imports in the
face of the OPEC invasion of our own treasury? I urge you, Mr. Chairman, to give
this question your most serious consideration.

We all know that much weight is attached to the socalled Multi-Fiber Arrange-
ment. That is supposed to limit each of the countries that subscribe to it to a
maximum number of square yard equivalents of apparel and textile they can export
to the United States. We also know that most of these countries have successf’t);l)ly
circumvented MFA by transshipping their apparel via countries that do not sub-
scribe to the MFA. U.S. Customs officials whom we have consulted say it is virtually
impossible to identify shipments entering the US. in violation of the Multi-Fiber
Arrangement.

Furthermore, a report prepared at the request of this Subcommittee clearl ints
out that “increasing U.S. reliance on imports from OPEC” will increase lié).oeco-
nomic and political vulnerability. The study goes on to say that “lower-skilled U.S.
labor groups may be subject to enduring and productively debilitating pressures as
developing countries attempt to raise their share of world industrial production
from its current 8 to 10 percent to roughly 25 percent by the year 2000.”

As to savings for shoppers, let me assert once and for all that there are none.
First of all, keep in mind that with every dollar we support for non-essentials, such
as dresses, we cgeapen currency beyond the devaluation that takes Flace because of
dollars we must export for essentials, such as petroleum. Therefore, what may
appear as a savings on an imported blouse in a store turns up as an extra bulge in
the price at the gas pumps, the cost of electricity, and the grocery bill. Besides,
experience indicates if you vote “yes” on the agreements, most stores will apply the
tariff cut to bolster their own profits, profits under intense pressure as more and
more shoppers curtail their buying trips because of inflation, and because of the
high cost of gasoline and the difficulty in getting the tank filled up at all.

n conclusion, Mr. Chairman, let us not forget that the presence of OPEC, and its
extortionary practices, and structural factors such as indexing—including the cost of
living adjustments, social security increases, fuel cost pass-throughs, and others—
have demolished the theoretical assumptions that lead to the 1974 Trade Act.
Skyrocketing prices of oil, the lifeblood of our nation and all other nations, have put
what appears to be an end to the kind of marketplace on which classic economic
theory is based.

We respectfully suggest that instead of a global give-a-away of our protective
barriers when we need them most, we must think in terms of using America's
bargaining power through bi-lateral agreements.

Certainly, the fate of the women’s and children’s apparel manufacturing industry
hangs on your vote and the vote of all your colleagues. Vote “yes”” and this labor-
intensive industry and the JOb it provides will be wiped out before the middle of the
next decade. Vote “no”’ and you will have saved this industry and helped the entire
American economy.

I thank you for this opportunity to appear before you.

Senator MoyNIHAN. The Chairman has to be at another hearin
at this point and I will assume the Acting Chair on his behalf.

We have the pleasure now to call to the stand Mr. Richard
Roberts, who is the president of the National Foreign Trade Coun-
cil, and Mr. Louis Feffer.

Mr. Roberts and Mr. Feffer? If you are not here we will call Mr.
McNeil.
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It is time we had somebody in favor of foreign trade at this
podium. It is a pleasure to welcome an.old colleague and friend.
This occasion is yours.

STATEMENT OF ROBERT L. McNEILL, EXECUTIVE VICE
CHAIRMAN, EMERGENCY COMMITTEE FOR AMERICAN TRADE

Mr. McNEeiLL. Thank you, Senator Moynihan.

I am pleased to be here on behalf of ECAT, an organization of 63
business leaders representing American firms with very substantial
international business operations. The 63 companies that I repre-
sent had worldwide sales in 1978 of $400 billion and employed
nearly 5 million workers. We are terribly concerned about Ameri-
can trade and we applaud Ambassador Strauss and his colleagues
for concluding what we believe to be a very successful negotiation
in Geneva.

We believe the objectives of the Trade Act of 1974 that we
strongly supported have been achieved in the negotiation and we
recommend to this committee and to the Congress that it pass the
enabling bill.

The international trade codes which are before this committee
have been carefully studied by us. The committee has contributed
significantly to the implementing language that would give these
codes legal effect in the United States.

As a long-time supporter of expansionary U.S. trade policies,
ECAT has been increasingly concerned with unfair trade practices,
particularly those associated with subsidies and dumping. The issue
of unfair trade practices has been poisoning the international trade
atmosphere.

Senator MoYNIHAN. It surely has.

Mr. McNEILL. In the United States, segments of American busi-
ness and labor who were being injured by such practices rightly
condemned them and rightly locked to our Government for assist-
ance and relief. In the case of subsidies, however, our Government
was often not in a position to respond, since the legal status of
many of the subsidies cornplained of at best was murky.

There was, for example, considerable question as to whether or
not the U.S. countervailing duty statute was applicable against
foreign subsidies provided to production and to domestic producers.
That question, in the code, has now been answered affirmatively,
and we applaud that.

It is our firm belief that the code on subsidies and countervailing
duties, together with improvements in the international antidump-
ing code, provide the mechansims for addressing and resolving
problems causzd by these two unfair trade practices. When these
codes become truly effective, the international trading system will
be considerably purged of unfairness.

We believe the new trading rules will provide not only practical
benefits to American producers and workers but also will help
dispel public perception that the international trading system is
inequitable.

The new international trade rules, however, remain to be tested.
Only then will their practical worth be proven. We hope our Gov-
ernment will be resolute and fair in pursuing and enforcing U.S.
rights and obligations provided by the codes.
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ECAT and its members will be vigilant in monitoring progress
and we believe others, including your committee, will do the same.
In this way, the respective benefits of the trade package will best
be realized. Effective implementation is what ECAT Chairman,
Edwin Pratt called for when he said on June 19: “We urge the
Congress to vote in such a way that the world will have no doubt
as to where our nation stands in cooperation in world trade.”

I must say we are delighted that this morning the House voted
395 to T to pass the implementing bill.

Senator MoyYNIHAN. Is that right, 395 to 7? Well, that is very
impressive.

Mr. McNEeiLL. Congressman Vanik thought there would be a
handful in opposition, but he missed it by two.

Senator MoyNIHAN. That speaks well for the influence of the
emergency Committee for American Trade, but some would say,
how did you lose those seven votes?

You would agree, I think, Mr. McNeill, that basically it is not
tariffs that have changed so much in the bulk of this agreement as
these rules of trade; and you would agree that the success or
failure of the agreement will depend on how well these rules are
carried out, and this is going to involve a new experience for the
GATT, isn’t it? These new decisions have more of a judicial or
quasijudicial character.

Have you thought about your participation in how we ought to
go about setting up this regime? I mean, God knows we don’t want
to produce another Brussels.

Mr. McNEeiLL. No particular thoughts. Professor Jackson who is
the next witness will talk specifically to that point, about the
adjudication procedures in the GATT and rulemaking and settle-
ment procedures. I think he finds considerable problems with them
and that he shares your concern that a body of practice is going to
have to be established rather quickly in order to insure the effec-
tiveness of these codes.

You know, the GATT for many years has had procedures where-
by you could adjudicate, but they have not been utilized.

Senator MoyNIHAN. They haven’t come to much, and there isn’t
much of a GATT. I can remember when the GATT consisted of
Erick Windham White and three good-looking French secretaries.

Mr. McNEiLL. And a couple of British.

Senator MoyYNIHAN. That is not quite true any more, yet neither
is it anything like-the organization that probably will evolve from
this arrangement. Would you expect the GATT to change in char-
acter, to simply enlarge? You have great experience in this field.
There is not a man I know in this city who has had as consistent a
record as yours.

Mr. McNE1LL. I think, Senator, that the GATT will have to add
considerably to its staff to administer the codes. The character of
the GATT I don’t think will change. I think it may resume the
character you knew years ago, when Eric Windham White was
directing it. At that time GATT had a rather activist international
secretariat and was enormously helpful to world trade.

I think that in recent years the GATT has not been doing that,
but that it will do it again.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Would you say that again?
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Mr. McNEiLL. It is my opinion that in recent years, with the
exception of the multinational trade negotiations, where the GATT
had provided great assistance and help, that the GATT has been a
rather moribund organization and not as activist as it was in the
days of Eric Windham White. I think that with these new codes
the GATT will resume more the nature it used to have in the
1960’s, when you and I dealt with it. It will become more active
.and effective.

I think that GATT member countries will insist that the secre-
tarila;t 38 an effective secretariat, so the benefits of the codes will be
realized.

Senator MoyYNIHAN. The present secretary is Mr. Long?

Mr. McNEiLL. Olevia Long of Switzerland).’

Senator MoYNIHAN. Is he Swiss or French?

Mr. McNEILL. Swiss.

Senator MoyNIHAN. | am sorry. I didn’t realize that. What is the
term? of the head of GATT? Is there a fixed term, or is it year to
year?

Mr. McNEiLL. No, it is an indefinite——

Senator MoyNIHAN. It is an indefinite term?

Mr. McNEiLL. Subject to the desires, I suppose, of the member
countries. Eric Windham White, as you know, was secretary for
decades and W. A. Long has been for some years now.

Senator MoyNIHAN. He has been there about a decade now?

Mr. McNEILL. About 6 or 7 years now.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Well, that is a subject we will want to talk
about in a less public situation. You will keep close to this commit-
tee in this matter, of how the GATT actually responds? Because we
will always hear from the GATT that it is well and from the State
Department that it is doing well. We would like to hear from
people who have a greater immediate interest, such as your organi-
zation, because if it doesn't do well, you do badly. Don’t hesitate to
come back; and, having said that, let me thank you once again for
coming forward——

Mr. McNEILL. Thank you, Senator.

{The prepared statement of Mr. McNeill follows:]

TestiMONY oF MR. RoBert L. McNEIL, ExecuTty o Vice CHAIRMAN, EMERGENCY
COMMITTEE FOR AMERICAN TRADE

Mr. Chairman, I am Robert L. McNeil, and I am pleased to be here to express the
strong support of the members of the Emergency Committee for American Trade
(ECAT) for S. 1376, the Trade Agreements Act of 1979.

ECAT is an organization of 63 leaders of large U.S. firms with extensive interna-
tional business operations. In 1978, worldwide sales by these companies totaled
nearly $400 billion and they employed nearly five million workers last year.

Because of this great stake in American trade, ECAT worked hard for passage of
the Trade Act of 1974, It was our belief that a significant improvement in the
international trade rules, together with further liberalization of trade barriers, was
needed and could be achieved by astute negotiation. The subsequent multilateral
trade negotiations in Geneva were a massive undertaking that involved widespread
participation by business, labor, consumer representatives and by leading legislators
including members of your committee. We are pleased to state our view that the
major objectives of the 1974 Trade Act have been accomplished.

Great credit is due Ambassador Strauss and his colleagues for their negotiating
efforts and the Congress for its surveillance of the negotiations and its advice. The
result is a sound and well-balanced trade package and implementing bill. We urge
you to pass it.

The international trade codes have been carefully studied by this committee. You
have contributed significantly to the statutory language that will give them legal
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effect in the United States. As Senator Long said when S. 1376 was introduced,
“Every member of the Finance Committee has worked many hours in consultations
with the Administration on this bill."”

Bearing in mind the variety of views that the American public has about interna-
tional trade, it is remarkable that yours and the other congressional committees
concerned were able to fashion S. 1376 in the commendable manner that you have.
We hope that our trading partners will do as well in conforming the trade package
to their domestic laws and procedures.

Our only recommendation to you about S. 1376 is that you enact it. It authorizes
U.S. participation in an improved international trade structure that goes a long way
toward correcting and alleviating unfair trade practices. Again, the members of
ECAT agree with Senator Long who said “It is not a perfect bill. No bill is perfect.
But I do believe the Trade Aﬁreerpents Act of 1979 represents a long stride forward
in our trade relations with the world and that it will provide an opportunity for a
more realistic trade policy for this Nation and for a more efficient global trading
system.”

As a long-time supporter of expansionary U.S. trade policies, ECAT has been
increasinng' concerned with unfair trade practices, particularly those associated
with subsidies and dumping. The issue of unfair trade practices has been poisoning
the international trading atmosphere.

In the United States many segments of American business and labor who were
being injured by such practices rightl{ condemned them and rightly looked to our
government for assistance and relief. In the case of subsidies, however, our govern-
ment was often not in a position to respond since the legal status of many of the
subsidies complained of were murky. There was, for example, considerable question
as to whether or not the U.S. countervailing duty statute was applicable against
subsidies on production provided by foreign governments to their producers. That
question has now been answered affirmatively in the new subsidies code.

It is our firm belief that the code on subsidies and countervailing duties together
with improvements in the international antidumging code provide the mechanisms
for addressing and resolving problems caused by these two major unfair trade
practices. These and the other codes are such great advances that by themselves
they would justify the five years of tough negotiations in Geneva.

hen these codes become truly effective, the international trading system will be
considerably purged of unfairness. We applaud this. We believe that the new trad-
ing rules will provide not only practical benefits to American producers and work-
ers but will also help dispel public perception that the international trading system
is inequitable.

The new international trade rules, however, remain to be tested. Only then will
their practical worth be proven. We hope that our government will be resolute and
fair in pursuing and enforcing U.S. rights and obligations provided by the codes.
ECAT and its members will be vigilant in monitoring progress and we believe that
others, including your committee, will do the same. I this way, the prospective
benefits of the trading package will best be realized. Effective implementation was
what ECAT Chairman, Edmund T. Pratt, was calling for when he said on June 19,
“We urge the Congress to vote in such a way that the world will have no doubt as to
where our nation stands on cooperation in world trade.”

The attached summary of S. 1376 gives more specific reasons for ECAT’s support
of the Trade Agreement Act of 1979. Thank you for hearing us.

TRADE AGREEMENTS AcT of 1979—H R. 4537, S. 1376

The Trade Agreement Act of 1979 will modify U.S. statutes and regulations to
give legal effect in the United States to the interrational trade codes negotiated in
the recently-concluded Geneva multilateral trade negotiations. These negotations
were authorized by the Trade Act of 1974, and took five years to complete.

MAJOR NONTARIFF AGREEMENTS

Several major international trade codes were concluded at Geneva. If Congress
approves the implementing legislation, these codes will help remove objectionable
international trade practices and will bring other unfair trading practices under
international surveillance and control.

The major codes are as follows:

Subsidies and antidumping
The subsidies code prohibits the use of subsidies for exports and provides that
domestic subsidies—or subsidies on production—shall not be used to provide unfair
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trade advaantages for domestic producers. Meaningful rules are included on agricul-
tural export subsidies. In return for these benefits, the United States has agreed to
accept an injury test as a condition of applying countervailing duties against subsi-
dized imports.

The trade bill provides improved administrative procedures, including shortened
time periods, for countervailing duty and antidumping duty investigations. The
antidumping code establishes an international understanding on sales abroad at
lower prices than domestic sales and on remedial action.

Custems valuation

The bill would approve the new customs valuation code, which provides for a
uniform, fair and greatly simplified system for the valuation of imports and for the
purpose of assessing duties. The code eliminates protective features of current
foreign valuation systems, including arbitrariness in valuation methods, uplifts and
fictitious values. The changes in law would streamline domestic customs procedures
and would eliminate the American Selling Price and Final List Systems of valuation
in a manner designed to avoid any domestic disruption.

Government procurement

Foreign governments have long prohibited American business firms from bidding
on their purchase requirements. At the same time, foreign businessmen have been
able to bid for U.S. Government procurement contracts provided that they can meet
the Buy-American price preferences of 6, 12 or 50 percent that are accorded domes-
tic materials and supplies.

The procurement code establishes procedures whereby for the first time, Ameri-
can business firms will be able to bid for foreign government procurement contracts.
It is estimated that the code will :(;)en more than $20 billion in foreign government
purchases to U.S. bidders. The code provides procedures to ensure compliance. In
return for access to foreign government purchases, the code provides that U.S. Buy
America price preferences will be removed for some 15 percent of U.S. Government
p:rc}:)z:ises. The small business set-aside program would not be covered or affected by
the code.

Standards

Product standards and the testing and certification requirements that imports
meet domestic standards can be very restrictive—and at times prohibitive—of trade.
The proposed standards code would establish international rights and procedures
designed to discourage the discriminatory uvse and manipulation of standards and
testing and certification systems as trade restrictive devices.

Civil aircraft

The trade bill would implement the civil aircraft agreement which eliminates all
tariffs on commerical aircraft and most parts of repairs. The agreement places
limitation on governments in their purchases and production of aircraft.

OTHER MATTERS

Agriculture

The Trade Agreements Act of 1979 also would implement a number of other
agreements. Among them are agreements dealing with agriculture products. A 1.2
billion pound quota would be established for beef imports and new quotas would be
. established for cheese imports as well as for imports of chocolate crumb. In addition
to these measures, U.S. agricultural exports will benefit greatly from concessions
provided the United States by our trading partners.

Distilled spirits
The implementing legislation would eliminate the wine-gallon method used in
establishing duties for imported bottled spirits.

GATT framework

A number of improvements have been made in the GATT in the area of dispute
settlement. The United States accordingly will be in a better position to enforce its
GATT rights. Included among the new dispute settlement measures are improved
means for arbitration and conciliation of trade disputes.

Miscellaneous

The bill also provides the President with non-tariff barrier negotiating authority
for an additinal eight years and with minor tariff negotiating authority to handle
normal "“housekeeping” matters that arise in te day-to-day administration of trade
policy. The bill woulg also extend the private sector advisory system whereby the
views of the public are sought. Another section of the bill requires the President to
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examine the feasibility of special trade agreements between the United States,
Canada and Mexico.

TARIFF REDUCTIONS

The Trade Act of 1974 authorized the President to negotiate reductions in U.S.
tariffs in return for equivalent tariff reductions abroad. As a result of the trade
negotiations, U.S. tariffs and those of our major trading partners will be reduced by
about one-third from their present levels. The reductions will be phased in over a

riod of eight years. At the end of that period, the U.S. tariff will average just over
ive percent—if)gresently averages somewhat over eight percent. At the end of the
eight-year period, the tariff levels of our major trading partners will aproximate
that of the United States. .

With few exceptions, the tariff reductions take effect without further congression-
al action. Great care was taken to avoid tariff reductions that could be seriously
harmful to domestic producers.

Senator MoyYNIHAN. A bit off the agenda, but I wanted to hear
your positive views before we get to our next witness, who is Prof.
John Jackson of the University of Michigan Law School, who is, I
dare to say, the foremost GATT legal expert in the world, or should
I say the United States? I don’t want to get you into trouble with
your colleagues.

STATEMENT OF PROF. JOHN JACKSON, UNIVERSITY OF
MICHIGAN SCHOOL OF LAW

Mr. JacksoN. I don’t want to constrain your viewpoint. I appreci-
ate your comments.

Senator MoyYNIHAN. We are honored to have you here, Professor
Jackson. It just as well you are a professor; if you were practicing
law in Washington and expected to make a living on producing
only 5-page briefs, I would .be terrified. That is a very helpful thing
for you to do for the committee.

r. JacksoN. Well, the reason for that is, as you know, I have
been a consultant for your committee during the past year. I have
produced a somewhat longer report which has already been printed
in your printed consultant’s reports.

nator MoyYNIHAN. I was only wishing to thank you for your
incautious courtesy.

Mr. JacksoN. And consequently I merely wanted to summarize a
few of those points.

I should also say that it is a pleasure to follow Bob McNeill, and
to contrast, in one respect, his very large constituency: He repre-
sents what sounds like most of the U.S. industry, and I represent
no one, except myself perhaps. But, in any event, I did want to flag
for the committee’s attention a series of problems that you have
alluded to, sir, and indeed, I think perhaps I am talking to the
alread{ persuaded.

I will say that in general my judgment is that the result of the
MTN deserves your support and the support of your colleagues. I
have no question about that.

But on the particular subject that I have been asked to look at,
namely, the GATT structure—the institutions of GATT, where
GATT will go—or, I should say, GATT/MTN, because it is a great
enlargement of the GATT—I think there is a great deal left to be
done, and indeed I describe these issues in my statement as you
can see, as perhaps the weakest link of the MTN.

There are quite a series of problems that have not been ad-
dressed; and it is understandable why they have not been ad-
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dressed. I go into that somewhat more at length in the report that
has already been printed.
Senator MoyNIHAN. The MTN and Legal Institutions of Interna-

tional Trade?

Mr. JacksoN. That is correct, No. 4 in that series of 5 reports.

Senator MoyYNIHAN. That is correct, No. 4.

Mr. JAcksoN. Just to flag a few of these, the GATT has a struc-
ture that makes it very hard to amend and, therefore, very hard to
keep abreast with current rules.

Senator MOYNIHAN. May I just say, since you are not following
your text exactly, which is fine, let me first put your text. into the
record as a formal document and you go right ahead.

Mr. JacksoN. I would appreciate that.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Jackson follows:]

TesTIMONY OF PROF. JOBRN H. JACksoN, UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN ScHOOL OF
Law, ANN ARBOR, MICH.

Mr. Chairman, and members of the subcommittee: As you are aware, during most
of the past year | have acted as a consultant to your committee, for legal matters
relating to the MTN (Multilateral Trade Negotiations). The statement I would make
for the committee today has already been submitted to you and was printed several
weeks ago as number 4 in your document series entitled “MTN Studies”. I am here
today principally to make myself available to the committee members, should
anyone wish to ask questions about that study or other issues.

I might just briefly summarize, however, a few of my observations.

First let me say that in general I have no doubt that the MTN results and the
legislation proposed to implement them, deserve your support. My own expertise,
and the subjects on which your committee staff have asked me to comment, have
led me to focus on only one aspect of the MTN results, namely the legal and
institutational implications, particularIIy in relation to the continuing role of the
GATT and to the viability or enforceability of the new MTN rules in the light of the
weaknesses of the GATT. I have great admiration for the accomplishments of the
negotiation, and I do not want my comments to be taken out of that overall general
context. I am forced to say, however, that I think that the legal and institutional
implications of the MTN results are one of its weakest links—not just because of
what it did do, but more significantly, because of what it did not do. Even in the
context of the substantial achievements of the MTN, it is important not to ignore
some of these weaknesses since they can have significant implications for future
U.S. policy and international economic reiations. Let me just briefly list a few of the
Q?’Fg‘ers which have either been created or are left relatively undiminished by the
A .

First, it is very difficult if not impossible to amend the GATT. Thus it has not
been possible to keep GATT rules up to date. The MTN agreements create new
rules, but the procedures for amending those rules or keeping them up to date to
appear in many cases to contain the defects which have plagued the GATT rules.

cond, compliance with GATT rules has been faltering. g:me GATT rules are
virtually ignored. Little if anything has been accomplished by the MTN to correct
this problem.

Third, the dispute settlement procedure for GATT has not been working well for
a variety of reasons. One MTN alsreement makes some modest improvements on the
GATT procedure, but other MTN agreements create a number of new and varying
dispute procedures, many of which contain language similar to that which has
created problems in the GATT.

Fourth, the GATT decision-making structure is awkward and not well designed to
reflect the needs of the participants, or to create new rules which would likely be
effective. Many of the MTN agreements create committees whose procedures prom-
ise to have similar difficulties.

Fifth, the current GATT system has relied too heavily ugon major ‘“trade negoti-
ating rounds” for innovation and iprogress. These rounds have been becoming less
frequent, whereas the problems of international trade seem to be more frequent.
There needs to be a permanent negotiating system, with procedures for keeping
abreast of events.

Sixth, the problem of international trade in agricultural goods is yet far from
resolution.
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Seventh, the principles of non-discriminatory treatment embodied in the Most
Favored Nation clause {MFN) have been seriously eroded over the years, and the
MTN further adds to this erosion. The policies of MFN need to be reconsidered, and
those which are important need reinforcement.

Eight, the uneasy relationship of developing countries to the GATT rules for
international trade, has not been fully resolved by the MTN. The growing industrial
capacity of some developing countries promises to put additional strain on the
adjustment capabilities of industrial countries, and this poses added problems for
the traditional GATT rules, and the rules now established by the MTN.

Ninth, there is considerable ambiguity about the relationship of the new MTN
agreements to the GATT. There will undoubtedly be a series of controversies about
these relationships raised by those countries who feel it is not in their interest to
sign the new agreements.

Let me elaborate on just one of the many aspects which could be mentioned to
illustrate the problems listed above. In the Countervailing Duty Subsidies Agree-
ment, an attempt has been made to design a better and more disciplined dispute
settlement procedure. The enforcement of the newly defined obligation against all
export subsidies (as opposed to general or production subsidies) depends heavily on
this international procedure. If the United States, for example, feels that Nation X
is violating its obligation to refrain from using export subsidies, it may cause a
dispute settlement procedure to be initiated, including the use of an objective third
party panel procedure. When the panel has completed its work, however, it can only
report its findings to a Committee of Signatories. Only upon approval by the
Committee of Signatories can so-called “counter measures” be taken by the com-
plaining nation.

In contrast to the often detailed procedures of the panel, the procedures of the
Committee of Signatories are very ambiguous. There is no statement on the face of
the agreement about how the Committee shall conduct its deliberations. Nothing is
said about voting. The Agreement states that the Committee ‘“shall consider the
panel report", but only specifies that it “may make recommendations” and that it
“should’” do so within thirty days. Nation X, the defendant, will be represented on
the Committee and it could argue that any Committee action must be by “‘consen-
sus”, the traditional procedure of some GATT bodies. It may also claim that consen-
sus implies absence of any serious dissent, and if this view prevails the defendant
country will then be in a position to block any formal action under the agreement.
This aspect of the procedure is not likely to help gain the confidence of nations in
the value of the obligations under this new code!

Obviously this is not a fatal defect in the Countervailing—Subsidies Code. Careful,
adroit and assertive U.S. government diplomacy could help minimize the potential
damage to the longer run viability of the code obligations. The procedural ambigu-
ity, however, clearly poses some risks for this longer run viability. It also poses risks
for U.S. interests in seeing the use of export subsidies minimized even when they
can not be shown to cause injury under the new code definitions of injury.

To close this statement and conserve time, I will simply state one general conclu-
sion which follows from what I have said above. It would be a mistake, I believe, to
treat the MTN as an effort now finished, and to turn our attention away from the
GATT-MTN international economic system. In the inter-dependent world we now
live in, important problems of economic cooperation continuously arise and we need
appropriate international mechanisms to assist in resolving differences among na-
tions while permitting them as much freedom of action to pursue domestic goals as
possible. The birth of the MTN-GATT system should be viewed as a beginning. We
must now carry through on the efforts to organize the U.S. government better to
represent U.S. international economic interests, and we must also give attention to
the shape and constitution of the international mechanism itself, so that the U.S.
and other nations can be well-served by it in the future.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator MoyYNIHAN. First, it is hard to amend; you found it didn’t
work? There have been six GATT agreements, have there?

Mr. JacksoN. Well, there have been seven major trade rounds.

Senator MoyNIHAN. In about 35 years?

Mr. JACKksON. Yes. And there has been more than 1 dozen years
between the last 2; and one of my conclusions is that we ought not
to think in terms of trade rounds anymore; we ought to be more
permanent in our thinking of the need of constant attention to
some of these problems that become exacerbated between nations.

49-426 0 ~ 79 - pt.2 - 4
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Senator MoyNIHAN. You are thinking of moving from a treaty
relationship to something which approximates the pattern of legis-
lative arrangements?

Mr. JacksoN. Well, legislative is much too strong a word in the
international scene.

Senator MoyNIHAN. But a continuing conference type of arrange-
ment that meets regularly and has rules for this purpose?

Mr. JAacksoN. Yes, that is right. We have, of course, some left-
overs from the MTN. We have the safeguards agreement; but there
are other problems that will undoubtedly come up in connection
with the MTN agreements themselves.

One is the whole question of tax incentives in international
trade, which is related to the subsidies and countervailing duty
code, and will need attention in the future. It is a very complex
subject and it was understandable why it could not be resolved in
this negotiation; but somebody is going to have to give some atten-
tion to it.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Well, this is what has been troubling me all
through this thing. When I said “Legislative,” I only used it in the
most general terms meaning a body that meets regularly for the
purpose of reaching agreement, rather than very episodic conclaves
of nations.

You say the compliance has been faltering; you say some GATT
rules are virtually ignored, which for instance?

Mr. JacksoN. Well, one very commonly cited example is the
question of tariff surcharges for balance-of-payments reasons.

The GATT particularly would not permit them. In fact, they are
probably a better method of response than those permitted by the
G%’I‘(’il‘ So countries have sort of taken it on themselves to go ahead
and do it.

Senator MoyniHAN. Has the IMF encouraged them?

Mr. JacksoN. Well, I didn’t mention the IMF in this statement.
The relationship between the IMF and GATT has always been
somewhat tenuous and difficult to work out, particularly in the
balance-of-payments area; and I see very little improvement on
that as the result of this MTN, and that is a subject that will have
to be on the agenda for the future.

Senator MoyNIHAN. The relationship between the IMF and the
GATT is something to be dealt with as a question of policy for the
trading nations, and it ought to be one that the Department of
State and Treasury address themselves to.

Is anybody here from the Department of State? Fine. Nobody is
here. We can speak freely.

Typically, we are up here trying to devise international economic
policy and where are they?

Treasury? Would that fellow from the Treasury come down to
the front row and listen to what is said. You are welcome.

Mr. JacksoN. I probably won’t be able to get into the Treasury
door after this.

Senator MoyNIHAN. If you have any difficulties, you would be
surprised to learn how friendly they are to this committee.

Mr. JacksoN. I will say, sir, that the Treasury in past years, I
know, has given some attention to this and has made proposals, but
they just haven’t gotten very far in the international scene.
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Senator MoyNIHAN. I will say, the Treasury is in this room.
Where is the Department of State? I have a problem with that. I
am not kidding.

The dispute settlement procedure has not been working very well
in GATT?

Mr. JacksoN. Yes, sir,

Senator MoyNIHAN. What kind of examples do you have of a
breakdown?

Mr. JacksoN. I think the DISC case is probably a good example.
It has dragged on for many years; it is now in sort of a state of
limbo, partly, at least in my view, and I have written on this
separately elsewhere, because the panel conclusions were .robably
not the correct ones, or the best ones that should have been made.

Senator MoyNIHAN. But the DISC is our provision?

Mr. JacksoN. That is right.

Senator MoYNIHAN. Actually, we are breaking the rules?

Mr. JAacksoN. That is right.

Senator MoYNIHAN. Oh, that is different. [Laughter.]

* You know, we expect our lawyers to stand up for us.

Mr. JacksoNn. In fact, as you know, there were three counter
complaints that we brought against other countries; so there were
%slsggtially four cases lumped together under what we call the

Senator MoyNIHAN. They have just not been able to get compli-
ance, or a judgment?

Mr. JacksoN. Well, in fact, the legal situation is very obscure;
and this is part of the problem with the disputes settlement mecha-
nism. There is a great deal of controversy about what is the result
of the panel’s conclusions. Is it legally binding or not? There are
arguments both ways.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Well, what about the arrangements we are
now agreeing to?

Mr. JacksoN. The new codes?

Senator MoyNIHAN. The new codes, yes; do we have any greater
confidence or any more specific arrangements for the panels that
will follow?

Mr. JacksoN. Each of these codes, or each of the principal codes,
has a separate dispute settlement mechanism in it. Now that at the
beginning, I think, is probably unfortunate, because when you have
a balkanized set of procedures like that it is harder to manage and
harder to engender the respect for the procedure.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Oh, yes. | mean, some panels are more pres-
tigious than others because some codes are more significant than
others?

Mr. JacksoN. That is right.

Second, the procedures in those codes are not uniform; they
differ quite a bit in some cases, and that is going to impose an
additional administrative burden on national governments and par-
ticularly on smaller countries, to try and grasp and understand the
difference in these procedures.

Senator MoyNIHAN. That is a nice point.

Mr. JAcksoN. And, third, I do not think the procedures them-
selves are very much of an improvement over the existing GATT
procedures. There is some improvement, and I want to give credit
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to our negotiators for trying to gain some improvement, but there
are many weak links in those procedures, such as reference to the
words “nullification” and “impairment” which you have probably
heard, which is a GATT phrase, and which is very ambiguous, and
I think it would have been better to do without that phrase.

Senator MoOYNIHAN. Professor, I will be clear here: I cannot
speak for the subcommittee, but I would like Mr. Cassidy to hear
me say I think our report needs to deal with this as a subject to be
dealt with in the years to come. I mean, clearly, we are going to go
forward with this agreement, but we don’t want to act like we can’t
see clear problems.

These are practicable things but are not done.

What was the problem? Was anybody resisting on the adrmms-
trative and adjudicating ends of this?

Mr. JAcksoN. I believe some of our opposing negotiators, that is,
foreign government negotiators, were not as enthusiastic about
reform of the dispute settlement procedures as the United States
was; so it was one of the areas we ran up against considerable
foreign government opposition to movement.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Do you want to name any of those foreign-
ers?

Mr. JAcksoN. The European Community.

Senator MoYNIHAN. It is nice to have the European Community,
because you can insult an enormous number of foreigners without
naming any.

Do we find we are more likely to have a dispute over trade rules
with the EEC than other countries? Do they have so many internal
arrangements and conflicts?

Mr. JacksoN. No, I think we need to understand the problems of
the EEC,that they are going through a revolution in constitutional
law as a matter of fact; and the relationship or the competence of
the member States vis-a-vis the Community institutions, the com-
mission and the council, is one of considerable stress right now,
and so perhaps the commission is being very cautious about what it
is getting itself into internationally, partly because of its worry
about this political pressure from member states not to take on an
additional competence under the Treaty of Rome.

So, some of these things are understandable and explainable, but
they are there.

Senator MoyNIHAN. How would you advise us to go ahead, if I
could ask?

Mr. JacksoN. Well, on the dispute settlement, I think the United
States in its role could very well take a leadership position. It
might, for example—this is one thought and I haven’t thought it
through completely—but the United States might enter into some
discussions with like-minded nations and develop a better dispute
settlement procedure which it could apply among those who
wanted to apply it. And if it worked, others might come in. ’

Senator MoyYNIHAN. Do I take it that the linkage that is weakest
is between the committee of signatories and the panel?

Mr. JacksoN. Yes, this is another point that I mentioned in my
statement and I would like to flag for your attention.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Please do.
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Mr. JacksoN. Particularly in the countervailing duty subsidies
code, where I think perhaps more progress was made on the dis-
pute settlement procedure than in other codes. Nevertheless, when
the panel procedure is through, that is, when the objective third
party panel has finished its work—its conclusion is not yet binding
on anyone—it must be referred to what is called the Committee of
Signatories, and that committee’s procedures are very ambiguous
in the agreement; and it is possible that they could be abused.

There is no provision on voting, for example.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Is the Committee of Signatories a new GATT
institution?

Mr. JacksoN. It is. It is a new institution, set up by the code on
countervailing duties and subsidies, which means that technically,
I think, it stands independent of the GATT. In fact, you could call
it a new international organization.

Senator MoYNIHAN. Is like the committee of the whole house in
some sense?

Mr. JacksoN. Except only those who signed this code can be on
that committee, not all the GATT, just those who signed this code.

Senator MoyNIHAN. What is that likely to be?

Mr. JacksoN. Well, at the beginning it might be 20 or 25 nations,
mostly the OECD nations at the start.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Well then, yes, you do have a paralegal or
subsidiary or there is a relationship? I mean, this is not the com-
mittee of the whole? The House has not evolved into the committee
of the whole; you could say it is the Committee on Finance or
something?

Mr. JacksoN. It is a different group, technically. Now, it is
supposed to meet in the context of GATT and be serviced by the
GATT’s secretariat.

Senator MoYNIHAN. Obviously, this is not a fatal defect?

Mr. JacksoN. That is correct.

Senator MoyNIHAN. The fatal defect is what it may not and need
not be, but it verges on that?

Mr. JacksoN. Well, it is a risk for U.S. policy.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Well, it is a risk; it says: “Careful, adroit,
assertive U.S. diplomacy could help minimize the potential damage
to the long run viability of the codable nations.”

Mr. JAcksoN. Yes, sir.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Mr. Cassidy, I would like to say again I
think we must be very explicit about this in our report. Having
had this wise counsel, this is not something, for us to ignore and
later on to say: “Well, we actually knew about it, but we thought
everybody did,so we didn’t bother to mention it.” It should be a
signal to the Treasury Department and to the State Department—
which is not necessarily a promising effort—but will the Treasury
and our trading partners hear? They must have the same concerns.

Mr. JAcksoN. Some of them certainly do, yes.

Senator MOYNIHAN. A lot depends on the vigor with which we
seek to have the codes provided for, where we want agreement. I
think a lot will depend on that.

Senator MoYNIHAN. And that will be one of the key issues of the
President’s decision on organization?
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Mr. JacksoN. In fact, the final conclusion I have made in my
paper is that we are really only at the beginning, and we must not
view this as an end of the process.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Yes, we need the equivalent to the body of
attorneys in the Department of Justice——

Mr. JAcksoN. Exactly. We need——

Senator MoYNIHAN [continuing). To prosecute. We need a group
of attorneys that will represent the United States or a group of
representatives that can take on those kinds of responsibilities.

Senator MoyNIHAN. And who will be on the lookout for wrongdo-
ing and will make their reputations by winning cases and being
accurate and being aggressive.

It is a career worth thinking about for young people. It is cer-
tainly a function that we could not now have; isn’t that right, sir?

Mr. JacksoN. Yes; and one of the issues of the new organization
within the U.S. Government is the question of career staff which
can watch these kinds of issues for us.

Senator MoyNi1HAN. Well, I need not say, Mr. Jackson, this has
been very helpful testimony indeed. We are much in your debt, not
just for this but also for your willingness to advise us throughout
this past year; and if we are not wholly in the dark, it is very likely
because of the light you have shed.

I xould like to acknowledge this right now, and thank you very
much.

Mr. JacksoN. Thank you very much for your sympathetic consid-
eration.

Senator MoyYNIHAN. Our next witness is Bruce Hahn. He is ac-
companied by Mr. Herbert Liebenson, who is the associate director
of the Small Business Legislative Council. And Mr. Hahn, we wel-
come you and Mr. Levinson.

STATEMENT OF BRUCE HAHN, MANAGER OF GOVERNMENT AF-
FAIRS FOR THE NATIONAL TOOL, DIE & PRECISION MACHIN.
ING ASSOCIATION, ACCOMPANIED BY HERBERT LIEBENSON,
ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR OF THE SMALL BUSINESS LEGISLA-
TIVE COUNCIL

Mr. HanN. Thank you.

We appreciate the opportunity to be here today. I am appearing
on behalf of the Small Business Legislative Council, which is an
organization of national trade and professional associations whose
membership is primarily small business.

My name is Bruce Hahn. I am manager of government affairs for
the National Tool, Die & Precision Machining Association. Our
association represents over 10,060 small businesses who manufac-
ture tooling, dies, special machines, molds, or perform precision
machining in the United States.

I am appearing today on behalf of the Small Business Legislative
Council—-—gﬁLC—an organization of national trade and professional
associations whose membership is primarily small business. SBLC
focuses on issues of common concern to the entire small business
community. The SBLC membership and their affiliates represent
approximately 4 million small business firms nationwide. The
SBLC supports an increased share for small business in Federal
procurement, and this position is supported by 40 national associ-
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ations. With me today is Herbert Liebenson, associate director of
the SBLC.

Our comments relate to the procurement code. We believe Con-
gress should not approve the Multilateral Trade Agreement in its
present form. This country is simply risking too much, so much
more than it stands to gain. And small and minority business will
be hurt the most. Some 98 countries would be eliminating restric-
tions on a total of around $22 billion in contracts. That averages
under $250 million each. We would get to compete with these 98
countries for a share of that business. We would in effect give up,
by virtue of the elimination of much of the Buy American Act and
labor surplus procurement program, at least $10.2 billion of civil-
ian executive procurement alone. GSA figures show at least $14.4
billion of this is direct small business procurement.

Of course small and minority business groups do considerable
subcontracting for the remainder.

Ambassador Strauss estimated that the total amount of small
business contracts which would be in f'eopardy or put up for open
bidding to be around $300 to $400 million in testimony March 20
before the House Committee on Small Business. Yes, Mr. Strauss
told this committee that he had consulted business and industry
throughout the negotiations with generally favorable responses.

Neither he nor his staff have yet consulted the small husiness
communitg. There is no evidence of export assistance for small and
minority business from SBA, Department of Commerce, or the
Export/Import Bank, any increase in that. The administration and
the small business community agree that small business is not
equipped to make major export incentives without help.

All three export organizations have testifed resources available
to help small and minority business are stretched to the limit.
Despite administration promises, there are no significant appropri-
ations to help these organizations take advantage of these supposed
opportunities.

The Buy American Act recognizes that U.S. business has much
more regulations and restrictions then its foreign competition. It
also recognizes that much U.S. business profits and payroll are
returned to the Government in the form of taxes, reducing the
effective cost of U.S. products. It makes good economic sense and
should be retained.

Finally most of the figures we see are fuzzy. Where we have been
able to secure hard Government data on the tradeoffe we find the
administration off by as much as 1,000 percent. Ambassador
Strauss’ statement of $300 to $400 million versus hard GSA figures
of over $4 billion is a good example.

We believe in no case Congress should be expected to approve the
trade agreement until it receives hard and specific line-by-line data
on the effect of U.S. small business and minority business and on
the balance of payments.

Thank you, sir.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Well, let’s be as candid as we can. This
legislation is going to go forward.

You saw the House vote: 395 to 7. How are we going to make
certain that the kinds of events you foresee, which would represent
a deviation from the stated objectives of the agreement, don't come
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to pass. How are we going to see that we don’t move in the
direction that you think we could? What, practically, do you pro-
pose we do?

Mr. LieBensoN. Let me go back just a bit.

In the March hearings before the House committee, the U.S.
position in small business setasides, minority setasides, the Buy
American Act, labor surplus, were included in the original code,
the proposed code. Based on testimony given before the House
committee, they restored the small business and minority setasides.
Pegple in the labor movement said, watch out, what do they give
up?
And we have found out, or at least it has been rumored, that in
exchange for giving that up, they threw into the pot for bid by
foreign governments something like $3.4 billion of NASA contracts
which are now open to foreign government contracting.

This falls pretty much in line with previous witness that were
talking about the aircraft industry. If you think in terms of all the
subcontractors that are in the labor surplus areas—as one key
example, there is something like $14 billion that a Government
contract can go into the labor surplus areas—this is now no longer
a prospective device—knowing full well that you are well acquaint-
ed with the unemployment problems, Senator, could you conceive
what this would do when there is no longer that preference? The
areas of high unemployment, the unemployment rate would contin-
ue at a continuing alarming rate, especially in those areas where
we need protection, and the same thing would be true in many
senses in the Buy American areas.

The 6 to 12 percent under the current law would be set aside; the
differential would be set aside; and if I recall, your question is,
what do you do about it? Well, I think in the implementing legisla-
tion you might wish to change the interpretation of Buy American
to 12 or 24 percent. I don't know what can be done now at this
point in terms of implementing the labor surplus area, but there is
an area of great concern and especially in terms of the type of
recession that we may expect in the next 6 months.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Well, that is a very specific procedure. I
wonder if you would be good enough to put it in a note to the
committee.

Mr. LIEBENSON. Most of it is here. There are a lot of specifics, but
we can give you a note relating possibly to the unemployment
impact. I know that the Department of Commerce and others have
talked about—the Department of Labor, in particular—have talked
about the increases in employment.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Right.

Mr. LieBensoN. But not much has been directed toward the
possibility of the unemployment that would be affected here.

Senator MoYNIHAN. Yes. Well, sir, we know that you are dealing
with a real question, and I don’t know that we have the answer to
it, but we surely don’'t want to act like we didn’t pay any attention
to it.

I appreciate your coming here. We are going to hear from you.
We will need to do so.

Your statement will be be printed in full in the record.
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Senator MoOYNIHAN. It is a very full statement. I don’t know
whether we can get those tables in, partly because they are
unreadable. Quite seriously, you know about the problem.

Mr. LieBENSON. The originals were prepared by the GSA, the
Department of Finance, and I think we could probably get copies to
you.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Would you, because then we can photograph
them, and put them in.

We want this very much to be a part of the record and might
have difficulty with this set here.

Thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Hahn follows:]

STATEMENT OF THE NATIONAL TooL, DIE & PRECISION MACHINING ASSOCIATION
AND SMaALL BusiNEss LeGISLATIVE CouNcCiL

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee: My name is Bruce Hahn. I am
Manager of Government Affairs for the National Tool, Die and Precision Machining
Association. Our association represents over 10,000 small businesses who manufac-
ture tooling, dies, special machines, molds, or perform precision machining in the
United States.

I am appearing today on behalf of the Small Business Legislative Council (SBLC),
an organization of national trade and professional associations whose membership is
primarily small business. SBLC focuses on issues of common concern to the entire
small business community. The SBLC membership and their affiliates represent
approximately four million small business firms nationwide. The SBLC supports an
increased share for small business in Federal procurement, and this position is
supported by 40 national associations. With me today is Herbert Liebenson, Asso-
ciate Executive Director of the SBLC.

On behalf of the nation's small business community, we wish to express our
displeasure with the approach taken in the Administration’s negotiated Multilateral
Trade Agreement (MTA). This Agreement restricts many of the long-standing pro-
grams gained after many years of effort by small business.

Before action is taken on MTA, we express our concern about two aspects of the
Agreement which would repeal, for all practical purposes:

(1) The Buy American Act under which foreign companies must underbid U.S.
firms by 12 percent to obtain Federal Procurement Contracts:

t2) The Labor Surplus Procurement Program which restricts competition on cer-
tain contracts to firms which will perform a substantial proportion of the produc-
tion under the contract in a high unemployment area.

It is true that total emasculation of these two laws—Buy American and Labor
Surplus Program—will not occur since there are exemptions included in the MTA.

Ambassador Strauss stated before the House Committee on Small Business on
March 20 that no exact figures were available on just how much in current small
business sales to Federal agencies will be lost to MTA. He speculated that it might
be $:500-400 million. At his side at the time was Robert Griffin, formerly Deputy
Administrator with the General Services Administration. Mr. Chairman, for many
years each Federal Agency has been required to file detailed quarterly reports on
procurement with the Office of Finance of the GSA. We find it hard to understand
why this information could not be provided to the committee. And we also find the
estimate ridiculously low. According to the data compiled, provided by GSA’s Office
of Finance, the annual small business procurement by the executive agencies is 28.6
billion.! Approximately 9 billion of this is direct small business procurement and a
significant portion of the remaining 19.6 billion results in subcontracting contracts
to small business. GSA figures show that only half of the small business direct
contracting will be exempted. Large contractors will fare much better—about two-
thirds of the large contracts will still remain exempt. We are giving away over 4
billion in small business procurement and 6.8 billion in large business procurement.
Our estimate is that we are talking about five to six billion dollars in small and
minority business procurement contracts-—not the 300 to 400 million as Mr. Strauss
has speculated.

Another matter that concerns us are rumors that the “price’ for restoration of
the small business set asides will be the elimination of NASA procurements from

! See attachments A through H.
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the exemgt list. If that happens subtract another $3.4 billior in exempt procure-
ments and add it to the $10.8 billion giveaway. Remiember also that you are talking
about depending on foreign sources for critical technology. Technology developed for
our space program is technology which is eventually applied to our defense pro-
gram.

It is in the interest of the United States to be dependent on other countries for
the ability to produce sophisticated systems and ordnance for our military needs?
This technology also filters down into consumer products, giving domestic industry a
head start in such areas as minicomputers and many other areas.

In spite of the set-aside changes already made in MTA, the business community
in the United States is bound to be affected by provisions still in the Treaty. If the
door is shut to big business by the elimination of the Buy American Act, consider-
able subcontracting to small or minority business by large business or by govern-
ment will be lost. The total government procurement that could be affected perma-
nently in sales to Civilian Executive Agencies is $22.417 hillion.

Ambassador Strauss has testified that a number of products and agencies will be
excluded from the Code. In addition, purchases by certain governmental agencies,
not covered by the Code, are excluded tentatively.

If a foreign producer sells to one agency of the Federal government at a price
lower than an American firm, the pressure will be on all agencies of government,
whether or not they were included in the MTA, to purchase from the foreign
producer—Canada is a good example.

Here 1s the breakdown by program: minority business enterprises subcontracting
to large business—$1.207 billion; small business subcontracting to large business—
3863.652,000; prime procurements from other than small business—$20.12 billion.
Procurements in the labor surplus area would also be affected. Presently, under
preference procedures for labor surplus areas an additional $227 million in con-
tracts wouhrbe affected (see attachements A through N).

We believe it important that, in light of the tentative exemptions in the MTA,
Congress should demand line-by-line specificity as to the amount of government
procurement that will be affected with respect to current domestic sales by large
and small business to agencies of the U.S. government. Only when that information
is %rovided can a reasonable and fair comparison of benefits and concessions be
made

The present Federal Procurement Regulations provide as follows:

Sec. 1-6.105 4 Evaluation of bids and proposals

ta) Unless otherwise determined by the head of the agency in accordance with the
Buy American Act. where the procedures in this sec. 1-6.104-4 result in the acquisi-
tion of foreign end products, the acquisition of domestic source end products would
be 1! unreasonable in cost or 12) inconsistent with the public interest (see sec. 1-
6103 31

ib» Except as provided in paragraph (d) of this section, bids and proposals shall be
evaluated as provided 1n this section so as to give preference to domestic bids. Each
foreign bid shall be adjusted for purposes of evaluation by adding to the foreign bid
tinclusive of duty) a factor of 6 percent of that bid. except that a 12 percent factor
shall be used instead of the 6 percent factor if the firm submitting the low accept-
able domestic bid is a small business concern or a labor surplus area concern tas
defined in sec. 1-1.701 and 1-1 801 respectively). or both. However, if an award for
more than $100,000 would be made to a domestic concern if the 12 percent factor is
applied, the case shall be submitted to the head of the agency for decision as to
whether the award to the small business concern or labor surplus area concern
would involve unreasonable cost or inconsistnecy with the public interest (see sec.
1-6.103-3. If the foregoing procedure results in a tie between a foreign bid as
evaluated and a domestic bid, award shall be made on the domestic bid When more
than one line item is offered in response to a invitation for hids or request for
proposals the appropriate factor may be applied to any group of items as to which
the invitation for bids or request for proposals specifically provides that award is to
be made on a particular group of items

It is important to note that Federal procurement with certain exceptions must go
to a US small business if its bid is within 12 percent of the foreign offer. The 12
percent differential represents partial offsetting of the lowered cost of doing busi-
ness by foreign competitors who are not subject to compliance with wage laws, U.S.
government regulations, pension programs, etc.?

The MTA scraps this 12 percent differential in favor of competition by businesses
from some 9% nations. Those countries, in practical effect, will subsidize this compe-

See Attachment M
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Qtion because they need not conform to U.S. business regulations (see attachment
N

Ambassador Strauss’ defense that contracts of $190,000 or less are exempt should
be given no weight since he has produced no figures to show the average contract
under the Buy American Act or the Labor Surplus Procurement Program.

‘This same exemption of $190,000 was trumpeted by the Ambassador in advocat-
ing elimination of set-asides as negating any material effect on that program. He
withdrew that defense when it was established that the average minority set-aside
is 3222357, and the average set-aside for manufacturers is $526,821. As you know,
the proposed MTA until approximately five weeks ago severely limited the present
small and minority business set-aside program. After vigorous opposition by mem-
bers of the louse Small Business Subcommittee on Government Oversight and
Minority Enterprise this limitation on set-aside was removed. Ambassador Strauss
was able to accomplish this in 48 hours in negotiations with 98 nations.s

The erroneous answer of the Ambassador to those who question the provisions of
MTA is that there will be no loss to small business but a gain. since the “‘quid pro
quo’ is that sales to the procurement offices of some 98 foreign nations (Japan is an
exception! will now be opened up to U.S. business. The export “opportunities’” are
supposed to total 220 billion, but this means little to small business for these
reasons.

11+ The 320 billion of 2xport opportunities is not exclusively for U S. business, but
for Y% nations competing for that $20 billion;

:2) Many firms in the 98 nations can underbid U.S. business—and still make a
sizable profit—because they don’'t have the added costs of compliance with U.S.
mandatory regulations (See Attachment M) We know of no requirement that
furelgn firms will have to comply with such regulations;

3+ U'S small business does not have the wherewithal or the marketing expertise
to penetrate the foreign market. U.S. big business, including their already in-place
multi-national companies, are in a preferred position to take advantage of MTA (See
Attachment N—Journal of Commerce, March 3, 1979.i Moreover both the Small
Business Administration, Export Import Bank and the Department of Commerce
have testified that adequate funding for additional small business export opportu-
nities is not available

After yvears of practice we have established a successful SBA program that certi-
fies whether small business has the competency to compete on a government con-
tract Will the many thousands of foreign businesses, who want to compete on U S.
government contracts, be subjected to the same cetification program”? Who will
administer the program to ensure competency?

At the White House Conference on Small Business in Dallas. Texas. on January
23, Ambassador Strauss said “President Carter has recognized the eno~mous poten-
tial for small business in international trade A principal part of the expanded
export promotion policy announced by the President last September was the chan-
neling of up to £104 million of Small Business Administration loan guarantees to
small business exporters to provide seed money for entry into foreign markets

A review of the approprnations does not indicate an additional request for loan
guarantees for the purpose of exporting.

Other major industrialized nations have lony histories of aggressive export promo-
tion and blocking imports of our members products, not through trade sanctions but
through customs rules, subsidies, distribution complications and all manner of
delays Will the Strauss "Open Door” charnge this” Are the 320 billion phantom
oppurtumities-—the birds in the bush—offered by Mr Strauss actually better for
American business than the business 1n hand?

One small manufacturer made this comment about the proposed MTA action' “If
I were responsible for a US company that was seeking Federal contracts and had
not been successful, 1 would move my headquarters to San Marino, Bermuda, or
Hati, where I would not be concerned with OSHA, Social Secunty, income taxes,
labor standards, minimum wages, or labor unions, and find myself in a better
position to compete and actually obtain U.S government contracts

The end result of the MTA if adopted by Congress will mean a sizable loss to the
U S small and large business which now sells, or hopes to sell, to Federal agencies;
loss of U S. jobs to cheap labor abroad; and a step backward for U S. small business.

More than Federal procurement is involved. Once the door 1s opened more widely
to U S. Federal procurement to the nations abroad, the next step will be for foreign
business to further exploit the US. statecounty-city-metro government market.

When members of Congress stated their strong opposition to limiting the set-aside
program under MTA, Ambassador Strauss was able to remedy the situation quickly
He can do the same with respect to the Buy American Act and the Labor Surplus
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Program if Congress strongly registers its opposition. Unless the MTA is amended
to correct these two inequities, we urge you to vote against its adoption.

The proposed MTA in reducing small business’ share of Federal procurement runs
counter to the position of 40 members of the Small Business Legislative Council who
support an increased share for small business of Federal procurement. These 40
members are the following trade and professional organizations:

American Association of Nurserymen, Washington, D.C.; American Textile Ma-
chinery Association, Washington, D.C.; Association of Diesel Specialists, Kansas
City, Mo.; Association of Physical Fitness Centers, Bethesda, Md.; Automotive Ware-
house Distributors Association, Kansas City, Mo.; Building Service Contractors Asso-
ciation International, McLean, Va.; Business Advertising Council, Cincinnati, Ohio;
Direct Selling Association, Washington, D.C.; Electronic Representatives Associ-
ation, Chicago, Ill.; Furniture Rental Association of America, Washington, D.C;
Independent Bakers Association, Washington, D.C.

National Association of Plastics Distributors, Devon, Pa.; National Association of
Retail Druggists; Independent Business Association of Washington, Bellevue, Wash.;
Independent Sewing Machine Dealers of America, Hilliard, Ohio; International
Franchise Association, Washington, D.C.; Institute of Certified Business Counselors,
Lafayette, Calif.; Local and Short Haul Carriers National Conference, Washington,
D.C.; Machinery Dealers National Association, Silver Spring, Md.; Manufacturers
Agents National Association, Irvine, Calif.; Marking Device Association, Evanston,
IIl; Menswear Retailers of America, Washington, D.C.; National Association for
Child Development and Education, Washington, D.C.; National Association of Brick
Distributors, Mclean, Va.; National Independent Meat Packers Association, Wash-
ington, D.C.; National Office Machine Dealers Association, Zanesville, Ohio. Nation-
al Beer Wholesalers’ Association of America, Falls Church, Va,; National Burglar
and Fire Alarm Association, Washington, D.C.; National Electrical Contractors As-
sociation, Bethesda, Md.; National Family Business Council, West Bloomfield, Mich.;
National Home Furnishing's Association, Washington, D.C.; National Home Im-

rovement Council, New York, N.Y.; National Independent Dairies Association,

ashington. D.C.; National Office Products Association, Alexandria, Va.; National
Paper Trade Association, New York, N.Y.; National Patent Council, Arlington, Va;
National Pest Control Association Vienna, Va. National Small Business Associ-
ation, Washington, D.C.; National Tire Dealers and Retreaders Association, Wash-
ington, D.C.; Printing Industries of America, Arlington, Va.
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ATTACHMENT A

Procurement by civilian executive agencies, fiscal 1978 (in $ million)

.otal

Executive Total Small Business Other than Minority

Procurement Procurement Procurement Small Business Business
28,566 8,446 20,120 580

Exempted

Agencies

CQE 7,522 1,055 6,467 64

boT 1,131 466 665 68

TVA 5,699 2,570 3,129 S

fOTAL 14,352 4,091 10,261 137

DCE, DOT

& TVA

Amount not

exerpt

(Line 1 =

Line €) 14,214 4,355 9,859 443
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ATTACHMENT 3

MINORITY BUSINESS ENTERPRISES SUBCONTRACTING PROGRAM

MINORITY BUSINESS MINORITY BUSINESS
ENTERPRISES ENTERPRISES
TOTAL SUBCONTRACTING ; SUBCONTRACTING
TO GOVERNMENT . TO LARGE BUSINESS
&
0
$ 1,359,877,0QO $ 152,204,000 $ 1,207,673,000

Source: Procurement by Civilian Executive Agencies for the Period Oct. 1, 1977 to Sept. 30, 1978
(Prepared by General Services Administration, Office of Finance)



ATTACHMENT J

SMALL BUSINESS SUBCONTRACTING PROGRAM

SMALL BUSINESS SMALL BUSINESS
TOTAL SUBCONTRACTING SUBCONTRACTING
’ TO GOVERNMENT TO LARGE BUSINESS
$1,370,413,000 $ 506,761,000 $ 863,652,000
\

Source: Procurement by Civilian Executive Agencies for the Period Oct. 1, 1977 to Sept. 30, 1978
(Prepared by General Services Administration, Office of Finance)



ATTAC HMENT K

TOTAL PRIME PROCUREMENT

FROM FROM OTHER FROM
SMALL THAN SMALL MINORITY
TOTAL BUSINESS BUSINESS . BUSINESS
ENTERPRISES
i &
—
28,566,252,000 $ 8,446,206,000 A $ 20,120,046,000 $ 579,658,000

Source: Procurement by Civilian Executive Agencies for the Period Oct. 1, 1977 to Sept. 30, 1978
(Prepared by General Services Administration, Office of Finance)



ATTACHMENT [,

PROCUREMENT IN LABOR SURPLUS AREAS

UNDER PREFERENCE PROCEDURES
T UNDER
TOTAL LABOR SURPLUS TOTAL LABOR SURPLUS NONPREFERENCE
SET ASIDES SET ASIDES PROCEDURES
(SMALL BUSINESS) (GENERAL)
From Small From Small
Total Total Business Total Business
$ 54,115,000 $ 173,457,000 $ 97,876,000 $ 10,758,285,000( § 1,947,328,000

Source: Procurement by Civilian Executive Agencies for the Period Oct. 1, 1977 to Sept. 30, 1978
(Prepared by General Services Administration, Office of Finance)

29s



ATTACHMNENT M

TLLUSTRATIVE LIST OF MANUATORY REGULATIONS

REQUIRED OF FEDERAL PROCURCMENT CONTRACTORS AND SULCONTRACTORS

Cost Accounting Standdrds

Audit

Renegotiation

Allowable Cost, “ixed-Fee, and Payment
Negotiated Overhead Rates

Inspection

Standards of Work

Renorts of wWork

Key Personne!

Foreign Travel

Competition in Subcontracting

Changes to Make-or-Buy Progran

Services of Consultants

Notice to the Government of Labor Disoutes
Insurance - Liability to Third Persons
Printing

General Services Administration Supply Sources
Government Property

Authorization and Consent

Patent Rignts

Rights in Technical Data

Conyrignt Infringement

Reporting of Royalties

Private Use of Contract Information and Data
Buy American Act Supply and Service Contracts
Clean Arr and Water

Required Source for Jewel Bearing

Coverant Against Contingent Fees

Jffrcrals Not to Benefit

Utrlrzation of Minority Business Enterprises
utitrzatron of Small Business Concerns
Minority Business Enterprises Subcontracting Program
Small Business Subcontracting Program

Labor Surplus Area Subcontracting Program
Convict Labor

Disabled Veterans and Veterans of the Vietnam Era
Employment of the Handicapped

Equal Opportunity

Walsh-Healey Public Contracts Act

Contract Work Hours and Safe’y Stanoarys Act
Overtiime Compensation

Preference for U.S. Flag Air Carriers

Use of U.S. Flag Coumercial Vessels

federal Reports Act
Workers Compensation

. """ BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Senator MoYNIHAN. Mr. Sevin, who is the chairman of Mostek,
ér;c gn behalf of the Semiconductor Industry Association. Mr.

vin?

[No response.]

Senator MoYNIHAN. Mr. Sevin is not here, evidently.

[ The prepared statement of L. J. Sevin follows:]

StaTEMENT OF MR. L. J. SevIN, CHalgMAN, MosTEK CORP., ON BEHALF OF THE
SEMICONDUCTOR INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION

SUMMARY OF PRINCIPAL POINTS

(1) The U.S. semiconductor industry faces a serious threat from Japanese competi-
tion. The threat exists because the Japanese have targeted the U.S. semiconductor
market and plan to substantially expand their exports of semiconductors.

(2) Japanese manufacturers of semiconductors enjoy a protected home market
which enables these companies to engage in two-tier pricing. Also, Japanese compa-
nies benefit substantially from government-assisted research and development pro-
grams. Furthermore, under the planned Japanese economy, Japanese companies
receive capital by borrowing amounts which would not be available in a free market
economy. Japanese companies enjoy a debt equity ratio which is many times more
favorable than that which is possible for U.S. companies.

(3) The only adequate remedy to protect U.S. industry from unfair foreign compe-
tition is the bolstering and vigorous enforcement of U.S. trade laws. Particularly
key is a ‘“threat of injury” standard which is administered in such a way as to
prevent serious and irreparable harm before it occurs, resulting in diminished
profits and loss of U.S. jobs. Increase in market penetration is a key early warning
signal of injury for the semiconductor industry. We recognize and appreciate the
efforts of Senators on this committee in support of fair international trade laws.

My name is L. J. Sevin. I am Chairman of the Board of Directors and Chief
Executive Officer of Mostek Corporation of Carrollton, Texas, which has annual
sales in excess of 130 million dollars and employs over 5000 people.

I appear today on behalf of the Semiconductor Industry Association, (“SIA”), a
trade association composed of thirty-three U.S. based manufacturers of simiconduc-
tors.

In my testimony today I would like to explain briefly the threat which confronts
the U.S. semiconductor industry in the form of unfair foreign competition which is
often supported by foreign governments which place a high priority on export
industries. I would also like to discuss the role that our own trade laws can and
should play in breaking this pattern of unfair competition, opening up foreign
markets to U.S. products on a fair and competitive basis, and preventing injury to
U.S. industry by providing safeguards which take effect before U.S. businesses have
been irreparably injured by low profit margins and high unemployment.

INTRODUCTION

I would like to emphasize that the principles of the MTN have our full philosophi-
cal support and SIA recommends that the bill be voted upon favorable by the
Congress. However, we anticipate that the lower tariffs under the MTN and the
new dumping and counterveiling duty codes will not be determinative of trade
patterns in semiconductors. The MTN does not address many particular problems of
high technology industries. For example, product development—the key to our
industry—is a direct function of research and development expenditures and the
ability to fund such expenditures from our current profits. New products, in turn,
finance the next phase of R. & D.

Let us examine some of the results of the MTN negotiations as they relate to
semiconductors:

In the area of tariffs, the electronics industrial sector advisory group to the
Special Representative for Trade Negotiations recommended in 1975 that the tariffs
in semicondictors be reduced to zero.

In the course of the rnigotiations, the Japanese conceded a major reduction in
semiconductor tariffs from an applied rate of .12 percent to 4.2 percent, which the
U.S. would match by reducing tariffs from 6 percent to 4.2 percent. But in the
overall negotiating trade offs, our negotiators were obliged to agree to staging the
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reduction over a period of eight years.! In a dynamic, high-growth industry such as
integrated circuits, where volume is increasing at 23 percent per year. The eight
year staging is an eternity and of no practical benefit with respect to our pressing
trade problems with Japan.

Also, the U.S. negotiators engaged the Europeans in discussions on trimming the
17 percent tariff on semiconductors to parity with the United States at the current
6 percent level. Although the Europeans expressed a certain flexibility in this issue
in the early sta%es of negotiations, the ultimate result was a ‘‘stonewalling” at 17
percent, one of the highest rates on any commodity entering the European nom-
ic Communitﬁ".

In nontariff barriers, the results were similarly disappointing. Qur advisory grou
recommended the removal of the onerous country of origin uirements in B;e EES
which specified application of external rates to shipments of computers and other
electronic equipment between member nations within Europe if foreign semiconduc-
tor content contributed more than 3 percent of total value. The negotiations result-
ed in conditional removal to this barrier, but at the option of the importing nation.
As a result, we predict we will gain very little.

As to nontariff barriers in Japan, our negotiators have conducted a well publi-
cized attempt to cause Japan to place Governmentowned Nippon Telegraph and
Telephone (NTT) under the MTN Government Procurement &)de. thus removing
the current barriers to foreign g;ocurement by NTT. Although the Japanese made
concessions in the vve of Prime Minister Ohira’s recent visit to Washington, they do
not appear to apply to the procurement of semiconductor components and NTT
continues to draw most of its requirements from the three Japanese firms which it
collaborates in advanced research.

Also, U.S. exporters to Japan must still cope with import of ‘“‘uplifts” or sur-
charges of up to 15 percent above customs invoice value. Also they frequently
experience difficulty in quoting on Japanese orders because of the refusal of Japa-
nese firms to disclose specifications, and thereby may fail to qualify on the basis of
design ambiguity rather than performance. Also, semiconductor patents wholly or

rtially owned by the Japanese Government are not permitted to be licensed to
oreign manufacturers so that subsequent procurement is limited to Japanese
companies.

Not adequately addressed by the MTN codes is the targeting by the Japanese of
the U.S. semiconductor market and the threat that such targeting practices will
injure our industry. Targeting is specifically intended to expand Japanese semicon-
ductor production and exports. The massive government subeidies are designed
specifically to favor Japanese oomﬁanies by increasing their share of foreign trade
in semiconductors. The Japanese R. & D. subsidy wasdmrt of a “target industry"”
program designed to capture a large share of the U.S. market. e Japanese
program has already succeeded by capturing approximately 35 percent of the U.S.
market in only three years for an important product called the 16 thousand bit
random access memory’’ or “16K RAM.” The 16K RAM represents the very heart of
present product technology that serves as the foundation of the next generation of
integrated circuit products. 1 might add that my own company, Mostek, is currently
the world leader in the production of the 16K RAM.

Thus, the basic problems facing our industry are lack of access to foreign markets,
the substantial subsidization of R. & D. by foreign governments, particularly the
Japanese, and business practices condoned abroad which would be unlawful in the
United States. Targeting of our semiconductor market and our restricted access to
foreign markets must be addressed as vital problems of international trade policy.

As explained later in my testimony, we believe that the single most important
contribution which the Congress can make at this time to prevent irreparable injury
from unfair foreign competition would be to adopt refined standards for determining
threat of futher injury on the appearance of specific early warning signals.

BACKGROUND

Semiconductors, which contain one or more electronic functions on a silicon chip
aproximately one-fourth inch square, replaced vacuum tubes 25 years ago as the
primary medium for amplifying or switching electronic signals. Semiconductor tech-
nology provided the fundamental basis for the end equipment market, estimated at
$100 billion in 1979, which is forecast to rise to $ billion by 1985. The end
equipment market includes computers and related equipment, telecommunications

' Many of our mature industries, such as_textiles and chemicals are supporting staged U.S.
tariff cuts, which parallel the Japanese tarilf reductions. Such staged cuts may be appm‘friate
for these industries, but staged tariff cuts are not appropriate for a high technology industry
such as semiconductors.



567

equipment, industrial products and consumer products. Defense systems throughout
the world are increasingly reliant upon semiconductors.

The U.S. semiconductor industry has been characterized by the innovative and
continuous _development of semiconductor components of ever increasing complex-
ity. These innovations evolved from single function devices such as transistors and
diodes to integrated circuits which contain the equivalent of 10 to 15,000 transistors

r chip, to large scale integrated circuits which contain on the same small chips

0,000 eg(t)x&valent transistors. Current research points to a future complexity level of
up to 1,000,000 transistors per chip in the “Very Large Scale Integration” (“VLSI''}
projected for the 1980’s and 1990's. Ours is truly a dynamic industry and this
innovation results in a short life for each generation of products.

Export problems of U.S. semiconductor industry

A. Restricted market access in Europe.— Even while maintaining a very high
tariff rate of 17 percent on imports of semiconductors into the European Economic
Community, the Europeans have systematically taken a series of non-tariff actions
which impede imports even further. For example, European non-tariff barriers
include pressure on users to purchase from domestically owned companies and
discriminatory rules of origin under which tariffs can be imposed if foreign semicon-
ductor content in equipment exceeds a specified level. The policies are clear in most
countries that domestic investment is uired. There have also been massive
grants—perhaps in an aggregate amount of as much as $900 million—and govern-
ment supported loans by various European governments to their domestic semicon-
ductor enterprises, to develop consumer and industrial products.

The economic eifect of the European higher tariff and NTB’s is that European
consumers of computers and telecommunications equipment have been obligated to
pay incrementally higher prices. In terms of the United States national interests,
the tariffs and B's within the European Economic Community lead to a dispro-

rtionate transfer of technology and skilled employment from the U.S. to Western

urope.

B. Denial of market access in Japan.— It is fair, 1 believe, to characterize the
Japanese semiconductor market as having three salient characteristics:

(1) The Japanese have purchased our technology and otherwise acquired it
through our universities, technical conferences and equipment suppliers;

(2) The Japanese have purchased our more sophisticated integrated circuit prod-
ucts, but only until they can produce the same product themselves, whereupon they
effectively close their market; and

(3) At critical times, the Japanese, with rare exceptions, have effectively prohibit-
ed both construction of foreign-owned plants in Japan and foreign investment in
existing Japanese semiconductor facilities.

These characteristics considered against the background of the export oriented
Japanese semiconductor industry, set the stage for considerable friction between our
respective industries.

ere are a number of different approaches to business between the Japanese and
us which should be taken into account in considering the semiconductor industrz:

Japan's government directs and supports certain industries targeted for growth,
and several years ago ‘‘targeted” the integrated circuit, telecommunications and
computer industries;

Jaﬁanae enterprises are highly leveraged through loans by the Japanese banks
which are closely controlled by the government and are frequently related to
manufacturing entm:frises;

Japanese semiconductor enterprises are not dependent on the equity market to
finance growth and hence do not have to achieve a high rate of return in order to
attract capital;

The quasi-national bank credit system permits the enterprises to finance long-run
deficits necessary to penetrate foreign markets;

Japan’'s home market is highly protected by a variety of barriers, “Buy Japan"
attitudes and restrictive business practices;

Japan frequently has two-tier pricing in target industries—a high price in the
protected home market and a low foreign price designed to capture market share;

As part of its targeting of the electronics industry, Japan’s government subsidized
a massive research effort aimed directly at a commercial objective.

These policies have been particularly effective in accelerating the development of
the Japanese semiconductor industry. New U.S. high technol semiconductor
devices have been designed into Japanese equipment, only to be displaced in large

rt by Japanese-made devices which duplicate the U.S. product. Virtually every
type of semiconductor product in use today in Japan—including diodes, transistors,
bipolar IC’s and MOS circuits—was initially imported from United States compa-
nies.
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Imports from Japan

In Japan, domestic trade in targeted manufactured goods is the residual or an
extension of export activities—rather than the other way around. This particularly
true in the semiconductor industry. Japan’s acquired technological base, its target
industry approach and its subsidized R. & D. are all aimed at penetrating export
markets for semiconductors—principally the United States—in the same manner as
it penetrated export markets for steel and consumer electronic products.

A. Japan's technology base.— Japan's position in the integrated circuit industry is
based on technoltgy acquired principally in the United States. Basically, Japan
purchased our R. & D. at bargain basement prices and has concentrated its efforts
on commercial development of our ideas in areas where high volume production can
be achieved—what 1 would call our “bread and butter’ products. But even this
development work is expensive and the Government has assisted the effort.

B. Government-assisted R. & D. for integrated circuits.—Using this substantial
acq}gired technology as a base, the government, through the Ministry of Internation-
al Trade and Industry (“MITI"”), channeled research funds toward development of
integrated circuits. The most significant of the research projects is the Very Large
Scale Integration or “VLSI” study which MITI funded together with contributions
from t!;e eading Japanese electronics firms who would share the benefits of the
research.

Let us examine for a moment the VLSI program. According to press reports,® it
involves matchinidgovernment funds to five large Japanese electronic companies:
Fujitsu, Hatachi, Mitsubishi, NEC, and Toshiba.

he total cost announced publicly is $360 million, of which the government
assisted portion is approximately $250 million. A key part of the program is MITI's
own Electrotechnical Laboratory, the operating costs of which may not be a part of
the budget figures I just mentioned. This is simply a form of government assistance
to Japanese industry which permits the Japanese companies to sell their goods at
lower margins.

C. The target industry approach.—The entire Japanese electronics industry is
largely gea toward export markets. The Japanese have manufacturing capacity
which far exceeds the needs of the domestic economy. They staff their factories to
achieve a high percentage capacit'i:hutilization and consider their employees lifetime
commitments of the enterprise. These fixed costs (indeed, all overhead costs) are
covered by artificially high domestic prices in the protected home market.

Let me remind you of the impact which this system had on our television
industry. While American consumers were paying $350 for a Japanese television,
the Japanese consumers were paying $700 for an equivalent umit. U.S. television
manufacturers are effectively dented access to the Japanese market, resulting in a
protected, non-competitive market which generates substantial profits. The Japa-
nese then set U.S. prices as low as necessary to gain market penetration, on the
premise that export sales need only cover incremental variable costs. Our television
industry was shattered and its profitability has never recovered from the flood of

imports.

Iggring an economic downturn, the two-tier pricing structure and the protected
home market allow the Japanese—motivated by their heavy fixed obligations and

aranteed employment—to flood the export markets with products far below the
EYS. market price, This is exactly what happened in television and steel during the
downturn in 1974 and 1975—when world economies softened, the Japanese plants
kept rolling with excess production sold abroad at whatever low price was neces-
sary. If this pattern is repeated in the semiconductor market urégg a future
recessionary period, the U.S. market would be flooded with underpri Japanese
integrated circuit and LSI products. American companies, having limited access to
the Japanese market and faced with falling prices and bookings in the U.S. market
and with rising inventories—and lacking government financial support—would find
that their investment capital has been drained away, thereby prohibiting expendi-
tures on long-range R&D which are so essential for survival of a high technology
growth industry.

D. The role of debt in Japanese capital formation.—U.S. companies currently have
about double the return on equity of Japanese competitors. Such levels of earnings
are necessary to finance new R&D, to pay for the latest sophisticated equipment,
and to provide for increased capacity to manufacture new products. However, the
Japanese make up for this difference in efficiency by borrowing two, twenty, even
forty or more times as much debt 1per dollar of equity as would be available in the
free capital markets. This aspect of their planned economy gives them a distinctive

competitive edge.

? See “The Gathering Wave of Japanese Technalogy,” Electronics, June 9, 1977, p. 99.
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U.S. companies cannot counter by borrowing equally large amounts because of
our free market economy. In general, the U.S. companies raise cash in the open,
competitive markets in the United States. Capital formation, the key to growth,
depends in our country on our free capital markets which allocate investment funds
among competing applicants. American bankers make loans to companies that are
on their own to live or die in the marketplace. Once bankrupt, US. companies
cannot expect the U.S. Government to bail them out by instructing banks not to
foreclose on loans.

In the Japanese system, that is not so. Large companies that get into financial
difficulty have an assured source of substantial financial help from the Japanese
government. Moreover, business recessions in the protected Japanese home market
are virtually non-existent compared with those in America. America to a large
extent absorbs Japanese unemployment.

That is why American bankers will lend only a fraction of the debt to U.S.
semiconductor companies that Jaganese bankers supply to Japanese companies. In
fact, if you ask U.S. bankers with branches in Japan how they can justify lending as
much debt to Japanese companies which have a very thin equity base, they all
eventually get around to the concession that the risk in such loans is not a risk in
an individual company, rather it is a loan whose risk is a country risk: Japan. Such
actual or implied governmental guarantees make a substantial difference.

There is a further concern that U.S. high technology companies have: lower
margins on sales. For example, a foreign company can try to buy a share of the
market by reducing 'prices sharply. Undercutting U.S. prices in the large, fast-
growing U.S. market for semiconductors is such an example. Such a threat seriously
jeopardizes capital formation processes in the United States. For instance, if Ameri-
can companies have to meet Japanese prices and thus cut earning margins to
Japanese levels, then the return to shareholders will be cut substantially and
perhaps eliminated. Nippon Electric Company, a large Japanese semiconductor
producer, announced profits for fiscal 1979 which constitute a return of 1.2 percent
on sales.? American companies could not survive for long with such a low return.
Lower earni from reduced prices are not a problem for the Japanese companies,
however, as they have a pipeline to the banks and do not raise capital in competi-
tive markets.

If foreign competitors are allowed to engage in economically unrealistic price-
cutting tactics, as happened in the television industry, it could be catastrophic for
the U.S. semiconductor industry: no more new capital, slower growth, less earnings,
lower motivation for employees.

The Japanese semiconductor spokesmen have expressed concern about the “world-
wide tendency toward protectionism.”’This generalization simply fails to distinguish
between an action and a reaction by the domestic industries in markets invaded by
the Japanese. What they are seeing is a free market reaction to their grossly unfair
international trade practices.

In contrast, they acted initially in the most fundamental protectionist manner by
a series of formal and informal trade barriers unprecedented for a developed econo-
my of the 1970’s

Finally, we wish to make three additional points: (i) The Seciconductor industry
Association feels that the United States in future trade negotiations should listen to
the advice of professor Ezra Vogel: “instead of spending our political captial on the
defense of small, dying industries, we should defend the large, strong industries that
can be effective in the future.”*

SIA believes, in addition, that the U.S. should make an extra effort to defend
industries where the U.S. has a comparative advantaﬁ such as semiconductors,
computers and telecommunications and which can substantially contribute to a
favorable balance of trade.

(2) The enomity of foreign state intervention or semiconductor nationalism”
totaling $1.7 billion, is startling to American industry analysts. Even South Korea, a
recently emerging developed country, has joined the ranks of the microelectric
technologists (aided and abetted by generous World Bank loans.)

To quote Sidney Harman: “Both the Europeans and Japanese long ago deter-
mined that reliance on the workings of impersonal, so-called free market was not
adequate to produce economic growth and economic security—at a socially accept-
able pace* * °. These nations identify high-growth industries®* * * capitai support
is provided by intervention in the credit markets® * *. Firms in the industry are

3 New York Times, Saturday, May 26, 1979.
* “The Miracle of Japan: How the Post-War Was Won", Ezra Vogel, Chairman, Council of East

Asian Studies at Harvard University.
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encouraged to merge (as in the computer example) in order to achieve economies of
scale in marketing, research and development, and production.’*

In short, the import of State internention in high technology industries abroad
compared to the United States (free enterprises approach) has not been properly
assessed. As was noted in a recent Harvard Business Review article: “U.S. policy
makers should consider treating imports from state-owned companies on the same
basis as we have those from centra l{ controlled economics. Trade with any state-
owned enterprise does pose essentially the same problems in policy as does trade
with the communist nations. The policies of state-owned companies outside the Iron
Curtain are remarkably similar to those of most Socialist Countries, which specifi-
cally disavow profit as a legitimate goal for companies, and which not even explicit-
ly put prices on their factors or production. State-owned enterprises everywhere are
so regularly used as instruments of national economics and political policy that they
appear to a significantly different species from the private, profit-maximizing
company.”’*

(3.) S{A believes that the Congress should encourage the Administration under
the continuing authority provisions of the NTM to conduct post Geneva bilateral
negotiations on behalf of high technology industries to obtain substantially equiva-
lent access to foreign markets.

We believe the Administration should move aggressively to remove the tariff
imbalance in semiconductors—Western Europe, 17 Eercent; Japan, 12 percent; and
U.S., 6 percent—through obtaining a reduction in the European rate to at least 10
percent, and implementation of the previously agreed reduction of rates by Japan
and the United States w 4.2 percent with a minimum staging period. Also, the
Administration should negotiate the reduction of NTB's in semiconductors: in West-
ern Europe, the rules o o;‘ilgli'lll‘ and in Japan, customs uplift, specification non-
disclosure and non-access to !

In sum, we wholeheartedlﬁ agree with Senator Bentsen, who summarized the
issue so eloquently in a speech on the floor of the Senate on May 3, 1979, which has
become the Magna Carta for U.S. high technology industry: “Trade between nations
is becoming an increasingly carnivorous activity, and the traditional free trader has
all the advantages of an antelope in a world of lions. We can no longer tolerate
situations in which foreign comﬂetitors utilize unfair trade practices to rout and
destroy a domestic industry, such as television, and remain immune from punish-
ment until they have achieved their objective.”

Threat of injury

The legislation before this Committee specifies that there is to be relief when
there is a showing that a foreign government is providing a subsidy for exports, or
that there has been dumping of foreign merchandize and U.S. industry is materially
injured or “is threatened with mater:al injur}y.”

e believe that this standard of threat of material injury is particularly impor-

tant to high technol industries. In these industries the life span of a particular

roduct is very short because scientific and engineering developments are constant-
y improving the state of the art.

We are particularly concerned because of our awareness that the ITC has been

reluctant in the past to use threat of injury or likelihood of injury as a basis for
roviding relief. A recent study by the Comptroller General of 134 dumping cases
iled from 1972 to 1977 shows that there were only seven findings of “likelihood of
injury.”’
ey believe that the ‘‘threat of injury’ standard is intended to permit import
relief under the trade laws before actual injury occurs and should be interpreted in
a manner to prevent actual injury. U.S. business should not have to wait until
profits have been dramatically reduced or eliminated, until plants have closed, until
there is high unemployment and under-utilized capacity, or until capital formation
for the industry has become difficult or imposible, before the industry is entitled to
relief from unfair forms of foreign competition.

Indicia of threat of injury may vary from industry to industry. For our own high
technology industry, the critical early warning sign of future injury is a rapid surge
in market penetration by imports. The ITC should place emphasis on the rate of
increase of market penetration, particularly if market penetration is achieved by
prices which are below U.S. price levels, but which are not maintained in the home

market.

»“For an America, Inc.” by Sidney Harman, Newsweek, March 12, 1979.

¢ “State-owned Business Abroad”, Kennth D. Waiters and R. Joseph Monsen, Harvard Busi-
ness Review, pp. 160-170, March—April 1979.

*GAO Report, “U.S. Administration of the Antidumping Act of 1921, “Appendix I, pp. 70-75,
(March 15, 1979).
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The Special Trade Representative, in its Statement of Administrative Action, and
the House Committee on Ways and Means, in its Report on the MTN legislation,
have both recognized these points.

In conclusion, it must be remembered that the U.S. semiconductor industry faces
a serious and rrolonged effort to undercut our domestic market. The Japanese
provide their electronic industry with the kind of support which only a planned
national economy can make available to a preferred export-oriented industry.

This problem can only be met through strengthening and vigorous enforcement of
the US. laws which require fair competition in international trade and which
outlaw such practices as two-tier pricing. We are aware of the efforts of this
committee to try and ensuré that the U.S. trade laws are adequately enforced. We
would like to express our gratitude for these efforts.

Senator MOYNIHAN. And now we have a panel of New Yorkers.

We are pleased to see you, Mr. Barber. We didn’t know that he
would come down today. Only a man of courage and initiative
would have made the trip today. Thank you all for coming.

Actually, as you know, there are important aspects of the Multi-
national ’Frade Agreement that we are just entering that deal with
the dairy industry and deal with what is your expertise. I was
frankly a little surprised that people have appeared representing
the dairy industry, and they didn’t seem to interested in New
York, although certainly they say theilrepresent the milk produc-
ers of America. I took the liberty of asking why there were no New
Yorkers, and they said it is because there aren’t any members in
New York.

I said, well, that is a perfectly good answer for your own pur-
poses, but it is not for the committee’s purposes. New York is the
third largest dairy producer in the Nation, and California being
second, Wisconsin first, and I think it is tine that New York is
heard from at this hearing, and I want to thank all of you. I know
that all of you have come down on 1 day’s notice, but we won’t be
able to proceed without hearing from you today.

We appreciate your coming down. I won’t detain you in your
remarks by continuing my own.

Let me just welcome my neighbors from Oswego County.

Commissioner Barber, why don’t you commence, sir.

STATEMENTS OF JAY ROGER BARBER, NEW YORK STATE COM-
MISSIONER OF AGRICULTURE; FRANCIS ROBBINS, NEW YORK
FARM BUREAU; CLYDE RUTHERFORD, CHAIRMAN OF THE
DAIRYLEA COOPERATIVE OF NEW YORK; AND ARDEN
TEWKSBURY, REPRESENTING THE EASTERN DAIRY COOPER.-
ATIVE OF NEW YORK

Mr. BarBER. I am sorry that I was delayed in La Guardia Field
because of Skylab for about 3 hours, even though I left home at 7
this morning. I just arrived about one-half hour ago.

Senator MoYNIHAN. If you left at 7, it is an easy day. I under-
stand you have written testimony which we will get next week
because there was no chance to get it reproduced.

Mr. BArBER. My remarks are informal. I have talked with Dr.
Story of Cornell who is a dairy economist and highly recognized in
the Northeast and a leading dairy economist. He has agreed to put
together some written testimony for this committee. That is in
addition to the people in the department of iculture markets
who have had over 30 years’ experience working with Federal
Order No. 2 because, as you know, it is a joint State-Federal order.

49-426 0 - 79 - pt.2 - 6
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Senator MoYNIHAN. It is indeed.

Mr. BarBeRr. In New York State agriculture is the single largest
industry, generating $8.1 million on farm income. Out of that, over
$1 billion is the value of the milk on the farm.

So we have a major part of the agriculture industry greatly
concerned in the trade negotiations. If we look back to 1973 and
1974, recognizing the tremendous amount of importing coming from
the European Common Market, because of the proximity of New
York City to that area, we were impacted in New York more
adversely than probably any other milkshed in the Nation.

So that our dairy farmers and dairy people are concerned about
subsidized foreign imports of dairy products. We have told the
trade negotiations and we feel comfortable with the quota system
which appears to put all of the cheese under imports.

At least it is predominantly so. As I understand in 1977 and 1978
we had as much cheese coming into this country not covered by
quotas as what was covered by quotas.

Senator MoyNIHAN. I think that that is about the way it was.

Mr. BARrBER. So by having that understood quota, that is a plus
in these negotiations. However, the concern not only by the dairy
industry but every dairy farmer in New York State is that he will
be expected to not compete with the European Common Market
subsidized government products coming into this country which we
cannot compete with.

So, therefore, we think the U.S. Department of Agriculture, par-
ticularly their Dairy Economic Division and Secretary Bergland
should have the responsibility, because they have the staff to get
when those imports are being subsidized to the point where they
are coming in below the cost of production which are unfair trade
advantages to that country and certainly unfair to our dairy indus-
try.

New York State is particularly concerned about cheese because
the stability of the dairy industry in New York State in the last 10
years has been developed around an increasing cheese industry,
one that has attracted national companies.

Kraft has built a major cheese manufacturing facility at Lawell-
ville. Dean Foods of Chicago, a major food company, has taken over
Macoham cheese in Fort Aday 4 years ago. .

I understand another major company has just bought out the
Mazarella Cheese Co., a companﬁ out of Chicago, so we are prob-
ably one of the best areas in the country for the production of
cheese. !

As you know, in New York State, cheddar cheese is famous the
world over.

Senator MoyNIHAN. May I just ask you a question? Where does
Philadelphia Cream Cheese come from?

Mr. BarsBer. Well, believe it or not, a lot of it is produced in
Philadelphia and in New York.

Senator MoyYNIHAN. You are wrong. It is a common mistake.
Philadelphia Cream Cheese comes from South Eddington, in
Asuega County and cream cheese is primarily made in that area.

It is made in Chicago now, but when the Kraft Co. bought it, it
was remembered that it came from New York. People said that it

-
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must have come from Philadelphia, but it came from New York up
in Watertown, the dairy country.

We persuaded the company in Chicago to open their facility. And
they found they bought the recipe from a fellow making it near
Cooperstown, N.Y.

It is a little argument that we have about that.

Mr. BARBER. I will remember that the next time. So it appears
that by having a quota system more complete and more identified
with what has actually happened, that this will give us additional
protection for the cheese industry in New York State.

Our major concern is that the USDA and their Dairy Economic
Division be given some responsibility, or the responsibility to deter-
mine when those foreign imports are subsidized to the point where
they would cause injury to the U.S. dairy industry. I understand
that is a problem and one that the dairy industry, because it is a
combination of many cooperatives, would be very difficult to deter-
mine with their own staff and people available.

Senator MoyNIHAN. I hear you very clearly. You may have heard
my statements to Professor Jackson on this whole question of
implementations and the codes and the panels in particular on
subsidies and countervailing duties.

The EEC buys milk at about $12.50 per hundredweight. That is
about how it translates. Our price is about $10.50 now, isn’t it or
thereabouts?

Mr. BArBER. On the average, yes.

Senator MOYNIHAN. And so we are well below, and if they are
going to dump that product, it would come in in the form of fine
Italian cheeses or other cheeses which would come in our State.

But it is going to come in as grinders or as produce that is
created by the economic policies of Government which subsidizes
things. And your view is that the Dairy Economic Division of
USDA shouldy be the one on hand to spot any subsidy if it is
involved?

Mr. BArBER. And take action that is necessary to protect the U.S.
dairy industry.

Senator MOoYNIHAN. Mr. Cassidy, I know that Senator Nelson and
I would like to deal with this and I think we should have some-
thing in our report specifically on this. There is no one area in our
relationship with Europe where the subsidy is so conspicuous as in
their agricultural policy. The result is huge surpluses and they
have to make an effort to get rid of this. They are a pure loss and
if they can sell them for half the price, they can cut their losses in

half.
I think we should be very careful about that. I could not agree

more.

It depends on how we organize this Government to make this
program work. The fact that we have an agreement does not mean
it will be complied with. We have to find a body of young attorneys
with fire in tgeir bellies who will attack this and prosecute when
the agreements are not kept. We have been depending a great deal
on tariffs. These are unfair trade practices and that takes prosecu-
tion and it does not regulate itself.

You can fool around with classification but basically you can tell
it is 100 pounds of cheese when you see it and you put a tariff on

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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it. But when you see it, it does not say that this cheese is coming in
with a 50 percent subsidy. There is no sign that says that.

Mr. BArBer. When the New York milkshed and the New York
metropolitan area is used as a dumping ground for cheese that is
brought in below the cost of production, then we need some protec-
tion.

Senator MoyNIHAN. You do, certainly, in my view. We will hold
there for a moment. Mr. Robbins, do you have something to add?

Mr. RoBsins. The New York Farm Bureau has kept very close
watch over the negotiations. We represent about 20,500 farmers, of
which about 16,000 are dairy men. We keep close watch because
not only the importance of the dairy industry to our economy but
because of our close proximity to one of the major ports in New
York City. And the ease of bringing in imports that may be subsi-
dized as the commissioner has talked about, and unfair disadvan-
tage to our industry.

It was a surprise to us when the packet was delivered to Con-
gress that the cheese quota that has been established about 32
million pounds less than was authorized under the trade pact
before it went to Congress. By our calculations, the effect of an
isncreased import was about 2% ounces per person in the United

tates.

In reducing it further from 67 million pounds to 52 million
pounds makes it almost insignificant. More important than the
level of the quota actually is puttling virtually all of the cheese
under quota under the trade pact and the only cheeses that would
not be are very specialized soft goat and milk cheeses and these
kinds of things which is a small part of the market.

So we look at the trade pact and the possibility of being of great
benefit in the long run to the dairy industry because of the amount
of products that are put under yuota.

We fully realize the importance of international trade and of
agricultural products in international trade and its effect on the
balance of trade deficit in the United States. The balance of trade
improvement is of great importance to the business climatz of
agriculture in not only New York but in the United States. There-
fore it would be of benefit to us. That is by having a better balance
gf trade and just by the general economic climate in the United

tates.

So we have kept very close watch of trade talks and we are quite
pleased at many of the provisions. But we want to make ourselves
clear as the commissioner is saying, that we will not stand or
tolerate the importation of subsidized cheeses into the United
States at a disadvantage to our own producers. We contend, and we
can prove we are the most efficient producers in the world, but we
cannot compete or even begin to compete against the treasuries of
the European countries.

Senator MoyNIHAN. That is precisely what the great thrust of
these agreements is, Mr. Robbins, that we reach a point where
tariffs as such were not a problem in trade. They were artificial
barriers to entry and artificial subsidies for export. So that compa-
ny was exporting our employment.

I wish the United States would be as sensitive to rural areas as
the European communities are. The European community is obvi-
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ously just keeping too many farmers on marginal farms. It is their
business. But I do not want to see them driving our people out of
work, and not just out of work. When you drive a farmer off the
land, you change his whole life.

We think this is a good enough agreement if it is kept. That is
featlly what you have heard me saying in this committee for the
ast year.

Mr. RoBBINs. We are very glad to hear you naturally state that
{;)u wish to follow the comments of commissioner Barﬁer and the

SDA not only have the ability and the authority but the complete
authority to carry on the investigation of the proof of when injury
does occur.

I agree with the Commissioner that probably no one organiza-
tion, or no one cooperative or proprietary handler can begin to
have the facilities and the people to determine that. And I think it
is the right or responsibility of USDA.

Senator MoyNIHAN. This comes as a question here. The President
is bringing to us the reorganization plan on July 15. I think I am
in error on the date. The President was to have before us yesterday
a reorganization plan to deal with the question of just how we are
going to handle trade in the future. We have not gotten it and we
know where he is. He is up at Camp David and we will be patient,
but we are not so patient that we will not want the answers.

Mr. RUTHERFORD. It is a pleasure to be here and certainly on
behalf of the dairy farmers who I represent, the Dairy League, it
has approximately 5,500 dairy farmers of which 3,300 are New
York dairy farmers.

The Dairy League is an organization with 97 million dollars’
worth of assets which are owned by these dairy farmers, invested
in the dairy business. We operate a cheddar cheese plant in
Adams, N.Y., which produces 12 million pounds of New York State
cheddar cheese.

Senator MoYNIHAN. Is that up in Watertown?

Mr. RurHERFORD. Yes, above Watertown, and we have on the
drawing board an investment of over $12 million in a new cheddar
cheese operation which will be located in New York State which
w}ill have the capacity to produce 25 million pounds of cheddar
cheese.

Senator MoYNIHAN. I have a farm in Pinders Corners, N.Y.

Mr. RUTHERFORD. I know your manufacturer, Cy Schumaker, and
so I certainly would like to have it there. But we are looking to
centralize it in the State because we feel that it is needed in the
Northeast because the dairy industry in the United States has that
problem of competing against some of the foreign businesses.

As Francis said, and Roger alluded to it, the dairy products that
are being shipped into the United States are heavily subsidized.
And we must compete not only against these farmers as farmers
but against the Government which is subsidizing these people.

As an organization, we realize the trade bill is something that is
needed because certainly if the other residents of the United States
do not have the jobs to earn a living, they are not going to be
buying our dairy products. Our major concern is protection from
heavily subsidized products being put into the market to compete
against us.
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I would concur with Francis and Roger that we would like to
have the USDA have the authority and a definite responsibility to
see to it that we are competing on an equal basis.

Senator MoyNIHAN. I would have to say that the President is
going to have to devise a system that will deal not just with dairy
products but the whole range of trade. It clearly will be most useful
if it places responsibility where the competence now exists rather
than trying to reproduce them and have a Department of Trade,
but a little Division of Dairy Economics. That is Erobably what he
is going to end up doing. But we have a system which works in the
Department of Agriculture and they have some experience.

rtainly it is my disposition.

Mr. RutHERFORD. We feel, as an organization, heavily involved in
the marketplace and marketing of products. We do approximately
$400 million worth of business and this is all directly from the
farmer to the consumer through a company owned by dairy farm-
ers.

We feel it would be an insurmountable job for us to try to keep
track of it as a businessman.

Senator MoYNIHAN. You would not know what is going on in
Belgium? That is what the Government is for and it has to do it.
That, we agree very much on.

- Mr. Tewksbury, you are next.

Mr. TEwksBURY. We appreciate the chance to be here and while
my cooperative is based in Syracuse, N.Y., and I am president of it,
I am from the State of Pennsylvania.

Pennsylvania ranks only a little bit behind New York State in
the value of milk. I think the milk produced in Pennsylvania will
command a value of about $1 billion on the farm level.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Almost the same as New York?

Mr. TewksBurRy. We are a little behind New York. Also, our
cheese in South Evans was probably suppled by milk producer
members which makes us feel good.

But we in eastern Pennsylvania do realize this trade agreement
has been controversial in some areas and our area pertains particu-
larly to agriculture and particularly to the dairy segment of it.

We recal! what happened to the dairy farmers back in the midse-
venties. '

Senator MoYNIHAN. In 1974, wasn’t it?

Mr. TEwksBURY. When imports came into this country and de-
stroyed our prices which we had established by that time. We have
seen the present administration, at that time, urge grain farmers
to produce more grain to sell across the sea to other countries. And
we saw grain prices go up for farmers and for a couple of months
we had a period of time when 160 pounds of milk was not sufficient
to buy 100 pounds of grain.

I can tell you that put a lot of dairy farmers out of business And
it put many other farmers on the threshold of being out of busi-
ness. In no way can the Government of this country allow some-
thing like this to ever come close to happening again.

So we are concerned about the control of imggrts coming into
this country. Furthermore, we are concerned about whether the
present administration is going to encourage much more grain
production to possibly export it across to other countries.
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If this does happen, is this going to force the prices up and put
dairy farmers in the same predicament they were in about 4 or 5
years ago. We should give attention to this.

We are also concerned if we are going to expand greater grain
production, are we also going to put a greater grain on our already
large problem of energy in this country? Some of our energy prob-
lems were created because of our demand on agriculture to export
back at that period of time. So we are concerned about this.

As we look at it, we have two major concerns. One is the protec-
tion on the imports coming in. We are also in the process of
building two Mazarella cheese businesses that you probably are
aware of, at a cost of about $17 million which is going to produce
about 45 million pounds of Mazarella cheese per year from milk
coming from the States of Pennsylvania and New York.

Senator MoYNIHAN. Where are you going to build them?

Mr. TEwkspURY. At Horsehead, N.Y,, and Waverly, N.Y. Both
plants are in production right now. Horsehead is in full production
and Waverly about half in production and waiting for expansion
programs this fall.

I think it should be very clear that the burden of taking care of
the so-called surplus milk or extra milk around in certain months
of the year falls back on the cooperatives like the ones represented
here today, as well as other cooperatives.

We also think that for whatever reason, the American dairy
farmers are producing milk just about in line with the demand in
this country, much more so than other countries that are produc-
ing milk. We do not want to be penalized because we are producing
milk pretty much in line with demand because we do not want to
get hurt because other products come in.

There seem to be conflicting analyses as to what damage this
trade agreement can do to dairy farmers. I would certainly prevail
upon this committee to position themselves so that they really do
- know -and can report back as to what that damage could be to
dairy farmers.

There is too much variation in reports that we are getting as to
what this damage could be on our blend prices. So, I guess I am
asking you questions on a couple of these things. I think we should
give it a lot of concern because there are enough reasons now for
dairy farmers to go out of business and they do not need any more
reasons.

Senator MoyNiHAN. I think it is the case, Mr. Tewksbury, that
what the Commissioner said the first time is that under the exist-
ing arrangement we are importing twice as much cheese as the
quotas provide for, and the new agreement will put 85 percent of
imports under the quota.

We have to control imports. If we have the subsidy provisions
and they are looked after, for the first time we have an active
agreement by all of the signatories that they will not subsidize
exports or that if they do they understand that they will be subject
to retaliation.

~ We have had in our law, in our statutes, provisions which give us
the right to do it, but it has not been enforced and there has been
no agreement in the trading world that this is the way we are
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oing to behave. The issue turns on compliance which is what Mr.
bbins has said.

Mr. TewksBuRy. I would hope that these controls and this su})er-
vision can act fast enough before these imports come in and before
the prices get destroyed for a period of time because once they go
down it takes a lot to get them back up again. We saw that happen
4 or 5 years ago.

Senator MoyN1HAN. You make perfect sense to me. On the other
hand, on the question of feed grain prices, this Senator has no
thoughts. We produce our share of feed grain.

Mr. BarBer. We are producing a larger share of feed grain in
comparison to our consumption than we have for a long time.

Senator MoYNIHAN. I heard a figure which did not surprise me a
while ago, that there are 50 counties in the State of New York
which grow wheat for sale. I do not know how much comes from
Essex County or the Bronx.

Well, gentlemen, we thank you very much. I would like to say if
I can that I think this may be the first time in some ’years that you
have appeared before this Finance Committee. As far as my rec-
ords are concerned, you have never appeared while I was on the
committee. I am the first New Yorker to serve on the Finance
Committee since Calvin Coolidge.

Mr. BARBER. I am sure that that is the reason we had this
opportunity to be here.

nator MOYNIHAN. I say this to Mr. Barber: I am the first New
York Democrat in this century. %lpredecessor was from Utica,
the man who nominated Samuel J. Tilden for the Presidency. So, it
has been a century since there has been a Democrat.

In the future we want to ask all of you to come and you will all
be welcome, but we want some of you to come s0 that the voice of
New York is heard in these matters, and I take that very seriously.

There is one remaining witness and that is Mr. Richard Roberts,
the president of the National Foreign Trade Council. Mr. Roberts,
your plane was delayed, I understand. The next time you have
doubts about the forecasting of the U.S. Government, remember
that we grounded all of the planes in La Guardia when the Skylab
was disintegrating in the Indian Ocean.

We welcome you, sir, and will you go ahead with your state-
ment? If you would like, we will put your statement in the record
gnd if you would like to describe it in your own language you may

0 so.

STATEMENT OF RICHARD W. ROBERTS, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL
FOREIGN TRADE COUNCIL

Mr. RoBeRTs. I request that our statement be included in the
record, which was submitted a few days ago to the committee.

I believe I am the last witness and I will very briefly summarize
my statement.

The National Foreign Trade Council stronglﬁesuﬁlports the Trade
Agreements Act of 1979. The council’'s members V&’ accounts for
about half of the U.S. manufacturing exports. We believe the
agreements worked out in the Tokye Round will stimulate world
trade flows and open up new trade opportunities for the United
States and over the long-run will strengthen the U.S. economy.
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The Trade Agreements Act of 1979 is timely in that world trade
is growing at a diminishing rate. In constant dollars the annual
rate of expansion has fallen from 9 percent in the decade 1963 to
1973 to just over 4 percent.

Senator MoyNIHAN. That is a striking figure, isn’t it?

Mr. RoBerTs. Yes. It is a genuine decline and an alarming one.
That is from 9 percent to just over 4 percent between 1973 and
1978. As for the U.S. share of world exports, it has declined from
15.4 percent in 1970 to 11.8 percent in 1977.

Senator MoYNIHAN. Where is that in your testimony?

Mr. RoBerTts. It should be on page 1. It is derived from U.S.
Department of Commerce figures but those are the figures. It is
15.4 percent of world exporis in 1970 to 11.8 percent in 1977.

As you are well aware, the trade deficit has been at unacceptably
high levels for 3 years. There are a ni.mber of factors which have
contributed to these alarming trend:. One of them surely which
has contributed significantly is tariff a1nd nontariff barriers.

Broadly speaking the MTN Codes 17r reduction of nontariff bar-
riers involve a principle which we thiak is fundamental for trade
expansion, that is that artificial barriers to a free and open inter-
national exchange of goods should be minimized.

Careful monitoring and the prompt use of GATT mechanisms for
enforcement of obligations will be necessaﬁy to assure compliance
by foreign governments with the letter and the spirit of the code.

We would caution, however, that the dispute settlement and
enforcement provisions of these codes, which was adverted to by
Professor Jackson earlier this afternoon, will probably require
clarification and will surely require vigorous action by our Govern-
ment to insure compliance by foreign governments with both the
letter and spirit of this code.

It is our conclusion that if the United States fails to approve the
Tokyo Round, few nations, if any, would proceed with its ratifica-
tion. The United States is such a major market in the world trade
that if the benefits of the Tokyo Round were inapplicable to this
;{narket, other nations would be unwilling to open their own mar-

ets.

Many countries have signed the Tokyo Round agreements reluc-
tantly and if a significant incentive to participation were removed,
they would find the political pressures to back away from the
commitments involved in the To g'o Round difficult to resist.

If the agreements were not adopted, under what ground rules
would the world’s major trading nations operate? It is doubtful
then that the present GATT rules would continue to be observed.

The danger which we foresee is that the rise of protectionism or
neomercantilism, which has mounted during the past few years,
would continue to grow at a rapid pace. The growth of protection-
ism has been noted with concern by many economists, a number of
governments including our own, and major international organiza-
tions concerned with world trade. For example:

The GATT Secretariat has warned of a worldwide and disturbing
resurgence in protectionist pressures that have reached a level not
experienced for more than a generation.

bert S. McNamara, president of the World Bank, stated in an
address at Manila on May 10, 1979: “Since 1976 there has been a
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marked increase in protectionism in the industrialized nations and
the pressures for even further restrictive measures are strong.”

We, therefore, conclude that the failure by Congress to ap'Frrove
and implement the trade agreements negotiated under the Trade
Act of 1974 would lead to a sharp increase in protectionism which
would be followed by a contraction of trade, recession, and loss of
employment.

is would be accompanied by a c{cle of U.S. action and foreign
reaction that could bring the world back to a period of trade
isolationism not experienced since the 1930’s.

Therefore, we strongly support U.S. approval of the Trade Agree-
ments Act of 1979. We believe that the implementing legislation
and agreements provide a potential for expanding trade and that
the gains in export-related employment will outweigh the loss in
import-affected employment.

‘Fﬁank you, Senator.

Senator MoyNIHAN. We thank you, sir. I would like to say that
we would not be here at this point in this prooeedjnili: it were not
for the National Foreign Trade Council. I was thinking the other
day in somre other context of the number of countries involved. I
was in the United Nations and to keep myself awake I was count-
ing the number of countries up on the scoreboard, and how many
of those existed in 1914 and had not had their former government
changed by force since 1914.

The number came to seven. There are not many institutions
around since 1914, governmental or otherwise. You have been here
and you were very much in opposition in the first quarter century
of your appearance. You changed the atmosphere of American
business. You did or Smoot Hawley did, I don’t know which, and
they learned. The key to this agreement will be implementation.

r. ROBERTS. Yes, sir.

Senator MoYNIHAN. And I am afraid you were not here when we -
had a long colloquy and we heard in great detail a very good talk
from Professor Jackson on how we are going to make this work.
That is, what standing do these panel reports have and what does
the committee of signatories do and what are they required to do
about this and that?

All of that sx{s to me that this is not a tariff ment where
we can say: “All right, we have negotiated and let the Customs
Service administer it and you look up 100 pounds of cheese and say
20 percent add volorem, and that is it.”

ubsidies and procurement and things like that need vigorous
adjudication. We need a cadre of young lawyers, like they have in
the Antitrust Division of the Department of Justice, looking to
make a reputation by nailing Australians or something like that.

It has to do with organization and we are going to be considering
the President’s reorganization proposals which were due in yester-
day. We will get them in time, I suppose. We hope to hear your
comments on that. We know we are going to disappoint ourselves
very badly if we set up all of these agreements in principle and do
not_police them. No one will do this for us. We have compliance

rocedures which we have to make work.

Mr. RoBerTs. We feel it is the responsibility of the national
American business community to bring to our government in the
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first instance its complaints and difficulties which it may have
with other nations when there is a compliance problem.

But at that stage it then becomes under the dispute resolution
mechanism to the codes a responsibility of the United States to
help the business community in that respect. We hope that there
will be vigorous pressures brought on governments which are re-
luctant to fully enter into both the letter and spirit of the agree-
ments.

Senator MoyNIHAN. I cannot make a better note on which to
conclude these hearings, which are the last hearings immediately
prior to a vote b{ the subcommittee on this matter. That is exactly
what | hoped to hear from you.

I want you to go back to your business associates and tell them
that that is how these hearings ended. We expect to hear not only
from the Government, but this committee and this subcommittee
very much wants to hear from business.

e thank you for this delayed but more than welcome testimo-
ny. We thank you for the work you have done over the last 6%

decades.
Mr. RoBerts. We are grateful for the opportunity and we will

continue to pursue the matter.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Roberts follows:]

StaATEMENT oF THE NATIONAL FOREIGN TrADE CounciL, INc.

The National Foreign Trade Council, whose membership comprises a broad cross
section of U.S. companies with highly diversified interests engaged in all aspects in
the conduct of international trade and investment, welcomes the opportunity to
present its views with respect to the Trade Agreements Act of 1979.

Our organization, whose membership accounts for about half of all U.S. manufac-
turing exports, representing about one million jobs which depend upon exports, has
worked for freer and expanding world trade and investment since 1914 in the
conviction that in the long run there is a significant interrelationship between the
%ll-:)wth of the U.S. economy and the growth of world trade and the world economy.

e Council supported the reciprocal trade agreements of the 1930°s and the 1940’s
and the six rounds of tariff reductions conducted since 1947 under the General
Agreements on Tariffs and Trade.

We believe that the trade agreements and the implementing provisions embodied
in the Trade Agreements Act of 1979 are essential to meet the demands of a rapidly
changing international economy and to provide the framework for a revitalization
of world trade. The average annual rate of expansion of world trade in constant
dollars has fallen from 9 percent during the period 1963-73 to just over 4 percent in
the years 1973-78. This slower growth, accompanied by high unemployment among
both industrialized and developing nations, has led to a rise in protectionist pres-
sures, further imperiling the expansion of world trade.

We regard the Tokyo Round agreements concluded in April 1979 at Geneva as the
most comprehensive and significant addition to the body of international trade rules
since the establishment of the GATT in 1947. The Tokyo Round agreements will
commit most of the world's trading nations, which account for two-thirds of all
world exports and over 30 percent of all developed countries’ exports.

The agreements are the result of hard bargaining over five years, with close
cooperation between the U.S. negotiators and private sector advisory committees.
They will constitute a sound international legal foundation for the further liberal-
ization of world trade and the enforcement of a fair, open and equitable trading
system.

One achievenment of the Tokyo Round is the worldwide reduction of tariffs,
which will be phased in over a period of eight to ten years. It represents a move
towards an equalization of rates on industrial products. Import duties will be
lowered on many thousands of products, affecting an estimated $110 billion in terms
of 1976 worldwide trade. The United States will derive the following benefits:

Reduction of industrialized countries’ tariffs on U.S. exports by an average of 40
percent, while the United States will reduce its tariffs to them by 32 percent. When
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the reductions are fully implemented, the average tariff rate in the industrialized
world will fall from 6.2 percent to 4.2 percent.

Elimination of the adverse differential with Japanese tariffs. As a result, the
tariff rate on Japanese imports from the United States will be lower than the
average U.S. tarifts on goods from Japan.

; Substantial reduction of the preferential tariff scheme of the European Communi-
y-

A narrowing of the gap between United Stdtes and higher Canadian duties.

Reduction of tariffs by key developing countries—for the first time.

However, the most significant accomplishment of the Tokyo Round negotiations is
the series of ments providing for the elimination or reduction of non-tariff
barriers to trade. Non-tariff barriers in myriad forms have distorted natural trade

tterns; have deterred smaller business from entering the export trade; have

rred American companies from competing on fair and equal terms in foreign
nations; and have contributed to inflation by generally increasing the cost of goods
and services.

Since the principal provisions and the anticipated benefits of the agreements have
been widely discussed, our comments on the codes will be brief.

Subsidies and countervailing measures

The subsidy code will strenghthen existing GATT prohibitions on outright export
subsidies of manufactured goods and wiil begin the task of limiting domestic subsi-
dies on goods where the effect is to disturb international trading patterns. However,
it will undoubtedly be necessary to have regular recourse to the dispute resolution
mechanisms set forth in the code to identify domestic subsidies, and to determine
whether a garticular subsidy caused injury to the domestic economy of another
country, and whether the county of origin did or did not “seek to avoid” causi
such injury. In our view, if the anticipated benefits are to be realized, it is essenti
that our government, aided l}v ilgured industries, identify unfair subsidies by for-
eign nations and, on behalf of U.S. oom&)anies adversely affected by such subsidies,
engage in continuous and vigorous efforts to secure the compliance of foreign
nations to the commitments contained in the subsidy code.

The Council endorses this code because it:

Limits foreign subidy practices without sacrificing U.S. ability to make effective
use of the countervailing duty law.

Provides for improved notification, consultation and dispute settlement proce-
dures and contemplates counter measures when breach of obligation concerning the
use of subsidies is found to exist.

Establishes criteria for injury determinations.

With respect to the effect on U.S. law, we welcome the assurance by the Adminis-
tration that the subsidy code will not result in the re of the U.S. Domestic
International Sales Corporation (DISC). However, the Council is concerned that
other countries may consider DISC a subsidy as defined under the code and impose
countervailing duties against products sold by DISC companies.

Government procurement

The code offers substantial new opportunities both for U.S. exporters and for
foreign subsidiaries of U.S. companies by calling for national treatment and non-
discrimination on significant government purchases.

The Council supports this code becuase 1t:

Sets out rules to discourage discrimination at all stages of the procurement
process.

Prescribes rules for the drafting of specifications for goods to be purchased,
advertising, time allocated for the submission of bids, qualifications of suppliers,
opening and evaluation of bids and award of contracts.

Establishes dispute settlement procedures.

Insures transparency by requiring publication of all bid cpportunities angd bidders’
lists.

The Administration has estimated that, over the next five years, the code will
open up a 3potential market of $20 billion or more and will increase U.S. exports by
$1.3 to $2.3 billion and increase U.S. employment opportunities by 50,000 to 100,000
jobs. Here again, careful monitoring and the prompt use of GATT mechanisms for
enforcement of obligations will be necessary to assure compliance by foreign govern-
ments with the letter and the spirit of the code.

Customs valuation

By outlawing the use of arbitrary or fictitious valuations of lmgorted goods and
services, the code will help bring about a uniform and equitable internationat
system, conforming to commercial realities. The requirement in the code that trans-
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action value be utilized where possible for customs valuation is desirable. To that
end we support the conversion of the American Selling Price system of valuation to
a transaction value system.

The Council supports this code because it:

Establishes new rules which are fair, simple, conform to commercial reality, and
allow traders to predict with a reasonable degree of accuracy the duty that will be
assessed on their products.

Sets up alternative valuation methods.

b Provides flexibility in that its provisions may be applied on either an f.o.b. or c.i.f.
asis.

Technical barriers to trade (standards)

This code sets up procedures to ensure that standards and certification systems
are not employed for the purpose of restricting imports. Though only central gcv-
ernments are bound by the Code, signatories agree to take ‘‘reasonable measures’ to
ensure compliance by local governments.

We endorse this code because it:

Discourages discriminatory manipulation of product standards, product testing
and product certification systems.

Encourages the use of open procedures in the adoption of standards.

Establishes international procedures for the handling of complaints,

Requires signatories to use their best efforts to encourage their states, provinces,
local governments and private entities to comply with the agreement.

Does not interfere with the right of countries to adopt appropriate and non-
discriminatory standards to protect the health, safety or environment of their
citizens.

Import licensing procedures

This code will expedite U.S. exports by simplifying import licensing retiuirements.
which in some countries often involve time-consuming, ncedlessly complicated and
expensive procedures. We therefore support the code.

CONCLUSION

Although it is not possible to quantify completely the gains to be expected from
the Tokyo Round, we hold that in the long run the agreements can be expected to
help reverse the deterioration in the trade account of the United States, which the
Council projects will show a substantial deficit in 1979 for the third straight year.

Our appraisal is that there will be no significant increase in trade in the short
run following the signing of the Tokyo Round agrecements, but that in the long run,
the ments should contribute to the expansion of international trade. Underly-
ing all trade negotiations is the principle that expanded trade will improve the
allocation of the world's resources, make investment more productive, and curtail
the rise in protectionism.

The Council recognizes that the Trade ments Act of 1979 before the Con-
gress cannot be perfect; it cannot offer a clearcut gain for every ent of the
American economy, or be achieved without harm to some. For example, there may
be dislocations of workers and of businesses, particularly in a few labor-intensive
industries. (These unfavorable repercussions can be offset to a considerable extent
by improved adjustment assistance for affected workers and companies).

The task of removing worldwide non-tariff barriers to trade begins rather than
ends with the signing of the codes. The signatories must enact implementing legisla-
tion, amend regulations not in compliance with the codes, and make the changes in
proé:eduree which are necessary to dismantle a variety of non-tariff barriers to
trade.

Moreover, when the new trading rules become effective, disputes between nations
concerning interpretations of the codes, and compliance with their provisions, must
be conducted promptly and with the utmost good faith. Unless trading nations
proceed vigorously with these steps, the anticipated benefits of the Tokyo Round
will not fully materialize.

We have some reservations about the results of the Tokyo Round, but none are so
serious as to change our overall positive assessment.

A few of our concerns are:

1. No code on multilateral safeguards has yet been agreed to, and there is no code
to protect trade-marked goods against counterfeiting.

%The codes do not deal with services, which form a significant element of world
trade.

We also have some reservations about the implementing legislation as provided in
the Trade Agreements Act of 1979.
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A few of our concerns are:

1. Certain of the provisions relating to countervailing duties and dumping, while
necessary, may have the potential to exclude imports even more than existing law.

2. We do not look with favor on the provisions which require the U.S. Govern-
ment to release monthly balance of trade statistics on a c.i.f. basis, 48 hours before
they are released on a f.as. basis. Witholding of data would not only lead to
confusion, but we believe would be an unprecedented action and may well estab-
lished a policy of the U.S. Government to conceal or delay the release of informa-
tion which should be made readiéy available to the public .

Furthermore, this delay would result in the reporting of a trade deficit about 7
percent larger than the deficit on an f.a.s. basis and could also have unfavorable
effects on the foreign excha markets. Actually, insurance and freight of the c.i.f.
import data are incorpora in the services account of the U.S. balance of ray-
ments and are thereby also included in the balance of goods and services as well as
in the balance on current account.

There is another aspect to our national deliberation over the multilateral trade
negotiations which in our view should be carefully weighed by the Congress—
namely, the consequences which could flow if the United States fails to ratify the
agreements.

It is our conclusion that if the United States fails to approve the Tokyo Round,
few nations, if any, would proceed with its ratification. The United States is such a
major market in world trade that if the benefits of the Tokyo Round were inapplica-
ble to this market, other nations would be unwilling to open their own markets.
Many countries have signed the Tokyo Round agreements reluctuntly, and if a
significant incentive to participation were removed, they would find the political
pressures to back away from the commitments involved in the Tokyo Round diffi-
cult to resist. If the agreements were not adopted, under what ground rules would
the world’s major trading nations operate? It is doubtful then that the present
GATT rules would continue to be observed. The danger which we forsee is that the
rise of protectionism or “neomercantilism’’, which has mounted during the past few
years, would continue to grow at a rapid pace. The growth of protectionism has been
noted with concern by many economists, a number of governments including our
own, and major international organizations concerned with world trade. For exam-

ple:

The GATT Secretariat has warned of a ‘“worldwide and disturbing resurgence in
protectionist pressures” that have reached a level “not experienced for more than a
generation.”

Robert S. McNamara, President of the World Bank, stated in an address at
Manila on May 10, 1979: “Since 1976 there has been a marked increase in protec-
tionism in the industrialized nations, and the pressures for even futher restrictive
measures are strong.”

We therefore conclude that the failure by Congress to ggptove and implement the
trade agreements negotiated under the Trade Act of 1974 would lead to a sharp
increase in protectionism which would be followed by a contraction of trade, reces-
sion and loss of employment. This would be accompanied by a cycle of U.S. action
and foreign reaction that could bring the world back to a period of trade isolation-
ism not experienced since the 1930’s. ]

Therefore, we strongly support United States apgroval of the Trade Agreements
Act of 1979. We believe that the implementing legislation and agreements provide a
potential for expanding trade, and that the gains in export-related employment will
out-weigh the loss in import-affected employment.

Senator MoYNIHAN. With that, the hearings are concluded.
[Whereupon, at 4:55 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned sub-
ject to the call of the Chair.]
[By direction of the chairman the following communications were
made a part of the hearing record:]
MoTioN PICTURE ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA, INC.,
Washington, D.C., July 6, 1979.

Mr. MICHAEL STERN,
Staff Director, Committee on Finance,
Dirksen Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.:

Recently, my attention was directed toward the proposed application of the new
Customs Agreement to motion picture film. As you know, the proposed agreement
would replace the Customs Cooperation Agreement and raises certain questions
about its application to films.
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To clarify the American interpretation of the Customs Agreement, I wrote Am-
bassador Strauss, Special Representative for Trade Negotiations, pointing out our
concerns and urging that he give me his interpretation of the Agreement.

Mr. Strauss responed on May 17 in his usual forthright fashion and his letter
di.:;’pels the concerns which I had about the operation of the Agreement onour
industry.

Because the American position should be clear about this, matter, I ask that you
insert in the record of the hearings on the Trade Agreements Act of 1979 (S. 1376).
legislation to implement the Tokyo Round of Multilateral Trade Negotiations, Mr.
Strauss’ reply, a copy of which is attached.

Sincerely,
JACK VALENTI, President.

THE SPECIAL REPRESENTATIVE FOR TRADE NEGOTIATIONS,
Washington, D.C., May 17 1979.

Mr. Jack VALENTI,
President, Motion Picture Association of America, Inc.,
Washington, D.C.

DEeAR Jack: In your letters of April 13 and April 20, you inquired about how the
proposed Agreement on Implementation of Article XII of the GATT would affect
international trade in the motion picture field. In this regard, you advised us that
motion pictures are distributed by means of a license of rights under copyright,
accompanied by the delivery of a motion picture print on loan, and that the legal
title to neither passes to the socalled “buyer”. In addition, you pointed out that
most countries levy specific duties, rather than ad valorem duties, on importations
of motion picture prints.

The Agreement on Customs Valuations was designed to be applied only for those
importations subject to ad valorem rates of duty. I can confirm that nothing in the
Agreement prohibits, nor was anything in the Agreement intended to prohibit,
countires signatory to the Agreement from coninuing to apply specific duties. For
the those countires that apply specific duties to imported motion picture prints, the
Agreement will have no impact on the duty assessment process.

The question of how motion picture prints will be valued under the Agreement in
those countries that use ad valorem rates of duty for such imports was never
directly discussed in negotiating the Agreement. The only issue related to motion
picture prints that was discussed was whether charges for, and income generated
by, the reproduction and distribution of an imported motion picture print would be
dutiable. It was agreed that such charges and income would not be dutiable. Regard-
ing the question of how the imported prnt itself would be valued, I can only give
you the interpretation of the U.S. negotiators, based on the facts you presented.

Inasmuch as motion picture prints are not sold but are only leased and licensed,
the methods of valuation prescribed in Articles 1, 2, 3, and 5 of the Agreement can
by definition not be applied to the importation of motion picture prints. Therefore,
the customs value of motion picture prints would have to be determined under the
computed value method contained in Article 6 of the Agreement. The exact manner
in which computed value is applied is subject to the use of generally accepted
accounting principles in the country of production of the imported merchandise
being appraised.

We have determined that all those countriea that have initialed the Agreement
until now apply specific duties to importations of motion picture prints. If other
countries initialing the Agreement in the future apply ad valorem rates, instead of
specific duties, we will consult with them to ensure that they value imports of
motion picture prints in a manner no less favorable than the way they are current-
ly valuing such imports.

Please don’t hesitate to contact us if you have any further ideas on how to
proceed on this matter.

Sincerely,
ROBERT S. STRAUSS.

3J8AJIAVA Y900 1234
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INTERNATIONAL BROTHERHOOD OF ELECTRICAL WORKERS, -~ -
: ly /zo./zm.

e

Washington, D.C, Ju

Senator ABRAHAM Ribicorr,
Chairman, International Trade Subcommittee, /
The Russell Building, Washington, D.C.
. DEAr SeNaTOR Risicorr: The International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers had
intended to offer testimony before your committee on International Trade on Senate
Bill 1376—the Trade ments Act of 1979; however, we were advised that
because of the large number of parties that had made tequests for the opportunity
to, prg:nt their views on S. 1376 our verbal testimiony would be limited to five
minutes. 7

In view of that limitation, we attempted to focus our comments on those areas of
the Trade ments Act of 1979 that we felt were of more serious concern to us.
With that aim in mind, we were still updble to narrow our views down to the
aforementioned time frume. This Yreee ted us with a dilemma in that, on the one
hand, we felt that perhaps we could exgress our views in a more emphatic manner
through a verbal presentation; but on the other hand, because of the scarcity of
time, we could perhaps present our views on the legislation in 28 more meanti 1
and coherent fashion by submitting them in written form to you and the members
of your committee; thus we have opted for the latter.

e consider the legisiation before Kour committee very important legislation;
thus we have attempted to evaluate the legislation and the various codes that it
embodies from our perspective as an international union as v hcw these codes
would impact upon our members who are employed in the electrical industry and
how the trade agreements could impact upon our country.

I trust that you and your committee will carefully and fully consider the Trade
Qmments Act of 1979 and that you will take our views into consideration in your
eliberations.

Respectfully yours,
CHARLES H. PiLLARD,

International President.
Enclosure.

IBEW COMMENTS ON THE TRADE AGREEMENTS AcCT oF 1979—(SENATE B 1376)

The IBEW is an intsrnational union representing over a million workers em-

loyed in the electricr.i/electronics industry. Our members are employed in perform-
ing all facets of wo-k in that industry. For example, Jve have members employed in
the electrical construction industry, maintenance industry, electric and dgas utility
industry, telephone industry, radio-TV broadcast, sign and motor shop and electrical
manufacturing—just to name a few of the various sectors. Because our members are
employed throughout the scope of the entire electrical industry, we have been able
to observe on a first-hand basis when jobs are lost in one sector of an industry as a
result of imperts, how other sectors of the industry are also affected by that same
action. When foreign-made products enter our marketplace and displace American-
made goods resultil}g in American manufacturing workers losing their johs, we see
and experience the following cumulative processes.

.S. plants close their operations or cease to expand their existing facilities
and cease building new plants, there are less work opportunities for American
workers. Likewise, there is less need for electrical power, telecommunications, and
other services. Thus, employment opportunities for workers in those sectors are also
reduced. Because of the job losses that many of our members have experienced as a
result of imports, we have for sometime expressed our concern about the import
sensitivity of the electrical industry. We have also actively participated in our
advisory roles with regard to the multilateral trade negotiations in accordance with
the Trade Act of 1974.

We have seen thousands of jobe in the television industry and in the electronic
components industry oomi)letely abolished in this country as a result of imports. We
have experienced not only job losses in the consumer electronics portion of our
industry, but have seen job loeses in commercial and industrially related segments.
To illustrate this point, please see Attachment No. 1.

While we have seen many of our members lose their jobe from the flood of
imports and while we recognize that our industry is import sensitive, we have never
enunciated the view that our country should not engage in foreign commerce.
However, we believe that a number of our trading partners have not carried on
international trade with us in a fair manner. We are aware that it was the objective
of the multilateral trade negotiations to bring about agreements that would result
in fair trade. Our marketplace has been very accessible to our trading partners. We
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have an economy that is largely based upon free and private enterprise. Hence, our
trading partners have been able to export their products to the United States with
relative ease.

Additionally, we have experienced a movement of U.S. firms towards setting up
and expanding operations in foreign countries. Many of these firms have established
operations in developing countries producing products in those countries for export
to the United States which results in further job losses for American workers. Tﬂ?xs.
I believe that you can appreciate our concern for legislation and agreements
with bt:gard to international trade that we feel could result in job losses for our
members.

With regard to Bill S1376, which is before this Committee for consideration, I
wish to address several parts of the Bill that are of special concern to my organiza-
tion.

The IBEW is aware of the fact that the President already has the authority to cut
tariffs. However, it is also true that the tariff and non-tariff negotiations were
conducted interdependently. Moreover, in order to evaluate the economic conse-
q;x:;lcee of the multilateral trade negotiations, the tariff cuts must also be consid-
ered.

Indeed, the Administration has publicized the supposed benefits that will result
from the tariff cuts and the codes dealing with non-tariff barriers. The Govern-
ment's forecasts, in our opinion, are too speculative to be given very much weight.
Our apprehension is intensified by the wide range in the employment effects pre-
dicted by different studies. For example, assuming fixed exchange rates, the Depart-
ment of Labor predicts a net gain of 30,000 jobs, while the Deardorff-Stern study
(prepared for the Senate Finance Committee) predicts a net loss of over 47,000 jobs
fgr the U.S. economy. Combiningrthe effects of the tariff and non-tariff agreements,
the Department of Labor and STR predict a net increase in employment ranging
from 80,000 to 130,000, while Deardorff and Stern foresee a net decline in employ-
ment of close to 30,000. The projected outcome changes as the authors alter their
assumptions regarding exchange rates, elasticities of demand or supsly and so forth.

Given the lack of consensus displayed in these projections, we don’t find it too
difficult to ignore them. What we cannot ignore, however, is the fact that in the
four year period from April 1976 to May 1979 close to half a million American
workers lost their jobs due to imports and were certified as being eligible for trade
adjustment assistance, as illustrated in Attachment No. 2. This is an historic fact,
not a projection into the future. Another fact is that close to 50,000 workers in the
electrical/electronics manufacturing indusg?' lost their jobs due to imports during
this period. Moreover, from 1968 through 1976 the import penetration ratio (value of
imports as a ({)ercent of new supply) for this industry increased 172.5 percent (from 4
percent to 10.9 percent). This can oan lead to the conclusion that the electrical/
electronics manufacturing industry is highly sensitive to imports. However, the list
of products for which the tariff cuts were less than the formula or for which there
were no cuts includes few products in this industry.

The Trade Act of 1974 authorized negotiations to gain equivalency or harmoniza-
tion of tariffs. The MTN tariff offers were reporte(ﬁy based upon some version of
the Swiss formula, subject to exceptions at the discretion of individual countries. As
the Deardorff-Stern study points out, “‘the conclusion that can be drawn is that
aside from the U.S, most countries paid lip service to the Swiss formula but
departed from it in major ways in determining their tariff offers in the MTN.” As a
result, the 34.1 percent tariff reduction on industrial products offered bgﬂghe U.Ss.
was the largest cut offered by any of the major industrialized countries. Offers that
were less than the formula were indicative that the industries were considered
vulnerable to imports. We, therefore, find it particularly disturbing that the United
States cut tariffs on electrical products by 33.3 percent, which exceeded the 31.8
percent cut that would have been dictated by the Swiss formula. Such an approach
appears to us as lacking regard for an import sensitive industry.

e International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers is extremely apprehensive
regarding the potential impact of the Government Procurement Code and its imple-
menting legislation upon the workers we represent. We view the concessions that
were made in this area to far outweigh any potential benefits. It is particularly
disturbing to us that foreign entities involved in the fields of power generation and
communication were almost uniformly excluded from coverage by this code. The
workers represented by the IBEW have extensive involvement in both power gen-
eration and communication, and to have these industries excluded by our trading
partners from their covered entities is particularly objectionable to us.

During the course of the Multilateral Trade Negotiations much rhetoric surround-
ed the Government Procurement Code. One of its intended purposes was to elimi-
nate the discriminatory purchasing practices regarding electrical equipment and
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communication equipment by government-owned utilities particularly by the Euro-
peans and also the Japanese Buy-in<Japan policy toward electrical and communica-
tion equipment which is followed by their privately-owned utilities.

A review of the results of these negotiations indicates this has not happened. We
have allowed our trading partners to effectively protect power generation eqlllnip
ment and communication equipment from U.S. producers while increasing their
own already pervasive access to our market. While we have withheld certain gov-
ernment agencies which purchase power generation equipment, we have more t
offset this action with our other concessions. Those entities which the U.S. withheld
will only be lprotect.ed by the 6 percent and 12 percent Buy American differentials
and these will be partially offset by the tariff reductions on those items. Meanwhile
U.S. investor-owned utilities, which comprise 80 percent of the U.S. market for
power generation equipment and are not subject to any Buy American differentials,
will increase their own extensive use of foreign produced equipment due to the
additional advantage gained from duty reductions on these items. With the develop-
ment of these types of scenarios, it should be quite evident why we at the IBEW are
so concerned with this code.

It is our perception that in the area of Government Procurement the U.S. negotia-
tors took a system that was alreadly being heavilg impacted upon by foreign im-
ports; traded away the only available protection—Buy American—and gained only
vague prom:ises of access to markets long based on systems designed to exclude

imports.

'Fi(;le 4 of the Bill—Technical Barriers to Trade (Standards) is of considerable
concern to the IBEW and we have expressed this concern on numerous occasions
through the conduit of our advisory roles pursuant to the Trade Act of 1974.

In the electrical/electronics industry, an industry in which our members are
employed, product standards, product testing and product certification are extreme-
ly important. Today, we all use electrical appliances, equipment and other appara-
tus with complete comfort in knowing that that particular product has been pro-
duced in accordance with prescribed standards. Moreover, our homes, factories and
public buildings in the United States are constructed in a manner in which the
occupant and/or user's safety and well-being is given prime consideration. That
prime consideration is based upon essential product standards and various building
codes that result in the construction of buildings that meet the safety requirements
demanded by the American public. It is widely recognized that our concern for
safety and health occupies a very high griority in this country. Because of that
?b'e:éive, numerous standards and many building and safety codes have been estab-
ished.

In the electrical industry, virtually all products that are installed either bear the
Underwriters Laboratories Label (UL) or another similar testing/certifying organi-
zation's mark. Also, in the electrical industry, many local governments mandate
that installation of electrical work be in accordance with the National Electrical
Code. The National Electrical Code is a very comprehensive document which sets
forth requirements governing electrical installations that are considered necessary
to ensure safety. The National Electrical Code is sponsored by the National Fire
Protection Association under the auspices of the American National Standards
Institute (ANSI). Thus, we can see in the electrical industry standards and regula-
tions and codes play a vital role. We consider these standards absolutely essential.
We also hold the view that in the United States, particularly with regard to
electrification, the philosophy of the public has been one in which safety has always
been paramount. In the European Community and in some other foreign countries
tl}mleir philosophy with regard to electrification has not been one of the same pen-
chant.

In Section 402 of the Bill, it is stated that each federal agen? in developing
standards shall take into consideration international standards and shall, if appro-
priate, base these standards on international standards. It is our view that the
product standards of foreign governments, especially with respect to electrical prod-
ucts, are often not comparable to U.S. standards and we do not believe that U.S.
standards should be undermined as parties to the agreement pursue the harmoniza-
tion of standards through the pursuit of international standards.

Based on our understandinﬁ:f the product standards code and the implementi
legislation, it appears to us that if this Bill became law we will have subordina
our standards making processes to the international arena. We, in the labor move-
ment, believe that we have made a significant stride forward with the e of
the Occupational Safety and Health Act (OSHA) and we know all too well that this
accomplishment and others did not come easil¥l. Therefore, we can not avoid ex-
pressing serious coucern about any process that holds a potential for subjecting U.S.
standards to international review.
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I want to emphasize that we believe that Title 4 of the Trade Agreements Act of
1979 is very significant and warrants verzi careful and thorough consideration. To
underscore that point, I wish to note that Mr. Derek Barton, senior vice president of
Underwriters Laboratories, Inc., in his testimony before the Transportation and
Commerce Subcommittee, stated that his organization has not had an opportunity
to analyze fully the proposed legislation with regard to its potential general impact
on public safety in this country. In view of that statement and in view of the
aforementioned points 1 have made, we believe it's incumbent upon Con
through its normal legislative processes to fully assess the impact the Bill and the
code could have upon public safety in this country and to what extent Congress’
ability to legislute laws that in essence incorporate product standards are impeded
by the legislation before you.

_ The Product Standards Agreement states that developing countries may encoun-
ter special difficulties in the formulation and application of technical regulations
and standards and methods for certifying conformity with technical regulations and
standards and then sets forth special and differential treatment for developing
countries. While on the surface this appears to be a noble objective, it confronts us
with a serious dilemma in that United States based multinational corporations have
established and are continuing to establish more of their operations in developing
%m‘l;ntriukw take advantage of low wage workers at the expense of a loss of jobs for

8. workers.

The Generalized System of Preferences (GSP) is a Erirne example of how decent
intentions have reaped job losses upon American workers. I am sad to say that my
union can speak with experience with ref:rd to this example. Hence, it appears to
us that by allowing special and differential treatment for developing countries, we
could be creating a8 monumental loophole for muitinational corporations to exploit.
Further it is extremely important to recognize the vital role of product standards in
the U.S. Product stan should not be treated in trade negotiations as an area in
which economic "“trade-offs’”’ or concessions can be made. If products are being
manufactured in a developing country for export to the U.S., those products shoul
conform to U.S. standards. We ask earnestly that this Committee fully weigh the
significance of Title 4.

ith regard to the legislation and agreement relating to subsidies, countervailin,
and anti-dumping duties, there are two particular points of concern to us. We hol
the view that the subsidization of a product and/or the dumping of a product are
unfair trade practices and should not be tolerated. We have scen IBEW members
and American industry injured by such practices. The fact that subsidies and
dumpi# are illegal is sufficient reason that such practices should not be allowed to
harm U.S. industry and workers. To require a material injury test, in our view, is
unwarranted.

The other area that concerns us is that relating to upstream and downstream
problems with regard to the manufacture of components, parts or subassemblies
that are related to the completed product that may have been or may be t;:gerienc-
ing injury. In our industry it is not uncommon for various manufactured products to
experience problems either upstream or downstream in the manufacturing process-
es of electical and electronic equipment. For example, a short time ago, one of our
focal unions experienced job losses that resulted from the importation of smoke
detectors. The members of this local union were involved in manufacturing buzzers
for smoke detectors. As more and more foreign made smoke detectors (a finished
product) entered our marketplace, there was less and less demand for the buzzers
our members were producing. Hence, this is an example of an upstream problem
that we do not believe has been adequately resolved by the agreement.

Many examples as such could be cited to illustrate our concern for upstream and
downstrearh situations because they are relatively common for our industry. Thus,
we consider these two areas of significant concern and hope that you will be
mindful of them as you consider the legislation.

The IBEW has in excess of 50,000 members employed in the electrical/electronics
industry producing equi?)ment and systems relating to the aircraft industry, and,
needless to say, much of that production is geared to civil aircraft. A large portion
of our work enters around the avionics package (electronics syste navigation,
communication and basic operation) that is installed in the aircraft. Title 6 of the
Bill and the civil aircraft agreement contain provisions for reducing the tariffs to
zero on a hoet of products used in civil aircraft. By reducing the tariffs to zero, it is
our view that the jobs of many of our members will be jeopardized simply because
many of the multinational corporations producirg civil aircraft in the United States
will ﬁn}t‘l it nf:ore profitable to import electronic systems, subassemblies and compo-
nents thereof.
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There are a number of other industries that could be hurt by this tariff cut. For
the tariff cut, the U.S. is supposed to get in return the opportunity to bid on civil
aircraft owned by fore‘i'gn countries, a “phantom” concession from which it is very
unlikely we will benefit. A short while back one of the executives for Swiss Air
(Switzerland Airlines) stated that in their decision to purchase aircraft, if all things
were equal with regard to the aircraft offered by the US. compared with the
aircraft offered by the European community, they would purchase their aircraft
from the European country. In short, I think that attitude demonstrates the unlike-
lihood of the U.S. having any significant success through this code in improving its
position within the European aircraft market.

Therefore, it is our view that the civil aircraft ment holds potential for the
loss of American workers’ fiobs in that industry, while holding little promise for any
significant improvement of U.S. trade in this area.

e realize that the Trade Agreements Act of 1979 along with the various agree-
ments negotiated in Geneva are very broad in scope and in many areas rather
complex. use of this, we have endeavored to address ourselves to those specific
areas that cause us serious concern. .

. Because the implementing legislation before Congress could have a rather serious
impact upon future trade negotiations and because such le‘iislation could impact
seriously upon American workers, we have attempted to highlight certain potential
roblem areas. Since it is our understnding that Congress must vote on the Bill as it
i1s with no amendments that is, there must be an up or down vote on the Bill, we
have attempted in formulating our views to assess the Bill from an on-balance
rspective. We feel that while some improvements appear to have been negotiated
in a few areas, there are those aforementioned areas that are of serious concern to
the IBEW. Therefore, it is our overall assessment that the Trade Agreements Act of
1979 will not lead to international trade conduct that will enhance the United
States’ trade position, but on the contrary, will likely result in a further deteriora-
tion in our trade position. Again, I wish to thank you for the opportunity to express
my views.
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: ATTACHMENT 1
ELECTRICAL /ELFCTRONIC MANUFACTURING
IMPORT PENETRATION AKD TRADE-RELATED JOB LOSSES

J
Import_Penctration Ratiol/ Cumulative Job Losses2/ |
latest 1
SIC_ Industry 1968 1976 available April, 1975 - May 1979 !
36 Electric & Electronic Equipment 4.0 10.9 47,291
3621 Motors & Generators 2.5 5.5 A 636
3622 Industrial Controls 1.8 3.2 481
3624 Carbon & Graphite Products 6.6 5.4 73
3631 Household Cooking Equipment 1.7 6.3 . 476
3634 Electric Housewaresd, 16.5 42,0 (1974) 920
3641 Flectric Lamps 2.8 5.1 37
3644 Noncurrent Carrying Wiring Devices 0.7 0.5 11
3648 Lighting Fixtures, Nec 2,5 3.0 155
3651 Radio & TV Receiving Sets 14.8 41.6 21,812
3662 Radio & TV Transmitting, Signalling
& Detection Equipment 2.3 14.3 3,099
3671 Electronic Receiving Tubes 7.1 18.5 4,930
3672 *  Cathode Ray Tubes 3.0 2.5 100
3673 Trensmitting, Industrial & Special
Purpose Electron Tubes 2.6 6.0 48
3674 Semiconductors 5.2 19.9 7.033
3675 Electronic Capacitorsd/ 1.7 6.1 1,368
3676 Resistors, for electronic
applicationsd 1.7 6.1 2,848
3677 Electronic Coilsd/ 1.7 6.1 142
3679 Electronic Components, Necd/ 1.7 6.1 2,965
3691 Storage Batteries 1.4 1.8 120
3694 Electrical Equipment for Internal .
Combustion Engines 2,9 6.1 17

L/value of imports as a percentage of new supply. Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics.

2/Number of workers certified eligible for Trade Adjustment Assistance. Source: U.S, Department of Labor,
Bureau of Intermational Labor Affairs,

</Import penetration ratio is for shavers with self-contained motors.

4/Import penciration ratio covers the aggregate of thase industries.

169



ATTACHMENT 2

VS DLPARYRENT OF Lavad
BUREAN OF LUTORRNATIONAL (AoJdNk AFFAINS
TRADE ADJUSTALAT ASYISTARCE SYSTER

RUn DATE 04/04779 PaGE }

REPORTY KG4IORP2 THROUGH MAY. 1979

SuRmRnmARY e v $ 1<

E

’.
H

BEZL CObA VAYITYR

318Y1IVAY Ad0 138

t2 01617
CASES woNKERY cAseEs AORKERS , CASES wungEKS (31§ WORKERS CASES WORKERS
7 .

sic CERTIFIEO CEMYIFIED PART CERY  pART cEmY [13311) otuikp VERMINATED TERRMINATED #lTHORAWN w1THORAWN
[ 10 2,432
02 ] 20 )

[1] 50 126 »2 a9 ] 2
i 3] 19,479 1 13 28 945626 L] 70 1 250
i “w 12720 . 2842 3

12 . 301 13 “o .

1 1

[} 1 %

13 1

1. s

17 ? .0

20 pL] 51548 29 1s2%0 3 s

23 ] #30

12 132 14,940 ) 10540 178 19,045 T i1}

23 718 0187 22 RTINS 37 31010 100 $:834 H 1.900
29 L] 3s) 1) L3 .

25 3 330 Y 1,089 1 100

26 [ “W) . TR L] 1

E 24 2 (3.4 2 23

28 1 1.937 ] a0 7 4,372 3 10 2 .
20 13 [}

30 2 17,97 ] a70 36 .52 2 ] 12
N s RATYIL . kall 19 104190 18 L1 “ L1
3 2% ”e a“" 3.0i3 3 1 2 »
» 122 ).2%9 it} v,22% YY) 81,082 26 1e839 " 1.%0
» 0 17,310 ) 150 189 105300 1 [31) 4 (319
38 A 2,98 2 [ 1] 120 224811 3 (1] 1 7
3 134 9,872 8 0”7 12} 122282 2 707 | B 1590
37 7 BLIXY AL 1 3 4172 125 X IYL] 1 20 c a2, 30908
h1) 184 4,058 H 182 ’ 2,02) 1)

bad a8 7323 L 822 “ Je208 s FLB) 1 .
hid ’ (113 2 15853 “ 0

2 . 158 L1 208 7 6500

“ . 258 1

L13 .

a7 ] I 1]

" .

$0 1 20 2, 121 ) .

$1 2 138 e N ] $0

2 ] 200

[ 2] ] Y] 1 2

(13 [} 40 2t o8 ] 50

[ 23 . .

$7 f

(13 . @ [
[ . e

269



Jlavivad Ad0J 1S38

us GEPARTRENT OF LAUUN AUN DATE 04704779 PAGE L]

RCPORT KGadORPD BUREAY oF [RTERNATIUNAL LABlK AFFAINS
TRADE ADJUSTAENT A5SISTANCE SYSTER

SURAARY [ 3] s 1.¢

12 BIGITY .

CASES wWukKERS (43137 SORALRS CASES #ONKENS CASES QURKLRS
E3 14 CERTIFICO CERTIFiICO PART CERT PART CERT OENJED [19314] TERRINATED YERMINATED
£33 )
5 ]
2 ¥ 1313 1
12 20 FYRLL] 12 100 a0 (311 10 e
75 . LY
Ta 1 3
70 ]
e 3 3
20 2 w0
3
" 2 1] )
T0TAL 2197 4704725 AL 224248 2,404 477,0% 295 17e292

CAXES ®OAKERS

wlTHORARN WITHORARN

(%3 8,081

-01~

869



694

SuMMARY OF TESTIMONY BY THE AMERICAN RESTAURANT CHINA CouNciL -

The American Restaurant China Council is a trade association representing the
majority of American manufacturers of Hotel and Restaurant china. We have asked
to testify here today because we endorse the trade agreements negotiated under the
Trade Act of 1974 and recommend that Congress approve and implement Senate
Bill 1376, the Trade Agreements Act of 1979.

The Hotel and Restaurant china industry throughout the world is labor intensive
and competitive problems for the American industry are created when goods from
low wage countries or subsidized exports are sold in the U.S.A. This problem is
further aggravated when tariff loopholes are exploited because forty year old prod-
uct definitions no longer conform to current commercial conditions. Without Section
509 (Dinnerware) of Senate Bill 1376, the loopholes will remain open and the
domestic commerical china industry will be severely jeopardized

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JOHN C. HEEBNER, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN RESTAURANT
CHinA CouNcit, INc.

My name is John C. Heebner and I am President of Buffalo China, Inc., Buffalo,
New York. I am appearing here today as President of the American Restaurant
China Council, Inc. With me are Samuel D. Magavern, Counsel for the American
Restaurant China Council, Irving J. Mills, the Executive Director, and Edwin E.
Stahura, Vice President and General Manager of Shenango China Company. The
China Council is a trade association representing the majority of American manu-
facturers of Hotel and Restaurant china.

Mr. Chairman, we have asked to testify here today because we endorse the trade
agreements negotiated under the Trade Act of 1974 and wish to recommend that
Congress approve and implement Senate Bill 1376, the Trade Agreement Act of
1979. The Trade Act is vitally important to us because we are a small industry and
impxl)‘rts from the low wage countries of the world have a direct impact on our
market.

The Hotel and Restaurant china industry throughout the world is labor intensive
and factory employment costs range as high as 65 percent of manufacturing cost
here in the U.S.A. Our industry is a modern industry that is professionally managed
and where capital investments are increasingly being made in plant and equipment
to increase productivity. Although our plants are as efficient as any in the world
today, the labor intensity makes it difficult to compete with foreign low wage
countries where standards of living are simply lower than ours. This problem is
magnified when those exports are subsidized by foreign governments. We can do a
lot to offset some of the foreign wage differential throu%h capital investment,
research and marketing programs. However, we are virtually defenseless against
subsidized exports from a foreign nation.

Our market has not lacked for domestic price competition. In fact, the severity of
price competition has at times impeded capital investment. In addition to the
domestic china manufacturers, there are two large glass companies also sellin,
dishes; there are many large companies making disposable plastic and paper prod-
ucts; and also many companies of all sizes makinﬁ tableware items of wood and
metal. Clearly, the domestic china manufacturers do not dominate the Hotel and
Restaurant market.

Faced with the realities of the trade negotiations and an inevitable tariff reduc-
tion we have done our best to present the facts and our point of view to the
International Trade Commission and the Special Trade Representative. We partici-
gated in all of their public hearings and in many less formal sessions. We believe we

ave been given a fair hearing and that a true effort has been made to understand
the problems of our industry and the limited transferability of clay working skills.

The general framework of the ceramic tableware packa%g negotiated by Ambassa-
dor Strauss is an effective compromise in reducingvtari s while still providing a
reasonable opportunity for our industry to survive. We believe that a realistic tariff
reduction wifl not produce industry disaster if the pro nomenclature changes
are kept as part of the package so that the tariff loopholes are closed.

The present tariff schedules clearly intended a distinction between Hotel and
Restaurant chinaware and Household chinaware. Unfortunately, the nomenclature
contains definitions which are both vague and contradictory when defining
Stoneware, Bone China, Porcelain and Subporcelain. This has made it impossible for
the U.S. Customs officials to determine which product was really Hotel and Restau-
rant china. The loophole created is not only contrary to the intent of Con but it
has allowed foreign imports from low wage foreign nations to impact adversely on
our market.
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_The ceramic tableware package negotiated in Geneva corrects the existing confu-
sion by aisplymg a simple in-use test to differentiate between the Household market
and the Hotel and Restaurant market, If the ceramic tableware is for the Household
market, it will be so classified, and if it is for the Hotel and Restaurant market, it
will be so classified. These changes will restore the original intent of the existing
tariff schedules and make the job of the customs people more manageable while
saving our industry from being injured in a way never intended. The loopholes will
be cloeed by harmonizing the rates of duty on all ceramic ware impo for Hotel
and Restaurant use and the intention of the law will be clarified and reaffirmed.

The present nomenclature served its intended purpose well for over forty years.
Now is the time, we suggest, to implement the President’s request to “generally
bring the nomenclature into conformance with commercial conditions prevailiaig at
the present time”. By taking this action we will restore the historic distinction
betwe.n commercial ware and household ware and bring that definition ip iine with
the President’s request. .

We see another benefit in the Multilateral Trade Agreement in addition to the
closing of the loopholes. We understand that a tighter control of subsidies granted
by foreign governments to their exporting industries is part of the total Agreement.
As already stated, we consider the foreign subsidies a serious problem and are
pleased to see it included in the negotiations.

We realize that this had been a difficuit and eom|plex negotiation and we wish to
commend Ambassador Strauss and his associates for negotiating a ceramic table-
ware package that reduces an existing tariff, closes significant loopholes in the law
aanh);etkallows a small, labor intensive industry the chance to compete.

nk you.

AMERCIAN RESTAURANT CHINA COUNCIL, INC.—~MEMBERSHIP LIST

Buffalo China, Inc., Buffalo, N.Y. Jackson China, Inc., Falls Creek, Pa.
Mayer China, Beaver Falls, Pa. Shenango China, New Castle, Pa.
Sterling China Co., Wellsville, Ohio._ Syracuse China Corp., Syracuse, N.Y.
Waolll:gr China Co., Bedford Heights,

io.

STATEMENT OF J. STANPORD SMITH, CHAIRMAN AND CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER, INTER-
NATIONAL PaPer Co., ON BEHALF OF THE AMERICAN PAPER INSTITUTE AND NATION-
AL Forest PropUCTS ASSOCIATION, AND DR. IRENE W. MEISTER, VICE PRESIDENT,
INTERNATIONAL AMERICAN PAPER INSTITUTE, ON BEHAL? OF THE AMERICAN PAPER

INsTITUTE -

SUMMARY

The muitilateral trade agreements are in the best interest of the nation, and of
the forest products industry. Every thoughtful citizen should strongly support this
mad'or step toward a world trading system based on greater efficiency in production
and fairness in opportunity. The testimony makes a number of specific recommen-
dations on export expansion and implementing legislation.

For the U.S. forest products industry, these new trade agreements open up oppor-
tunities. Specifically: .

1. New export opportunities will open up throu‘gh lowering of tariffs by the
European Community, Japan, and Canada—three of the largest markets for prod-
ucts such as plywood, linerboard, and printing/writing papers.

2. The worldwide competitive position of the forest products industry will be
further strengthened by the negotiated agreements on non-tariff barriers. The forest
products industry stands to gain the most from three of these—the codes covering
government subsidies, standards, and customs valuation. .

3. Thehrotential for expanded trade for the forest products industry resulting from
the MTN agreements, as well as growing domestic uirements, could boost our
rate of investment to at least 15% a year in the decade ahead.

4. Increased exports and investment will create new job opportunities—not only
within the forest products industry, but in the capital goods and raw materials
industries which supply our needs. . .

5. An overall increase in U.S. exports will have a multiplier effect on the domestic
sale of forest products such as packaging for expo products, and paper for
exported printed matter. o

ggr the US. to reap the full benefits of the trade agreements, it is vitally
important that these agreements are made part of an aggressive export policy. The
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House Ways and Means Committee has voted unanimously for the bill. We hope
that the rest of Congress will support this most important legislation.

WRITTEN STATEMENT FOR THE RECORD OF J. STANFORD SMITH, SUBCOMMITTEE ON
INTERNATIONAL TRADE OF THE CoMMITIEE ON FINANCE

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee: I am J. Stanford Smith, Chairman and
Chief Executive Officer of International Paper Company. I am submitting this
statement on behalf of the American Paper Institute and the National Forest

roducts Association. These organizations represent manufacturers producing 90
percent of the nation’s pulp, paper, and paperboard, and over 3,000 companies who
produce the vast bulk of the nation’s solid wood ?roduct.s. Also enclosed is a
statement by Dr. Irene W. Meister, Vice President of the A.P.I. and Chairman of
the Industry Advisory Committee on Paper.

I wish to emphasize the crucial importance of the multilateral trade agreements
to the nation as a whole and to the forest products industry—an industry which
employs about 8 percent of the U.S. manufacturing labor force, sells roughly $100
billion worth of products, invests around $5 billion dollars a year in new facilities,
accounts for $5 billion dollars of direct exports, and whoee products make possible
many more billions of dollars of exports by other industries.

In addition, the U.S. is also an importer of forest products—mostly softwood
lumber, newsprint, and pulp from Canada. The industry’s heavy involvement in
both imports and exports gives it a broad perspective from which to judge the
merits of this trade package.

I have had the opportunity to serve on the President’s Advisory Committee for
Trade Negotiations as well as the Industry Policy Advisory Committee. And I am
deeply impressed by the Herculean job that Ambassador Strauss, and his associates
have done in the most ambitious round of trade negotiations ever held.

Every thoughtful citizen should strongly support this major step toward a world
trading system based on greater efficiency in production and fairness in opportuni-
ty. By greatly increasing export opportunities for U.S. industries, the trade
ments will: Contribute to economic growth; create more jobe; improve productivity;
hell:p to reduce inflation; and provide better values for consumers.

or the U.S. forest products industry, these new trade ments open up gggor-
tunities. The industry’s raw material-—trees—is a renewable resource. The produc-
tivity of U.S. forests has increased dramatically as a result of the large investments
made by the industrz. As a result, the forest products industry can compete success-
fully anfywhere in the world provided it's not hampered by unfair trade barriers.

Specifically:

1. New export opportunities will open up for the U.S. forest products industry
through lowering of world tariffs on such products as plywoocf, linerboard, and

printing/writir:r papers. .

2. The worldwide comﬁetitive position of the forest products indust%will be
further strengthened by the negotiated agreements on non-tariff barriers. The forest
products industry stands to gain the most from three of these—the codes covering
government subsidies, standards and customs valuation.

3. Reductions in tariff and non-tariff barriers, combined with proper domestic
incentives, will create opportunities for additional investment to meet growing
demand for forest products worldwide. Investments by the forest products industry
to serve domestic and world markets have grown at 11 percent a year during the
past ten years. The potential for expanded trade resulting from the MTN agree-
ments, as well as growing domestic rec[uirements, could boost the rate of investment
of the forest products industry to at least 15 percent a year in the decade ahead.

4. Incre exports and investment will mean more U.S. jobs. Today approxi-
mately 140,000 jobs, or close to 10 percent of the total employment in the forest
products industry, are either directly or indirectly dependent on ‘exports. A signifi-
cant portion of this employment is in the South where minorities are an important
segment of the work force. .

And in addition to increased employment in the forest products industry, will
come added job opportunities in the capital goods and raw materials industries
which su;‘;ply our needs. . .-

No trade package could succeed in gaining all the advantages that any single
industry or any country is looking for. But these agreements go a lonf way toward
setting down some workable solutions to the complex trading problems we face

ay.
I gm pleased to see that publications like the New York Times, Wall Street
Journal, and Washington Post have all come out stronﬁzy in favor of the new trade
package. An editorial in a recent issue of Business Week emphasizes that “The U.S.
must ook out for its exporters and push their interests in every way it can. If this
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country does not claim its fair share of expanding world markets, it can be sure
that aggressive exporters from Europe and Jafan will.”

For the U.S. to reap the full benefits of the trade agreements, it is vitall
important that these agreements become part of an aggressive export policy. We
hope the Congress will take leadership in this.

pecifically, consideration should be given to the followigf:

1. Secure a strong legislative commitment to a national export policy to regain
and strengthen a balance in our trade position.

2. Create investment incentives that would improve the competitiveness of Ameri-
can industry in world markets. This is especially important, given the decline in the
U.S. manufactures trade balance from a surplus of $3.6 billion in 1977 to a deficit of
$5.8 billion in 1978. :

3. Maintain a strong system of advisélr%eommittees. which has proven effective in
this round of negotiations. Change A into International Trade Advisory Coun-
cil, reporting to both the President and the Congress.

4. Assure fairer tax treatment for U.S. business nationals who work abroad. This
would help to maintain effective personnel for the sale of U.S. products abroad.

5. Authorize the Trade Policy Staff Committee to hold hearings annually in
several parts of the country in order to take testimony regarding the U.S. interna-
tional trade position and aroliciee. This committee would then submit reports to the
STR and the International Trade Advisory Council.

6. Legislatively establish a National Commission on Productivity consisting of 20
members nepresenting labor, industry, the academic community, the Congress, and
the Executive Branch. Their mission would be to analyze the causes of declini
productivity in America including their impact on foreign trade, and to recommen
to the President ways of correcting the problem. The President should then submit
a report to the Co within four months on the same subject.

These recommendations for expanding U.S. exports are in line with those being
put forth by the Advisory Committee for Trade Negotiations.

In addition, there is a strong need to establish a focal point within the Executive
Branch for the management of U.S. trade policy. In the past, lack of effective
coordination and sustained attention to the formulation and execution of trade
policy contributed to a decline in our trade balance.

WRITTEN TeSsTIMONY OF IRENE W. MEISTER

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee: Mr Smith has just outlined the broad
reasons for our industry’s strong support of the Trade Package that you have before
you. Y%x: committee will be receiving a detailed report oomrleted last week from
the Industry Sector Advisory Committee on Paper (ISAC #4), which I chair. The
ISAC report outlines the reasons for our support of the MTN nontariff agreements
as well as the attained tariff concessions. Let me, therefore, comment briefly on the

-ISAC #4 position within the framework of our industry’s icular needs,

The export performance of the U.S. paper industry has shown steady growth.
Comparing 1967 with 1977—and taking into account that 1377 was not pager’s best
year due to lagging recovery in other industrial countries—the industry's export
tonnage, includxggzexports of waste paper, increased by almost 83% and the value of
exports rose by 237% to $2.6 billion. This means that the industry’s average annual
growth in volume was over 6% and in value almost 13%. In view of this Food
performance why then do we need trade liberalization? Let me outline some of the
reasons.

The European Community

The paper industry’s major market is the European Community, where the value
of dutiable exports in 1977 accounted for $322.7 million. In the E.C, our industry
has been experiencing and will continue to experience a growing tariff disadvantage
vis-a-vis our major competitors, the Nordic countries. By January 1984, under the
treaty between the E.C. and the EuErgr?an Free Trade Association (EFTA), imports
of paper and paperboard from the 'A countries will enter all nine E.C. nations
completely duty-free. Without meani tariff reductions in the E.C. for North
America, the tariff disparity would adversely affect our competitive position and
could lead to a loes of this important market. This, of course, i unacceptable to the
industry, and would also have an adverse affect on the U.S. balance of payments.
Although the lack of tariff parity in the E.C. will not be eliminated by the results of
the Tokyo Round, without the agreed-upon tariff reductions the disparity would be
much greater. Decreased tariffs are needed to keep and attract steady, long-term
U.S. exporters to the market—a plus for the U.S. paper industry but also for our
foreign customers. .
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Japan

The Jaﬁ_anese Pulp and Paper Industry is the second largest in the world. Yet the
high tariffs on paper and paperboard, most of them in the 12 to 15% range, have
been effectively dampening our industry’s efforts to expand in this market. The
reduction of the Japanese tariffs coupled, we hope, with an effective reduction of
powerful nontariff barriers, will Kerm t our companies to develop the export poten-
tial for this large consuming market.

Canada

‘Ninety percent of paper industry imports into the U.S. are from Canada, and the
bulk of this Canadian tonnage enters duty-free. These imports consist mainly of
newsprint and pulp. The U.S. tariffs on the rest of the imports from Canada are low
in comparison to current Canadian duties on paper and board products, which
mostly range from 12 to 15%. While under the present offer the U.S. will make
extensive reductions in its tariffs on paper industry’s items, the substantial Canadi-
an concessions will have narrowed the tariff gap between our two countries, thereby
expanding the U.S. potenial in that market. It has been the consensus of ISAC #4
that the U.S. industry will benefit from these concessions.

Nontariff barriers

Among the nontariff barrier agreements negotiated in Geneva, three codes are of
particular interest to the paper industry although other agreements are also signifi-
cant since they will improve, we believe, the overall aspects of the international
trading system.

The U.S. paper industry is international in its character, and with proper incen-
tives—an improved international trading system being a key one—will continue to
expand. Yet in a world where subsidies for exports and domestic subsidies on
production, especially for capital intensive industries such as paper, are an ever
growing practice, we will be at a great disadvantage. We believe that tho recently
negotiated GATT code on subsides, when coupled with effective domestic legislation
on countervailing duies, will provide a very significant safeguard for our industry in
the domestic as well as in third country markets.

In the past, we have experienced trade problems caused by the establishment by
foreign countries of standards—such as, for example, specific product definitions—of
which we were not even aware. The key word cf the new GATT standards code, as
we understand it, is “transparency.” In other words, standards in all their many
forms can no longer be trade barriers. When standards are formulated by individual
countries, the signatories to the code will have a chance to object, if their effect will
be detrimental to trade. We believe that it is indeed a great step forward in
diminishing trade distortions.

We are also encouraged by the adoption of the code on customs valuation. All too
often, arbitrary actions by customs authorities distort the true value of exported
products by so-called "uipi "” or other arbitrary methods of valuation, thus effec-
tively raising tariff duties without appearing to do 8o. The new code on customs
valuation promises to decrease any uncertainty in export valuation and thus en-
courage mMJre companies to enter the export field.

In rev .wing the impact of the negotiated agreements on trade in general and on
the paper indust:iy specifically, the ISAC No. 4 felt strongly that the success of these

ments will depend greatly on their fair and effective enforcement. This in turn
will require continued vigilance on the part of the U.S. government as well as U.S.
industry.
Indirect exports

Let me now turn to another reason why the paper industry strongly supports
trade liberalization. This reason, I believe, is usually not given enough consideration
in the evaluation of the impact of trade on the domestic economy. I am now
speaking of the multiplier effect of indirect exports on domestic production aid
employment. We define the paper industry’s indirect exports as domestic sales thet
take place only because of export demand for the products of other industries.
Packaging for exported products, pager for exported printed matter, and paper used
in export documentation are examples of indirect exports for our industry. Practi-
cally every basic industry in this country has indirect exports with its own particu-
lar ‘multiplier. As overall U.S. exports increase—and we assume that they will
through a better trading system and liberalization of tariffs—so too will the paper
industry’s indirect exports, which in 1977 totaled an estimated $5 billion and result-
ed in the employment of 67,000 people. . .

From the national standpoint, exports must be a job-creating activity and an
antidote to the loss of jobs occurring in industries that have lost their domestic or
international competitiveness. Therefore, the export-creating potential of indirect
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exports with its multiplier effect is worthy of serious consideration by the U.S.
government. Earlier this year, we urged the U.S. Department of Commerce to carry
out a study based on the current Census data that would show in understandable
terms the impact of indirect exEorts on domestic production and employment in the
basic industries. We still think it is a very worthwhile effort, judging from the
resuits we have obtained from a study that was limited to our own industry.

We re attaching a tabulation recently completed by the American Paper Insti-
tute, which estimates the foreign trade related employment in our industry. We
have estimated that about 15% of total industry employment, or over 103,000
workers, is related to rager industry’s direct or indirect exports. As total Us.
exports increase, so will the indirect exports of the U.S. paper industry—another
reason why we su dport successful conclusion of the MTNs.

Our industry did not get everything we wanted out of these negotiations. No one
ever does. And, we also had to give up a major portion of our domestic tariffs on
paper and paperboard.

evertheless, it is the unanimous consensus of the Industry Sector Advisory
Committee on paper that on balance our negotiators have done a good job and that
our industry will be better off in the years to come, once the packaﬁzg as received
Congressional approval. We also believe that the adoption of this package will signal
to industry the commitment of the U.S. Congress and the Executive Branch that
exfort expansion is a key national priority.

n the course of its meeting-on April 19, the ISAC No. 4 made four recommenda-
tions {:ertaining to enabling legislation. They were as follows:

1. Implementing legislation should reflect provisions of negotiated codes and
agreements as closely as possible. . .

2. Enforcement of the countervailing duties and antidumping laws must be strong,
fair and effective. At the same time, in fashioning relief for the injured industry,
the government must have the necessary flexibility to effect relief without creating
widespread retaliatory trade problems. Such relief would include negotiated solution
where apipropriate.

3. Implementing legislation must contain provisions for the continuation of the
private sector advisory process with each major industry sector represented. There
should be an advisory mechanism to deal with functional issues as well, and each
sectoral committee should be given an opportunity to participate when appropriate.

4. The President should be given an extension of his tarift negotiating aathority.

5. There should be an expression of legislative intent that foreign trade is a
national priority and thus effective U.S. governmental organization for dealing with
foreign trade policy and pi ms is imperative. Better coordination of trade policy
and programs is necessary, but specific legislation dealing with governmental reor-
ganization should be left to the immediate post-MTN period.

We are very pleased that on the whole these recommendations are reflected in
the “Trade Agreements Act of 1979.”

In summary, export expansion should be clearly identified by the Congress and
the Executive Branch as a national briority. To reach this goal will require a
concerted effort on the part of the US. government and industry. The paper
industry is convinced that Congressional approval of the MTN package is essential
if the country is to succeed in this undertaking.
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STATEMENT oF THE MoTOoR VEHICLE MANU!iAC'rURERs ASSOCIATION OF THE UNITED
ATES, INC.

The Motor Vehicle Manufdcturers Association of the United States, Inc. (MVMA)
commends the Subcommittee on International Trade of the Finance Committee for
holding public hearings on the results of the Multilateral Trade Negotiations and
appreciates this opportunity to comment on this important national issue. MVMA
represents eleven' of the major U.S. manufacturers of automobiles, trucks and
buses. These companies produce more than 99 percent of this country’s domestically
manufactured motor vehicles.

MVMA has traditionally supported the expansion of international trade and the
participation of the U.S. government in negotiations to eliminate distortions to
trade use the benefits of this policy to our members and to the nation are
considerable. In continuation of this thcy we have supported the participation of
the U.S. government in this Tokyo Round of negotiations. We believe that these
negotiations have achieved considerable success. .

ubstantial progress has been made in aglyg;ﬁ greater international discipline
over the use of nontariff barriers to trade. The code of conduct approach to achiev-
ing this discipline was imaﬁinative and ¥ielded comprehensive and well-drafted
documents. The effective implementation of these agreements holds promise for the
attainment of an improved international trading environment in which an expan-
sion of U.S. exports can more likely occur.

With respect to the Codes on Standards, Government Procurement, and, if its
negotiation is successfully concluded, Safeguards, a ter international consensus
has been achieved that governmental practices should be more open and subject to
procedural due process.

P has also been made in establishing a framework which may prove to be
effective in applying greater international discipline over the trade distorting effects
of ’ngernment subsidies and dumping.

e Customs Valuation Code will rationalize customs procedures internationally,
including those in the United States. And the Commercial Counterfeiting Code, if 1t
is successfully concluded, will discourage an increasingly prevalent international
practice. )

The immediate impact of these ments on trade in motor vehicles is difficult
to assess but is not eixfected to dramatic. However, over time they should
facilitate the growth of U.S extports of vehicles and components. :

Although fully supportive of the outcome of the negotiations, we must point out
certain areas where important objectives of MVMA were not achieved. Most impor-
tantly, tariff mity on automotive products among major producing countries was
not attained. ile the United States and Japan accord little or no tariff protection
to most automotive products, the European Community still maintains a sizeable
level of protection, particularly in large trucks. This inequity should receive priority
attention in the post-MTN period. Not addressed in this round of negotiations was
the potential distortions to trade resulting from governmental requirements that
certain levels of domestic content be maintained in local manufacturing operations
and from related measures constraining the orerational flexibility of local manufac-
turing facilities. These practices are likel{to ead to serious trade disputes between
developed and developing countries so they should be addressed in international
discussions as soon as posasible. Notwithstanding these shortcomings, we believe that
on balance the potential benefits to the U.S. economy arising out of the

ments outweigh the costs and therefore strongly urge (Jongressional approval
of the trade agreements implementing legislation. .

After the legisiative irxf ementation of the agreements is concluded, the crucial
phase of converting the MTN agreements into actual improvements in the conduct
of international trade will have just n. The U.S. Executive Branch will then
have the responsibility to assure that the rights obtained in the negatiations are
fully exercised on behalf of the international commercial interests of U.S. industry
and agriculture. In exercising this responsibil}lgy the U.S. government must provide
effective access for U.S. firms to secure the official support of the U.S. government
in correcting (through the appropriate domestic and multilateral mechanisms) those
violations of the MTN agreements they encounter in the marketplace. .

The nature of the organization by which the U.S. government undertakes its
expanded responsibilities’ arising from the negotiations is far less 1m¥grtant than
how vigorously and effectively these new responsibilities are executed. The Congress

* Members are: American Motors Corporation, Checker Motors Corporation, Chrysler Corpura-

tion, F r Com 4 FM?: Corporation, General Motors Corporation, International
ﬁm,&ﬁmm mmxnﬁﬁe Nolan Company, Walter Motor Truck Company, and
White Motor Corporation.
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should assure that adequate resources and organizational flexibility are available
for this purpose.

We are particularly pleased to endorse the legislative provision for continued use
of private sector advisors. Their use will greatly facilitate-the U.S. government’s
efforts to assure the effective implementation of the agreements. MVMA and its-
member companies stand ready to cooperate fully with those dgovemment agencies
responsible for the implementation and enforcement of the trade agreements.

ur evaluation of each of the agreements having a potential impact on our
member companies follows.

Subsidies, countervailing duties, and antidumping )

The Subsidies Code is clearly the most complex nontariff measure code and deals
with the most difficult, controversial issue tackled in the MTN because it touches
basic aspects of a country’s economic/social/political system. We believe that the
Code is probably the best result that could have been achieved in this negotiation,
given the divergent interests of the countries involved.

Governments are becoming increasingly involved in the actual conduct of com-
mercial enterprise. Because of the intrinsic importance of transportation and be-
cause of the size and economic and social impact of the motor vehicle industry in
many countries, automotive production and trade decisions outside the United
States have increasingly been subject to the dictates of government social, economic,
and political considerations and less to the forces of market competition. The forms
and depth of government participation vary greatly from country to country and
from case to case. This involvement ranges from governmentaliy subsidization of
essentially privately held and managed firms by fiscal, industrial, financial and
regional policies, through shared ownership between the government and private
sector, to direct government ownership and management of nationalized industry.

The garticipation of government in commercial enterprise is almost always moti-
vated by considerations other than profit. The objective may be maintaining or
expanding employment, or implementing government-mandated changes in the
structure of an economy orf society. Government participation almost inevitably
leads to a distortion of the economic forces and financial parameters which deter-
mine producers’ costs and prices, and thus creates the potential for serious distor-
tions of trade flows. U.S. motor vehicle manufacturers could be placed at serious
disadvantage in competing with foreign firms backed by the taxing powers of their
governments. This situation can only result in a growing number of problems and
controversies in international trade, particularly in times of recession.

The explicit prohibition of export subsidies and the general recognition that
governmental industry-supportive policies undertaken to achieve domestic social
and economic objectives might also damage the interest of other countries are usef il
extensions of GATT discipline. The elaboration of a dispute scttlement process
within the GATT by which governments may J)ursue their rights in seeking redres:
for the injurious trade effects of foreign subsidy practices is a definite improvemer.t
in the GATT dispute settlement procedure.

To obtain agreement on a subsidies code, the United States has agreed to make a
major concession regarding the application of its countervailing duty statute, i.e.,
the addition of a requirements that, with respect to imports that have benefited
from a foreign government’s subsidies, the petitioning U.S. industry must demon-
strate that it is incurring injury from these subsidized imports. This concession was

robably the most important bargaining chip the U.S. had in the negotiations.

hether it was played well will depend upon how forcefully the U.S. exercises its
new rights as well as upon the extent to which our trading partners’ acceptance of
the e reflects a good faith commitment to applying greater discipline to the use
of the trade-distorting subsidies.

Technical barriers to trade (standards)

The principles contained in the Standards Code address what is becoming one of
the most serious constraints on international trade in motor vehicles. Product
standards and the certification s‘ystems and test procedurses associated with them
have been and continue to be limiting U.S. vehicle exports to foreign markets
largely by significantly increasing the costs, sometimes to prohibitive levels, in-
volved in bringing vehicles into conformance with foreign standards.

Product standard: as nontariff measures are particularly difficult to overcome
because standards are f'ustiﬁed by governments as necessary to ensure public safety,
prevent environmental degradation or for some other public benefit. While these
objectives may well be legitimate, the product standards created to achieve them
and the certification system and test procedures utilized often unnecessarily become

trade barriers.

49-426 0 - 79 - pt.2 - &
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The resulting distortions in international trade patterns that result may be a
proper price to pay for the protection of public welfare; differing conditions among
countries may very well require different solutions as reflected in differing product
standards. However, countries should be aware of the trade effects of such stand-
ards-setting activities and seek to minimize the costs associated with these distor-
tions.

MVMA strongly supports international efforts to harmonize, wherever appropri-
ate, regulations pertaining to required performance or capabilities of motor vehicles.
Even in those instances where countries feel compelled to promulgate regulations
that require different levels of performance, the methods by which the{ define and
measure performance can be made compatible. This can be accomplished through
international agreement to adopt standardized test procedures to measure perform-
ance characteristics. Differences among countries over level of performance required
do not preclude the use of identical measurement and testing techniques. Interna-
tional agreement can also be achieved with respect to the type of equipment used in
testing and measurement.

The Code’s encouragement of signatory governments’ full participation in appro-
priate international organizations working toward standards harmonization is wel-
comed. In the automotive area; we hope that the Code will stimulate more active
U.S. government participation éspeciﬁcally by the National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration and the Environmental Protection Agency) in international harmo-
nization activities. This more active role by the U.S. government should encompass
each of the three phases of the'standards development process. First, much greater
cooperation and exchange of information with foreign governments should occur in
the area of basic research on ‘automotive topics, particularly those expected to be
the subject of future regulatoty activity. Second, the U.S. government should par-
ticipate more actively in ipternational efforts to achieve common standards for
measuring performance. In the automotive, as in other technical fields, the Interna-
tional Standardization Organization is in the forefront of these efforts; it should
receive more U.S. government suiport and participation.

Finally, the U.S. gavernment should cooperate much more openly and effectively
with foreign governments in efforts to harmonize governmental regulation of the
motor vehicle. In this area, the U.S. government should substantially increase it
commitrnent to partic'ﬁation within Working Party 29 of the Road Transport Com-
mittee of the United Nations Economic Commission for Europe. Coordination and
cooperation between Working Party 29 and the International Standardization Orga-
nization can facilitate efforts to achieve greater international harmonization of
motor vehicle standards and regulations,

The process by which governments administer their standards is often more of a
hindrance to trade than the standards themselves. The Code’s recognition of the
benefits arising from the appropriate use of the manufacturer’s seif-certification of
the comﬂ}ianoe of its products with standards is laudable. That such certificatin,
can be effectively used is demonstrated by the experience since 1966 of the Nationa
Hifhway Traffic Safety Administration in administering U.S. Federal motor vehicle
safety standards. On the other hand the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has
demonstrated that a type-approval system also has its proper place. Hopefully, with
the Code’s encouragement, more countries will intelligently and effectively use both
systems.

Another standards-based trade problem encountered by MVMA member compa-
nies is the exclusivity arising from the activities of regional standards-setting and
administering bodies. For example, U.S. manufacturers have encountered some
difficulties in obtaining full rights of participation in the motor vehicle certification
system of the European Communities. The Code addresses this type of problem by
d’irecting signatories to operate regional certification systems so as to grant access
to suppliers located in countries outside the on on terms no less favorable than
those extended to regionally based suppliers. We will press for strict adherence to
this commitment.

The Code will provide a means by which manufacturers may seek the removal of
standards that are unjustifiable trade barriers. The commitment to this end is the
most important principle contained in the agreement. However, if the Code succeeds
only in assuring uniform non-discriminatory treatment for all manufacturers in the
administration of product certification and testing procedures, then the negotiations
of this Code can considered a great step forward. As with all the principles
contained in the various codes, the proof of their worth will depend upon the extent
to which they are implemented in good faith by the signatories.

Customs valuation
Valuation procedures utilized by industrial countries are now infrequently a
major deterrent to trade. This is not to say, however, that they have no commercial
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significance. In the automotive sector, for example, quite small increments in costs
can have & major impact on a company’s competitive position. Thus a relatively
minor uplift in customs valuation can have a competitive impact of mieh larger
relative proportions.

Accorgingly, we are very supportive of the effort, the fruits of which are con-
tained in this Code, to minimize arbitrary practices in customs valuation thereb
promoting more redictabilit&land uniformity in customs practices among the devel-
ocgead countries of the world. While we understand that immediate acceptance of the

e by developing countries is unlikely, except ibly for one or two, we hope
that, as the e is implemented by the developedpg:mtry signatories, the develop-
ing countries also will decide that adopting an increasingly internationalized prac-
tice of custems valuation is in their best interests as well.

With respect to changes in U.S. Customs practices required by the Code, we are
parti pleased to see that the Code places some limitation on U.S. Customs
abili(t!y to assess duties on “intangible assists,” e.g., engineering drawing, artwork,
and development su{)port rovided by the U.S. importer to the foreign producer. The
current practice allows the use of excessively arbitrary and unreasonable ?roce-
dures to determine the dutiable value of these assists. The termination of duty
assessments on components of value created in the United States is certainly a
positive step. We suspect that the revenue collected from duties on intangible assists
i1s exceed by Customs’ administrative ccets in collecting them and.is certainly
exceeded by the expense incurred by business firms in attempting to quantify, to
Customs’ satisfaction, the precise amount of these assists.

Government procurement

The rapid growth of government in general has been fully reflected in its equally
rapid growth as a consumer of manufactured products. Governments are therefore
very substantial customers for many industries, the automotive being no exception.
“Buy national” policies have effectively restricted government procurements to
their domestic supplies unless the products needed were not produced domestically.
This has certainly been the case with motor vehicles, a product whose national
origin is very much evident. The inherent tendency to want to purchase goods made
in one’s own country will be extremely difficult to overcome, particularly when the
purchases are to be made by governmental entities using revenue derived from
national taxation. Notwithstandm% this inherent problem, the Government Procure-
ment Code is a useful attempt to limit the discriminatory aversion of governments
to the purchase of comparable, competitively priced foreign goods.

While the Code may provide greater opportunities than currently exist for U.S.
roducers to bid on foreign government procurement contracts, the costs to U.S.
irms from our adherence to the Code, i.e., the loss of the several price preferences

they currently enjoy when bidding on U.S. government contracts, could well be
significant. The U.S. negotiators should be commended, however, for their prudence
in achieving a balance between those procurements subject to the Code’s discipline
and those which are not. . . .
The commitments other governments will have to make by signing this Code and
the obligations they will assume in adopting more orderly and transparent procure-
ment procedures may indeed make it more difficult for them to discriminate against
U.S. ifrms and in favor of domestic suppliers. We do not expect, however, to see the
overnment of any major motor vehicle producing country purchase for its official
gleet significant numbers of vehicles not made within its own borders.? Nevertheless,
we hope that all signatories will honor the letter and the spirit of this Code as"
vigorously as we expect the U.S. government will. .

Safeguards
The absence to date of an improved international arrangement on safeguards as
g:rt of theii MTN package of agreements is disappointing. Hopefully, a Code can stiil
obtained.

Tariffs

The value of U.S. tariff reductions on automotive products exceeds by many times
the value of automotive duty reductions agreed to by our trad:\ig partners. The
foreign tariff reductions achieved in this negotiation are of modest proportions.
Consequently, it is difficult to believe they will have any significant stimulative

*Several but not all MVMA member companies believe that the U.S. government may be an
exception here. Its past procurement decisions have provided opportunities to foreign bidders
and some recent actions suggest that foreign suppliers of motor vehicles may even be receiving
preferential treatment.
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impact on U.S. automotive exports whereas the U.S. market will become even more
open and attractive,

Particularly disappointing is the lack of any significant reduction in the Euro;
C«_)mmumths tariffs on regular trucks and on truck tractors for semitrailers, which
will be dutiable at 20 percent. The same types of trucks are imported into the
United States as “‘cab chassis” or as automotive “parts” both dutiable at 4 percent.

MVMA has consistently urged U.S. negotiators to seek a significant reduction in
the EC truck duty since it is a major hindrance to increased U.S. exports. The EC
also still maintains a tariff on passenger cars that is substantially higher than the
level of tariff protection maintained by the United States and Japan. Thase should
receive priority attention in the post-lVF'I‘N period.

Commercial counterfeiting : : ‘

International trade in counterfeit goods is a rapidly worsening problem for manu-
facturers of brand name products. Increasing volumes of counterfeit brand name
automotive rej)air parts are found in the international marketplace. Thus the
attempt to address this problem in the MTN context is timely and commendable.
We strongly support the negotiation of this agreement and hope that it can be
concluded in time for implementation with the present set of N agreements.

Import licensing

U.S. automotive exports are sometimes subject to needless bureaucratic delays as
a result of cumbersome import licensing systems maintained by some of our trading
partners. Procedures and documentation necessary to obtain such licenses are often
complicated and frequently delay the clearance of products through customs. This
problem is particularly acute in developing countries.

The Code will promote more expedited import licensing by our trading partners
by encouraging neutral administration, transparency, simplified d) ures, and
approval of license applications despite minor errors. Its value to U.S. producers of
automotive products will depend on the number of developing countries that agree
to adhere to it and implement its pravisions in good faith.

TESTIMONY OF IRWIN SCHNEIDER, PRESIDENT, IMPERIAL ARTS CORP.

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee: My name is Irwin Schneider. I am
President of Imperial Arts Corporation of Elk Grove Village, Illinois. Qur company
imports dinnerware which is sold to a variety of institutional users such as airlines,
hotels, restaurants, schools and hospitals.

I am here because the Administration pro) to raise the duty on the dinner-
ware that I import from 11 percent to more than 48 percent—an increase in duty of
more than 400 percent.

For this astronomical duty increase to be part of a package that supposedly is
designed to liberalize trade is, in my view, outrageous.

ere is no economic need for an increase in the duty on dinnerware from Japan
from 11 to more than 48 percent. The particular variety of dinnerware that we
import from Japan is not even made in this countrty. t is not dumped by the
Japanese. It is not subsidized by the Japanese. It is fairly exported by them and
fairly imported by us and it hurts no one.

I make these economic points to this Committee, Mr. Chairman, because I was
never given an opportunity to make them anywhere else. My understanding is that
-the laws of this country—such as Section 201 of the Trade Act of 1974—normally
give people on all sides of an issue an opportuity to state their case before a decision
to restrain imports by astronomically high duties is made. But Ambassador Strauss’
office did not do that in the case of the dinnerware we import.

Candor requires me to inform the Committee that Mr. Strauss’ office would deny
that we never had an opPortunity to make our case. I am sure that the Office of the
Special Representative for Trade Negotiations would tell the Committee, as they
have told us, that the STR and the International Trade Commission held hearings
on this matter at which we had an “opportunity” to testify. Indeed, they did have
heaxii'lnés. The notices, which ag‘peared in the Federal Register of April 4, 1978 for
the and April 27, 1978 for the STR, listed the dinnerware which I import (TSUS
Item 533.38) as: “Articles which ma{ be congidered for increases in existing duties,
to the extent permitted by Section 10i(a) and 101(c) of the Trade Act, incidental to
modifications in the tariff nomenclature.” (Emphasis added).

Mr. Chairman, how can anyone honestly and fairly say that this statement gave
us fair notice that the STR was thinking of increasing the duty on the dinnerware
we import from 11 to 48 percent? How can anyone honestly and fairly describe an
increase in duty from 11 to 48 percent as “incidental to modifications in the tariff
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nomenclature”? Attached to my testimony are copies of the two notices that ap-
peared in the Federal Register—the only notice that was given that any action was
in any way being contemplated. Committee members may decide for themselves
whether that is fair and adequate notice to anyone.

Mr. Chairman, everything I have heard or read about the actions of the Congress
and the U.S. Government in these trade negotiations was to try to liberalize trade
and to improve the rules of international trade. How can an increase in duty of 400
percent in any way fit into a program like that?

The Constitution gives the Congress the authority to regulate foreign trade, and
through hearings such as this, you are doing that. I realize that the bill before this
Committee and the Con is not subject to amendment, and my sense of reali:iy
tells me Congress would not reject the entire bill because of the dinnerware tariff.
Nonetheless, this Committee, as the watchdog on foreign trade for the Congress,
should not silently permit any duty increase on any product at anytime to be
accomplished in the way the Administration tried to accomplish the dinnerware
dut{ increase—by totfol(l{ inadequate, if not misleading, announcements in the Fed-
eral Register about products which “may be considered for increases” “incidental to
modifications in the tariff nomenclature”. If the Administration proposed to raise a
duty on a product, they should be required to say so clearly and accurately to give
everyone an opportunity to make a case.

This Committee should not tolerate such procedures nor should it tolerate the
inclusion of an unjustified duty increase as part of a package designed to liberalize
and reform international trade. I ask that the Committee direct the Administration
to-submit legislation forthwith to the Congress that would restore the rate of duty
on the dinnerware we import to 11 percent ad valorem equivalent.
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to Niszel neither Incrcased Nissel's
masket share nor decreased that of

* US. producers. U.S. converters in-
creased Lhelr sales significantly during
this period and increascd their market
share by 123 percent. In adéition,
some purchesers indicated that orders
were suinetires placed for Japanise
fabr.c because of quality,

Likelinood of tnjury.—Information
compried in (hils investization docs not
reveal Lhot £n Industry §n the United
States Is Leing or s likely to be lo-
Jured by LTFV jmports. 1o the con-
trary, Lhcre is cvidencc of a hcalthy
recovery from the level of operations

. in the recession year 1995. In view of
the inci casing Lrends roted abave with
respect to U.S, producers’ shipments,
empioyrment, and profitatiiity and Lthe
decreasing trend of LTFV Limports, we
do no? fcel thet there is hil.clihood of

® injuy to lhc u.s. ludu.slry. Funher-
more, di the
governments ¢f Lthe Unlted Siates and
Japan wilh respect to Japanese ex-
porls of {mpression fabry: W the
United Sixics may preciude eny sig-
unificant increass In the guantity of
such exports.

. CONCLUSION

It is clear from the above consider-
ations that the V1S, indusiry shitting
{mpression fabric {a the Unitd Etates
s not beinz 314 is net likely to be in-
J.md by reason of the L-r-)anauon of

fzbrie of e {iber
from Japan Jouwwd by ‘Yyeasury to be,
or likuly 0 be, sold I he United
States at LTFV. Therefore, we find In
the negetive.

By ord¢r of the Comuaissioa:

Jssued: March 29, 1978,

Kexxzrg R. Lason,
Secretary.
{FR Doc. 73-26¢3 Filed 4-3-73; 845 am)

17029-02} oo
* (TA-203-4. TA-131(b)-2; 332-100]
’ CERTAN CERAMIC ARTICLES
Camsatidated lavestigetions and tisarings

Notice fs heredby civen that the
United SKteles International Trade
Comnmission on March 30, 1978, at the
request of the Special Jejire-eatative
for “Trude Kerotiations, fnstituted con-
solidated Lnvestieatians under sections
203(IX2) and 131rb) of the Trade Act
of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2253(iXD) and 19
U.SC. 2151, respectiicly) and sce.
tion 352(g) of thie Vrrifl Act of 1930
(19 U.S.C. 13324s) with yo.pect Lo cer-
tcla eeramic rrticles. The letter from
e Special Reyresentative requesting
the invettiralions Is sttachud hereto

13ade a purt thereof.

Section 203 intestigation. The Inves-.
tigation under scclion 203(1%2) of the

ing at the present tine.
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Trade Act Is for the purpose of advis-
ing the President of the Commisslon's
Judcruent 23 to Lhe proballe ecotomic
effect on the idustry cosicerned of
the [mmeditate terminstion of the
rcliet provided for by Proclamation
4436 of April 30, 1976, with rcspect to
the ceramic srticles provided for
fteny 923.01, £23.07, £23.13, e 923,15
of the Appendix 1o Whe Tarifl Ecined-
ules of the United States ¢(TSUS).
Scetion 1IMY) investigation, The In.
vestigation under section 131(b) of the
Trace Act is for thc purpou of nd\.h-
Ing the P, t of Lthe C:
Judgment—

€8) WILh respect to esch article deserided
in List §' of the Special Representative’s
Dotice, as to the prodavle ccondmic effect of
the coulinuance or reduction of vnmq,
Stales duties on domaitic Indusirics prot
ing Une or directiy competitive uuda bnd
ol LonsuIers,

(b} Wrth rospect (o all asticles provided
for in TbUS flems 533.11 throueh 53397,
deserided Ia List T1® of the Special chre
smuu-ea r.«s.:ee. the probable ecoporcie

Streel NW., Washinkton, D.C. 20425,
not Jater than noon, Wedneaday, Apri
26, 1978.

The hearings will
ously and consceulively, The Corils
sfon will hear testimony ard reccivs
fnformation first with rerpect to the
section 203(1X2) fnvestigation; secomd
with respect to the scetion J3ICB) .
vestigation; and third with vespect to
the section 332(g) Investigetion. It ks
requested that penons submilting re-
quests to appear fndicote the hearing
or hearings for which the appearance
is requested.

Issued: }arch 30, 1978,
By order of Lhe Comumission.

}.D:xtm R. MasoN,
Secretary.
THE SPECTAY, Ruu.sr.v:xnm roa

Nircurtazroxs,
\:'a.\lwm

preceed continu-

Roa. Daxm ).'n-eaw.
us. ! F'mde Com-
mission, leuLo-a, e 26426

Drar C: In Ing

e(rect c.hl:h my in duty
to the t vrupful
providad by the Commisaion undtr ¥rra-
ersph | ol his notice would hare on domes-
lic industries producing bike of directly com-
pct‘u\ e articles and on consumers,

Section 332 turcslinetion, The 1m e3-
tigation under section 332g) of the
Terlf Act of 1430 is for Lhe purpose of
providing the Special Representative—

with & propesal on how Lthe ncmenclatyre
20d rrles of Gty foc ceremic aiticles pro-
tided for in TSUS items 53311 Urocch
£33.97 could Le reriscd 50 85 Lo close tanit
Joopholes, elirrinate provisions Lased oa
Price Sevels that 1o boag r exist, and gerer-
ally bring the nomenclatute jnto confur-
snance with commereial conditions prevail.

A proposed draft pomenclative for
svch ceramic articles i3 attached to
this notice end inade a part thereof.

Consolidaled Fublic Hearings Or-
dered. Putlic hearings fn conneclion
with these consolidzted Invesligations
will be held in the Conimission's Hear.
Ing Room In the 1.8, International
Trade Commission Bullding, %01 E
Streat NW., Washington, D.C, begin.

his decision on Aprd 39, 1#3C, 10 tearainate
Inport relict £.0d resiote concension rates of
duty on lrzported cerstnic tatienars, Diesi
dent Ford direciad Lthe Special ‘frrde Reore-
seatstive to review the classifestions and
reles of duty on cersniie cinneranre nnd re.
Juted prticles in the Tari(t Schied.das of the
United 5ues {TSUS) and lo deteruine i
chonges Lre nircessary to close tor(ff loep.
holes and change obsolete deserinticns
brought abval by curreney chrnges and fo-
fistion, and 1o enler {nlo negutlations to
modily trade sgreeraent canecaions on
these erticies In order to rud.e such chanses
es wowld be delermined neccisary, Tha coo
ramic tubiesare provisiors e| the TS')S
were sntmuemly Teviewed by Lhe Trade
Folicy &i1alt CommiUre, thh concluced
that s remeouluo« of virturliy ol of the
13 thosy
items which ure still subjel (o (nersased

-rales of daty,

11 possible, 2 fs our intention (o handlc
the moditication of the Labiew: ue provisions
in the context of the Mukillatersl Trade Re-
rotistions. However, before we can procecd
further with this project, ve need the ful.
1owing ediice from the Commlasiun:

L. Under the provisions of rection 332(g)
of the Tariff Act of 1830, J mquest, al the
direction of Lbc Prualdent, that ths Cooun's-
slon provide me with 8 proposal on how the
rates ol Culy for cera

alng at 8.30 am., cdt, y, 12y
1, 1078, Persons requesting to apprar
8¢ the hezrings stiould advise the Seer
retary of the Commission, in writlag,
at his office in Weshington, 701 E

S14st § witached to Lhe STH request covers
all aruscics for which Llie President origincl.
Iy proclaimed tmport selic! pupwant (o the
provsiouy of asction 351 of the TTade kix-
panson Azt of 1802 I virw of LRls fmadort
relich articn, the Presddent bex not previous.
1y requested from thie Comnratsion “prod-
#ble economale effect” advice on Lhese anil.

" cles,

LIt 1T sltached to the BT request
covers the current pertanient prodistons of
ftets 533,11 through $33,17 Lo subiart C ot
Purt 2uf sehedule S of the 'TSUS. .

nd

wine artizics provided for In TSUS ftens
©33.11 through £33.77 could be revised ro ns
to close Lrifl loopholes, eliminate nhrovl-
sions based on price levels Lhit no Songer
exist, end cercraby bring the nemenclature
Ioto confostaraea with edxniaerclyl oondi-
Uons prevail.ng at the present time.

2. Tursyant to reclion 202%4%2) of tre
Trade Act ot 1974 rnd section S(a) of kix
tive Ordsr 11346, I requert (et the
nlssion révise the President, th
&pecial ‘I'rede Hepreseatative, of

the
Suts-
ment a3 Lo the probadle economic effect on
the douwstic Lidustry covtumed of the n-
mentate lerinlingion of fav;
ceramic eriicies Lemporsrliy prantdad for fn

it relicd en dbe

I5US ftems #2301,
923, l.'n

92362, 9:3.13, end
scontdance with section J31¢e) of the

LN
'rmk Ach of 1974 abd section (e) of Kxueit
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tive Order 11848, I am furnbhing the Com-~
nilssion herenith the notice, which Is being
pubdlishad Ia the Federal Register, that the
ceramic sricles Inltisiiy excluded {rom the
original rotice of internationl trade negoti-
allons, fsaned in Jmun.ry 1913, may in the
future b2 cc tas lons, I
zequest that the Cownls,lon provide me
with [ advice, In sccordancs with section
131(b) of the Ant—

m“) AYith respect (o each article
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- . Lisrl

Arudu -h!ch will bo eomltned modt.
ficatiol '

. - 1a1a7

dozen; plates over § but not over 11 Inches
mazinum diameler and walued over
£1.55 but not over $2.65 per dozen: and

n
Un.ted sum duue& or nduluor.n dutizs, o
b permitt=d by sections 101(s),
lOl(bL louc) md ln’ of the Trage Act.
TSUG item? and arlicles

Articles chielly wsed for peeparing, serv-
ing. or storing {004 or beverages, or Jood or

List T of the present notice, a3 to the
prodadle economc ef{ect of the continuancs
or raduction of United blates dutles on do-
westie Industiies producing luce or directly
competitive artictes and on consurners, and

(b) With respect o al) articias proviced
for In TSUS ilems $33.11 throuyh 53317,
drcribed in List II of the aresent notis,
ihe probadbls economic el!ec: which sny In-
creas»s in duty necessary to
norcenciaturs  proposal prusded by the
Cor.n!.ulor\ viter plnm;b 1 atove would
have on & lixe
or durectly competitive srticles and on coa-

sumers.
1 would nppreciate vour mp'.mnz me
l1lh lPl above advice expeditiovsly as
possidble, but not later mmJuno L 1916.
Bincerely,

Rosear 8, Cravss.

©Orrics OF FRZ SPICTAL RO ASSENTATIVE FOR
‘TRADE NECOTIATIONS

WOTICR OF ARTICLES THAT MAY BB CONSIDERFD
PIR  MODIFICATION OR CONTINUANCE OPF
CNITED STATES DUTIXS OR ADDIVIONAL DOTIES

1. In conformity with Section 131 of the
Trade Act of 1974 (18 US.C, 2151), notloe is
heredy pisen of nrticles that may be conski-
ceed for moditication or continuance of
¥:b:ﬂl States duties, or niditional duties,

234 priicles are 5+t forth In List I and List
11 below,

2. Some of the artkcles in List 1 and pasts
o sotne of the ftems in List 1T (thote that
are raacked with an ssterisk) cwrreatly are
s.%cct £0 import relirl provided Laitially
pursuant to Seclion 351 of the Trade ¥Xx.

|z2nsion Act of 1562 (19 U.S.C. 1981) and ex-
1t ded puruact to Kaction 20XhX3) of the
1 Tinde Acl of 1974 {18 GS.C. 203URKIN, In
Yicrordance with Section 127(b) of the ‘Trade
Aol 1991112 USC. 2137, e Pruidau is
“reservirg such arlicles, or parts of items,
from irt treds v o4
kng a3 eny import nlief action s (n effect
=itk reinect to them “Cnis notlce of Lhe pos-
1.0!2 fyture consideration of such articles or
Fts of ftems I Internstioral Lrade negots-
riens, and the reguest for advice of the
(8. Inteznntional Trade Co:nmisalon re-
77ed to In pasagraph 3 Lelow, are Leing
1en 1o prepare for the possibahily of hego-
21008 with respect to L shouwld the
ot reiiel action terming .
4 The US. Iniernst:snal ‘Trade Commils-
153 s %02 requeaied 1o furubah ts advice,
Lesurit (o Seetlon 111 of the Trade Act of
714, B3 o the prodavie ca.uomic clfccts of
¥ ey Bl.eations or conlinunces of existing
3L dutles far Ahe Artlctes Lo Lt &
U kiceeases In exlating dulics, in-ldenlal to
Lklicatiors fa the tanif nomcenclature,
7 ihie ivews bn Liss 1L,

Noarnr 8. STRAvSS,
Special Kepeesenlalive for
. Trede Nrgolictiona

Implemcot the -

Of fne-gralned earthenware (exonpt artle

* eles provided for in items 533.14 and 533.18

of the Tarll Bcnedvles of the Unlud
S2ates) or of fine-grained ston
A setsl

533.28 pt.* In any pattern for which the ag-
sregate value of tha atticles Jisted in head-

Bote Ab) of sudpart C, part 2 of schedule
5 of the Tarll Scheduies of the United
Statesin over $13 but not over $22. =
Not svallabdle In specif

53331 pt, Stelns and mun. Il valued Dot
over $3.60 par doten,
Other mcles:

53333 pt. Cups valued not over $0.50 per

cozen; saucers valued not over 8030 per
dozen; plates not over 9 Inches in maxi-
roum dlameter and valued not over $0.50
r Gozen; plates over 9 but not over i1
e [3 maximum diameter and valued
not over $! per doten; creamers,
Sugars, vegetadle dishes or bowls, platters
or chop dishes, butter dishes or tnvs.
gxavy boats or gravies and stands, any o
me Joregolng articles vulued not over Sl

ssa 35 pt. Cups valued over $0.50 bat not
over $1 dozen; sauters valued over

per
$0.30 but not over §0.53 per doven: plates -

not over 0 inchus in maxizmun diameter
AN valued over $0.50 but not orer $6.90
per doven; plates over 9 but not over 11
Lxches In oaximum diameter £nd valued
orver $1 But not over $1.58 por doesni; snd

creamers, sugars, vegetable Jdishes or-

bowls, platters or chop Gishes, hutter
dishes or trays, grevy boats or gravies and
aands, any of the foregoins nrticles
valued over $1 bt not over 81 per dozen
533 35 pt. Cups valued over $1 but not over
$1.70 per dozen; saucers valued over 30.38
but not over $0.95% per douen; plates not
over 9 Laches ln maximum diameter and
Valued over $0.90 but not over $1.53 per

3Tha term “existing™ Is used herein as de-
fined Ln sectian 60K(T7) of the “frade Act:
“The term ‘exising means (A) witen used,
without tha specification of any date, with
respect to any matler relating (o entering

10 or carTying out 5 trade asrcement or
otlier action authorized by this Act, cxisting
on the diy on which such trade agrevmant
13 entered Into or such other aclion ia taken;
And {B) when used with respect Lo a 7ate of
duty (thow rver established, and cven Lhouzh
tenmpornrily stspended by Act of Congeoss
of othersise) ot forth In 1aie colirmua nunae
Lered ) of the sehavlules | throuxh 7 of the
Taslit Schedules of the Un'ted States on
the dvie speciiied or (1f no dale Iy s;«lhﬁdl
on the cay referred Lo In clause (A
v 'Tnli“ Schedales of the Unuted ta'ﬂﬂ 113

. 1202,

* These articles are currently subject to
$mport relie? provid=d tmtially pursuaat to
section 351 of the Trade Expansinn Act of
IPA2 €19 US.C. 1581 atd extended pursu-

ant Lo Sertlon 29%hXI) of {he Trade Act of
1TLUI USC, 22U

SUSATS, Vegolidle dishes or
boxts, pistters or chopdishes, dutter
dbllﬂ OF trays, £ravy boats or gravies and

any of the forezoing articles
:’;lzued over $2 but pol over $3.40 per

$33.38 pL* Cups valued over $1.70 but rot
over 33.10 per dozen; saucers valued over
$0.95 but not over 31.73 per dozen; piates
not over 9 inches I maxiraum clameter
and valued over $1.55 but not over 33233
per dovan; plates o/er 9 but not over 11
inches in maxtoum diarseter and valued
over $3.65 Lut not over $4.85 per dozea:
and creamers, sugars, vegetable dishes or
boals, plaiters or chop dishes, butler
dizhes or trays, Eravy boals or gravies and,
stands, any of ths foregoing articles
?lucd over $3.40 but not over $8.20 per
ozen. et

LiszIT -

Articles which masy ba considered
crezses In existlig duties, €0 the extent per-
mitted by sections 101(a) and 101(c) of tne
Trade Act, incidental to modifications in L2
ur“( no::!ncll-hh‘e."_—"'__‘"" .

TSUS item and arﬁclu

Articles ‘chiefly used for preparing, serv-
Ing, or storing food or beverages, or fou3 or
beverage Ingredients:

53).11 Of courss-grained eartheawtre, or
of coarse-grained stoaeware,

Of fine-grained earthenware, whether or
not decorated, having & reddishcolorsd
body £nd & hustrous giaze which, on toa-

< pots, may be any color, but which, o
olher »rtictes, must be motlled, streaked,

o $Hlidly colores! browm to black with ce-
taltic oxile or salt;

”l’l .14 Valued not over $1.50 per dozen ar- -

ces,

533.14 Valued over $1.50 per Cozen articles.
Of {lne-gringd easthenware (excadt artl-

<les provided Zor in Jtams 533.14 and 532.13)

ot of line-grained sloreware:

Avallable tn'snscifiod setx
$33.23 1n any pattern for which tha aggree

£ate snlue of the nrticles Lsted (n head-

nate 2(b) of sudgaut C, part 2 of rehecule

5 ol the Tanll Schedules of the United

Siates is not over $3 30,

53).25 In toy patlern for which the agzre-
cale viue of thy rriicl=s Jicted in head.
nole 2:b) of sutoart C, part 2 of schedule
§ of Lha “Tarilt S=hadules of the United
States s over $1.30 bt not over §1.

83320 Id any paltem for which Lhe argee
cale value of Lhe asticies listed In head-
note 2(b) of subprit C, part 2 of rehadule
S ol the Tarlft Echedules of the Unalted
States Is over $7 but ot over $12,

533.28* In any mttern for which the az.
prezate value of the articles listed [n head-
note 2(d) of zUdpart C, part 3 of schednte
6 of the 'rarill Schedulvs of the United
Blrissisovee 312,

Yot avallable fn cpeciiing sets:

*Iart of this item I3 ¢urrently subhiect o
Import zellet providad Iuftially pursusnl lo
section 351 of Lhe Travle Expaniion Awt of
1953 €13 UK C. 1951) nrd extended parn-
Ant 10 Sertion 203(hd3) of the Trade Act of
U USC. 2253h ),
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lsnl Stetns, x:-ua. undy boxes, ccanb
3, punch bowis, pretzel au:m. b

mu Uered servers, IM h&

$33.41 Of bone ehicavare.
ot or of sul

83351 Lutcl of restaurant wars and Mher
wars not househild were.

Houschotd ware sualadle [~ speciifed sels

53363 )a rny pattem for !.hkh the cecre-
Late vidue ¢f Lhe articies histed fo head-
nete 2:0) of su'part C, put 2 of sehedule
§ of the Tunif Shedule of the Urited
Blates 3 nitoier 810,

63245 3a ary patten for which the asite-
€ate salue of the srticies Laled fu head-
Dole Kb of subpart C, part 2 of achedule
8 of tue Turilf Schedule of the Uriled
States [z over §19 hut not vrer $24.

53166 Ia suy patlemn for which the scgre-
sate vidue of Lhe srticles l.svd in bead-

610
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holes, sliminate provisions based on prics
levels thal no longer exs?, and gengrally
dring the h

with ing ab
the present time.

The TSUS ftems 32311 through
533.77 referred W ln the Presidunt's
request arc cerainlc “srticles chlefly
used for preparinx, cervizg, or storing
food or Leveruges, or f003 or Leverage
ingredients™. which ‘sre b’cludt‘d in

(b) The four items 533.2) through 33328

such stonewary
and esrthenw ue twld be In Lo rate prese.
stons ciflerentialed, a3 al Dresent, ox the
Dasls of the :.ulenu salue cf the srticles
in e “norm™

e et ssul would be rr-\uN by & new
Stem 533.32 that wonld be imiteid to stelny
wng mugs wiich are the oxiy srilcies pre..
enlly nwed i) ilesn 53331 What are belg

subpzrt C of part 2 0! scheds of
the TSUS. The bisic headnete ailnl-
tions of cerrznie erticles ta part 2 and
the basic headpote coarept of “avall-
able in specisied sets™ g2t forth in sub-
part C are belleved to be sound and
coramercislly ;ccepuo.e. The ftarlff

nole 2(h} af subzant C, parl

5 of the Tar.ll Schedule o! nue United

States is over 224 but not over 853,

53363 In rry pattemn for hich 1he sggre-
gate value ol the ssticles listed In head.
nole 2tb) of subdart C, part 3 of schedule
S of the Turilf Schedule of Lhe United
Siales s over 853

333,59 1ot covered by jtem 533.63, 533.65,.
533.66, or 533.83, ad I any patiern for
which the acorerale value of ghe articiss
listed §a kqaZnnie 2ic) of subpint C, part 2
of schedule § of the Tarifl &bedul- of
the Unud States isover 8,

House! were not covered by ftem
523.63, 533, ss 53368, 533636(&” (14
$33.T1 Sielns, 1auys, eandy s, decant

ers, punch bawls, preul du‘.u. $1Chit

disher, tiered st e, and bouboa dishes.

Qiher eriiclen
53£72% Cuns ‘alued not over $1.35 ber

dozen, saucers szhied pot over $0.60 per

Grern, plates rat over 9 inches In maxlt-

i dladelr and valued not over $1.30

per Couen, platcs ever 9 but ot over 11

Inchics §a raxazum diameler anc salued

rot over {259 par duren, and oiher artd-

cles vatued nut ores $4 $9 per doven.
$33%5° Cups vzlued over $1.35 but not over
£4 per Soren., saucers valued over $3 %0 but
2 over $1.90 per dozen, plites nnt over 9
inchas 0 caximum diameter end valued
over $1.30 but not over $3.40 Per doxen,
plates orer 9 but not over 11 inches in
rraxizum diameler and vilued over $2.90
bet pot ner ¥5 Her Cocen, and other artl-
cles valued over $4.50 but not over $11.50
per L

5': F31° Cups valued over $4 per dozen,
cers vatued over $1.90 per dozen, r'!a'n
hot cier @ Snches {n maximum duameter
1nd valued over §3.40 per docen, plales
OA\eT 2 but 101 over 11 inches In masiaura
dianeter mnd valusd over §6 prr dozen,
;u\l ciher rricles vaued over $11.50 per

oscn.

‘The attachment "Tenu\ll\e Nomen-
cixiure Proposal” is provided to pro-
Joct the frssues wiivolved (n the Presi-
}!ent 5 request retel\ed March 13,1978,

or—

A propnsal on how the nomenclsture and
ratcs of cutly for cerwale arificles provided
for In TSUS Items $33A1 (hrougi 33397
€ould be reilscd 80 as 1o Close lanif hop-

TPant of tils ke is cusrently euhlect 1o

frapost relief provided Inithally pursuant Lo
rection 351 of tire Trade Expansion Act of
1962 (19 UbC 1551) and eatruded jrirsu-
ant to Sectiun 131 N3 of the Trace Act of
1974 ¢19 UG C L25HhXID.

12 these provisions ere the direct
result of the insdeqincy of valucasa
descriptive technigue to distinguish
between arlicles whicia ere Inherently
thie same, but zre distinguishable only
by their source or brand name.

With the edvent and continuation of
the Trade-tqreemen's program, the
pred tartff pr covering
the articles here involved were subdi-
vided into a melenge of tariff deserip-
tions distinguishing neiween specific
srticles on Lhe bases of thelr slzes end
values. Predictebly, inllition and the
ingeauity of tmporters resulied la in-
creasing obsolescerice and the (ntro-
ducticn of tariff avoldaace practices,

ARthough these prodiems were ad-
dressed in the deveispment of the
‘TSUS provisions, they were only par-
tially and, cue to contlnilzng fnliztion,
temporsrily solved. Jcealiy, all the
provisions altempiing to distinguish

tween artcles on the hasis of their
values should be elizinnted for the
rnson that they are inenact, dUflcult

adnainister, end gensrate unreliable
ﬁxu for analytical pursoses. In the at-
tached tent. & pr dis-

titie uan-

(d) ‘The four items 533.3) throueh §33.13
socid ba replaced by 8 sicgle new provisiony
ftem 522.37 that would apniy L0 all Liher ar-
ticles ot uoneu e and ecrthenwze “not

Lhe
ftems eauz:eraw. ex0epi sieins aad mugy,
in iten £33.31.

€e) The four Jlerns 333.63 through $33.83

a>plicadle Lo articles “svalich’e in speciticq
sels™ would te repleced by 170 Dew fems
533.62 and $32.84. mu uch chinawzre
and sudporeeiein would be In lwc rute prosi
sons dilferenitaied, a3 at vrss(nt. on the
basls of the saCrecats value of (hie articles
In a “nors™

) Iiera 51169 and l.kuo ﬂeu 81373
thmgh $33.37 would be by 8

ilfn 533 14, mx

fled
lh.:’nuch sner' md.nu olher chinaware
“no!

sets®.
(g} Conlorming cbanges v sudsart C

through four of paregrsph (a) and the
enthetieal “(iteos §33.22, §32.24, 533.62, lnd
533.£4)" would be Inserted; (B) “or te)”
rould be deleted from the next to the h.*
Une of paragradh (aY (C) the piusse “le
53 "3 532.29, §31.26, 833.23, 534.63, 832 65
33266, and 533.6&" would be oe'e.ed
lines three and four of pary, and
the phrase 16008 53122. 533, M. 5.: ﬂ. aad

would be dzleiad and paricraph (d) would

tinctions basad upon value would be
reduced (o four, all of which wou'd be
applicadble Lo cernmlc articles “evaii-
edle in specified sels,” siz., two provi-
sions for earthenwar> and stoneware
&nd two for chinaware and subnporce-
Jain. The sp2cifics of the tentative pro-
posul xre outlined below.

On the attached sheels, there are ro-
produced: (1) the currefit permanent
tariff provisions applicadle to earthen-
wuite tnd rlonecare (TE0S items
$33.11 through 533,3£), and the Lenta-
tive noraenclature prepesa) for such
arileles: end (2) the cwrrent perma-
nent tarlft provicincs apdlieadble to
chinawate and subporcelain (TSUS
jterms 533.41 througl: 533.7%), and the
tentalive  nomenciature  proposal
tuercfor,

The tentative proposals would in-
volve the following changes In thexur-
rent provisions:

{a) As & “housecleaninz™ ineasure, ftems
$33.34 and 533.18 would be seplaced by &
stugle lem $33.0% withoul mte change,

"(e)" 24 (E) hevdaote 3
v:'ould be deleted.” .

It can be seen lrom the foregoing
that the major tentative numenclature
roposals are those descrived In (b)
a.nd (d) for stonewsre and esrthen-
ware and in (¢) and ({) for chineware
.and subnoreelain. -
mably, the ic articles
avalsble in specified sets provided for
in lower \’nl\.a brackets of rew TSUS
Lnd $33.62 would te those
which are lbe most directly competi-
tive wilh domestic production snd

20f the nine individuc) erticies eesarided
in TEUS ftem $31.71, sleirs and ouns are
Lhe oty onvs Snported tn «-.u:\en:nly sig-
nificant quantities. 18 workd be & 10
pravice for & new TSUS flem 333 'l‘ Nmited
10 stelns and mugs, with the olher named
articles falling Into proposed mew TSUS
fterm $33.74. Honcver, such propnsal is not
being made for 1he reason Lthat e proposat
would require & change coluran num-
berud 2 rute of duty for such uvider nanued
sriicles which change would require kegtsiar
tive approval,

FEDENAL REGISTER, VOL 43, NO. £3—TUEIDAY, AP 4, 1978

BEST COPY AVAILABLE



PIDERAL RECISTER, VOL 4), NO. 63—TUESDAY,

611

NOTICES

would be made dutiable at higher-

rates than would the products pro-
vided for In the higher value brackets

of TSUS jtems 531,24 and 533.64. The -

effoctiveness of the new provisions
would depend upon the exient to
which reallsilc valce brackets were es-
tablished for these provisions teking
into zccount the current and aatici.
pated Impact of inflation on US. mar-
kets for ceramic articles.

New TSUS itezzs $33.37 and 533.7¢
vould not only eliminale A nwaber of
tarlif descriptions based upon the sizes

and yvalues of Individual ceramic artl-

cles, but would provice an opportunity
1o establish for such. TSUS Itera a rate
of duty the same as would be made ap-
plicable respectively for the lower
¥alue brackets of néw TSUS items
$33.22 and 533.62. This arrangement
would greally simpiify the nomencia-
ture, facilitale customs administcation

ond also wouid eliminate the “loop-

holes” inherent in the cusrent pem»

neat provls!ons.

APRIL 4, 1978 .
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. Nomces
- . RENT PERMANENT PROVISIONS FOR £, "HENWARE AND STONEWARE

“TARIFF SCHEDULES OF THE UNITED STATES ANNOTATED (1978)
SCHEDULE $, - NONMETALLIC MINERALS AND PRODUCT:

Part 2, - Ceramic Products ‘ i
. Kates of Doty .
Item Articles '
Y 2
Articles chielly wsed for preparing, secving, of
sterlng food or beversges, or focd or devarage . . L
fngredlentez . *
5$33.11 ©f cosrsc-gratned earthemmre, er of cossse~ i .
grelned esisesnrsacas 2.3% ad vale 15% od val..
] . .
Of [tne-prained earthervare, vhcthee or not
decersted, Saviag a reldishecolored dody ’
and a lestrous plare vhich, on tespots, ray .
e €olaz, but viilch, on ether articles,
d 27ed
¢ oxlde or sale:
$33.08 ~Yalurd st ever $1.57 e ¢ozan arelele: 253 &d vale
33).16 N Valued over $1.50 por dozen artic 252 aé val. .
©Of fne-grateed earthervara (excopt artic . ! N
. . previded for ta [2eos 3)).14 and 53).16) of ) T .
of Lise-grafacd stenavares N
Ar'lh!h fa specified sakss - .
333.23 . 18 sny pattera Cor viich the .0 N
. agpregate valve of the atticles : . .
1lsted Lo hesdoote 2(d) of this .
Subpart 43 w0t Over $)eMWeccscacacsveness | S¢ por dose Ppeoe 10¢ pex los. peo.
. . 4 14X ad vald. + 30 ad val.
533.2% T8 say paitera for vhicd the s3gtezate | (14.3 AVE) .
. valve of the artfcles 1isted Sa .
. Rhealnote 203) 02 this swdpare s . .
. ®rer $).30 Buk 2oL XEr $leccerasnasoence § 106 per doz. pes. - 30¢ per dax. pise
B . . . + 213 ad val. +.50% ad val. .
5)3.2¢ . Te any petters for vhich the sqgresats (1.8 AVE) .. -
wvalue of the srifcles 1istel Su heade .. . ..
note 2(b) of this sebpact i9 over 87 .
. et wot ovar §% 10¢ por dose pco. 30¢ per Coz. pese
. ) . 4+ 213 od vale « ] 4 503 ed val. :
333.28 " 1n any patters fi1 VALch the sgpregs €26.1 AvE) ",
L of the srticivs Jisted §n beat~ . .
. e
S¢ par doz. pes. 10¢ per Coz. pes.
* \ f 4+ 10.5% ad vad. ) 4+ 303 od val.
", ] Gl L.
A/ Peevisios subject to tesporary terfff sdjustcast - "
wodiftcatsea (10¢ por o3e peae & 213 ad vol.) N
RN ; .
. .
. . .
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CURNNNT PERIANENT PROVISIONS FOR EARTHENYARE AND STONEWARE

. TARIF¥F SCIILLUULES O.P THE UNITED STATES ANNOTATED, (1978) . ..

SCHEDULE §. ~ XOMMETALLIC MISERALS AND PRODUCTS -
P

art 2. - Ceramic Prodacls

Reefcles -

Fates of Duty

333.3%

333.33

333.3%

33338

$3).38

Articles chiefly wsed for prepacing, serviag, ete

{con.)s

of line-gcatnad earehenvare, atc. (con.):
ot svailable La specifled seces

LI T P PP PP T

» taody bes decanters,
pretzel flshes, tifogg
2od boabos

sessessscssrsecse

Other stticless -
Cwps valued mot over $0.50 per
dozne, saucers vslued mot

230 par dozen, pla‘es
pot cver ¥ Inches In sintewy
€tadeter and valued not over
§0.50 per dozen, plates over 9
Lut ot ever 1| foches o
paxicem ¢lsoeter a3d valved N
Bot over §1 per dozen, and
othar articlcs valeed soc
over 31 per Lozamiccsnrrcrcinrsncnns

Cups walues over 30 30 dut mot
orex §1 per dozes, n.awcars
but oot over
plates eot

eter snd valued over $0.5) tut
not over 50.90 par dozen,
pletes over ¥ Yut wel over 11
inches 1n raxtaon daseter snd
wolued over $1 but wot ever
$1.55 per lozen, acd ether
artictas valeed over $1 but
wet over $2 per do

Cups walouvd v $1 bot met over
$1.70 pee en, savcers valued
over $0.53 bet net over $0.93
per Cozvm, plates ot over §
focheas fo caxi=va ¢laseter aad
vsleed over 30.40 dut vot sver
$1.3% ger dozen, plates ever 9
St pot ever 11 Saches fa caxi-
wvs dlaneter 434 valuwed over
$1.35 Rut pat ever $2.83 per
L'l » Add other sretcles val
7 $2 bet o3l ever §3.80 pec

L L D P P T I PRPP T

Cups walved over $1.20 pee dozen,
ssucers valued over $0.95 per
dozen, plates nat over 9 flaches
$u pazleva Ziszerer 3as valued
cver $1.55 per doses, plates over
% but rot ever 11 taches fn nente
ren Slazeter and valued over $2.43
per dozes, snd other srtic
velued over $3.40 ec dosanerusernas

17 Yrovislea uyblect t3 temperary tarl(f adjestacst

zoditication (1Cc per oz, pene ¢ 212 88 val.)

FEDERAL REGISTER, VOL. 43, NO\ 63-—TURSDAY, APER &, 1978

32 por bone pecse
4 31,52 ad vale
Q0.6 AVEY

5¢ per Qoxe pese
+ 12.52 »d vals
(19.6 AVE)

3122 ger do
4 21T ad vads
1.5 sn)

33¢ per dam. pese *

4 % af val.
Q.6 A5F)

¢ prr du-‘ [ 3
4 112 ad val. I/
Q. A1)

.. . %

10¢ paz oz. pes,
+ 302 ad val.

' . 10¢ per Cox. pen.
4+ 502 38 val.

10¢ yer dozs pee.
4+ 333 ad val.

+ 52 8d val.

10¢ per dox. pese
+ 308 aé val.
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A : NOTICES
TUATAYIVE EOMIECLATURE PO, L .
VOR RARTKENZARS AKD STOMEWARE

Ttew

Artlcles

. Retes of Duty

e s we e e ——

531

33,18

3.2

533.24

53332

3.9

Av\lclu xhhl\y wied for pregacing, urvls:. or
Teod or ger, or {0od or

. Of coacse-grai 2.52 ad val.

grainad stoseva

earthenvare, ot of cedrse~

eevssresseesartaseresarenren

Of fine-grarned asrthenvare, WAther or not
decorated, Raving o recdish-colozed body esé
& lustrows zglaze vaich, on tespots, may de
any coler, But iich on other articles, wust
be cottled, strested, or volidly celored Brova
e Plack with petellic oxide or saltiiceiecsss 6% od val,
Of fine-gralned sarthenvare (encept srcictes
proviled for im iten 333.13) or of flne=
graineé storevaze: .

Availledle in specified seenrx

in say Nuun for vhich the
sggregate vatue of the articles P

1isted in Desduore 2(b) of ris o
aubpact is not over §__ 1/

b

Ja any pattern for wiich the
o2rtedats value of the articles
. sted in headeote 2(3) of tiis
sudpast {s ever §_ 1/

sevscseansen

S¢ per dox, pes,
4 10:52 ad va),

Xot avelleble in specilied .3
Stalar ond DUBa.ccuracaertiinciantans S¢ per dor. pes.
. + 12,33 sé val.

Other rtheles.sercerossrsarcrsonsns pYs

3/ The volues sndfor vetesof duty tobe ° T . T
éctesnloed by the Presideat.

CEDLRAL REGISTER, VOL. 43, HO. §3—TUESDA ", APRIL 4, 1978

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

- RS *J"i z(’””l

RRECPRIE VAN |

152 ad val.

TSt ad val.

" 10¢ par dos. pra.

+ 30T ad val.

« 10¢ per dor. pes.

+ 503 ad val,
10¢ per dor. pes.
+ 502 ad val.

10¢ per do1. pes.
¢ 503 od val.



6156

-  Norices

CUNRFNT PERMANENT PROVISIONS FOR CHINAWARE AND SUNPORCELAIN

TARIF? SCIEDULES OF TRE UNITED STATLS A.v:mx{zb ¢1918)

SCHEDULE S, - NONMETALLIC LINERALS AND PRODUCTS .
. " Part 2. - Ceramie Products .

* Eates of Outy

Iten Aiticlen *
B . . 3. 2
Areleles chiefly osed for preparing, serving, etee o T -
(cons)y . - s L. .
$33.41 Of bone chinsvareressss 17.32 od wsl. 10¢per Loz pevs
: . L B2 ETENY
Of rosboas chizrsate or of subporeslala; .
33).51 Katel or restaurand vare aad sther vare . . : N
B0t Bousehold VarSecssrorsesassscvascsssacness | 10¢ por dose pese 10¢ per doz. pou. * .
/ 44stedvers ] 470288 vade
Nousehols vare avallsble 13 speciftcd satsy {68.2 AVE) . . .
333.6) 'y patters Lot vhich the sagregate .. - - .
va of the articles listed {n - . . -
© beainote 2(b) of this sabpare is . . .
BOL OVEY §l0ruseuscererossrivarcnssrocace § 10¢ por dose pese 10¢ per dor. pen.
. o + 48X ad wsl. + 702 ad val.
333.88 In any pattern for vhich tha sggregate (50.6 AVL) - Wt
value of the articles Yisted ta .. o . ot
Sendnote 2(b) o rhts sudparz is e ® ..
over $10 but Bot over $24ccacscivecassees | 106 par doze peee 10¢ por dox. pese
~ - - : + 352 ad vals + 207 ad vad. .
333.66 In any pattera for vhich the cygrepste (5.0 ave) - - . °
value of the srticles Listed 13 hesd~ . .
wote 2(b) of this sadpart is over $24 " R .
Dot 2oL @ver §380cencencn 10¢ por doxe pese | 10¢ per dox. pese
: + )62 0t val. ‘ + 702 a4 val.
333.63 I» aay patters for vhich the sgacepate * (32,7 avE) -
value of the arttcles lisced 2 hestd- : - i
- mote 2(») of this subpart fs over - ¥
- [ 37 YT 3¢ par fons pes. 30¢ per dox. pcee
. 4 132 a6 val. | + 302 ad val.
$33.09 Yot covared By 1ten 531,63, 333.435,

$33.66, ar 3)1.48, and ir 2a7 pakters
for vhch the ~atue of tha
artleles liste 2(e)

©of th1s cubpact 55 0ver §Becccscrarnncnes

(8.3 Ay

5¢ pee doz. peus 30¢ par Cex. pes.
4 102 ad vald. + 202 84 val.

18,9 Avy) ~

. -
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CIMRENT PERMANEXT PPOVISIOVS ¥OI €

TAWARP AND SURPORCELAMN

-8 'n\mrr SCUEDULES OF THE WITED STATES ANNOTATED (1970)

‘SCUFDULE $; - LO.VIIETALLIC MRIERALS AND ‘PRODUCTS
Part 2, - Caranule Procducts

e - e e
o

Ttea

Articles

Taten of Cuty

5.1

5338

:uu;n cuully -c-l £ox pepariag, secving, stce

L1 .
ot sced hy or of sub Tala (con-)s

Wousehold vire ast covered by ftea 333.6),

333.65, 533.65, 3)3.69, er 3))6%:
Scefes, rugs, condy dexen, decanters,
ponch bovls, pretzed dishes, tilhit
dishen, tleced servers, and beshoe
d{3MeBrorvesncessussersrrsnresrrasaranss
Other articles

Cups valued oot ever $1.33 per

dozen, sescers valvad nat over

-$0-30 per desen, platcs pet

o721 9 feehas 8 mazlnug

4iaseter and valued not evee

£1.30 per dozan, plates over

9 but not ever 11 Lnches Sa ..

wazioue disaster sod valued

$4.50 par dos

Cups valued ever $1.33 but pot
sver §4 pex dosen, ssucers
walued over $0.92 bur not over
. 2.90 per dezes, plates mot
over 9 inc! i» maxiows dia
etet asd valeed over $1.30 bat
"0t OveT $3:.L0 per doten,
piates over 9 Pot rot over 11
feches I wariawm disaeter and
valved over $2.70 bet sot over
£6 pec dozen, and srhes acti~
eled valued ever $4.30 but mot

Oups valued over §i por dores,
ssvcers valued over $1.90 per
- dozea, platen pot over § faches
fo wazfewn dtanecer sad valved
over §$3.40 pec lozea, plates
over 9 but not ever 11 faches
fe vazinen &irecter aad valued
aves $6 per dosve,

e

22.3% sd val.

S¢ pec do
+ 22.5% ad vale
4.7 avy) .

BT S SARAAIING 140N 5y MBS & 7E8 !

aver §11.50 pex lolu...........u.. . 5¢ por don. pea. -
4+ 302 ad val. 3/
0.9 av1) ..

o

¢ por doss 7¢|.
4+ 17:52 sk val.

(18.0 ave)

37 Pravisten nuunt to ue,our’ urul »e3ustiang .
wodiflcatios (10¢ puc <ore pese & 482 ad vil.

2/ Peovistion s tespezary tarift edjustoest °
wodlftcsctes (10¢ 'lr €oge pene 4 355 24 val.)

. .
‘ ‘ ;
— .
CIDERAL VOL. 42, RO. ¢S Ard &, (978

102 o8 wl.

10¢ par dox. pese
+ 70X ad val.

- 30¢ por doa. pese
.. + 101 ad val,
..

10¢ per dor. pes.
4 20X ad vad.
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2 - . .- NOTICES . . e .. -1418%-

LN e . Tr ron CHTKAZARE ASD SUBNORCELALE . [ -
. ee AT T Tt 7" Nates of Duty

Ttem . Artleles . N . .

: . ... 2 .

Avticles Enielty vsed foc preparing, servieg:

33341 Of Bone cWiAR.cecserssescosoncscssssransasasans 17,58 »d val, $0¢ per doz. pes.
. . L . - * 203 ad val. .
OF poodone chinsvare or of n»ornlah: . Tt et ) ) "‘_:
32,91 Fotel oc testavrant vare and other . . e
°  wate oot howssbold uu................,.. . 10¢ par dos. pes, 10¢ per dor. 3¢9,
* 431 ad vel.. . . < # 703 8¢ val.
Kousehold vare avaltadle fn »cdlhl . P oot LN
. setes . . . - - . T
$33.62 . Te say pattera for vhich the o - Lot -
- - sggregate value of the articles ° s, N
L listed fa heacasce 2(d) of cdl» Corom . Lot E
- subpart is wot over §__ 1/ N 7 4 R . loe slr 40:. pes, . o3
. . - - - PRI . ’0! od val.
e . o asy pattevm for vhich the o ’
. . . aggregate value of the articles )
. _-' ccaubpart s over §__1)__ ... lenvd
. o v, . .
... Reusehald vare :Qt aveiladle h
specificd sutss T v.
.1 . Steins, n-n, candy boxes,
- Cecan? s punch bovls, ’rntul . .
dishes unl: dishas, tiered B . . . CT e .
. .. servere, sad boaden dishes....col.an . 22.52 sd val. T . 707 ad vad. -
3330 ° Other artielesiccuciioscenncnnanansry y .. .. 10¢ par dos. yfu’.‘- ’
, S - . ) * 308 ad val,
- . . 4 ’ :
- . e
. - . - -
. i N
- -
. . . A
1] The values andfor rates of duty to be | = . ’ oo

€eternined by the Presideat, . . -
(FR Doc. 78-8872 Filed 4-3-78; 3:43 aw) )
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(mun ,
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND
- BUDGEY

PobLe Hoorlng

Pursuant Lo Public Law 92 463,
notice is hereby given of a public hear-
ing 10 be held by the Office of Man-
esgement and Budget under the provi-
sions of the Federal Repcrts Act of
1942 (44 U.S.C. 35%6).

The purpose of the hearing is for
the Oifice of Management and Budget
to give interested persons an opportu-
nity 1o be heard before determining
whether or not the provislons for
_pubdlic repurts contained In the pro-
“posed informatioa collection protocol,
“Generic Description of Data Collee-
tion for Sections 301, 304, 306, and 307
of the Clean Water Act of 1976" are
necessary for the proper pecformance
©f the functions of the Environmental
Protection Agercy or for any cther
proper purpose.

Tne hezring, o be held i3 Room
2008, New Executive Olfice Building,
728 Jackson Place NW., Washinglon,
D.C. on May 8, 1§78, at 9:30 a.m,, will
be open to public observation and par-
ticipation.

Further informstlion regarding the
hearing ma2y be obtalned from the
Regulatory Policy and Reports ban.
agement Division, Hoom 10201, New
Executive Office Bullding, \Washing-
;on.z.DC 20503, telephone 202-395-

l

VELsea N. BaLowx,
Assistent to the Dinclor
o Jor Administration.
{FR Doc. 78-11470 Flled £-26-78 8:45 am)

(3190011 R

OFFICE OF THE SPECIAL REPRESEN-
TATIVE FOR TRADE NEGOTIA-
TIONS o
CIRTAIN IMPORTED CERAMIC TASLEWARE

Fublic Heorings fa Connection With Cemiden
alion of Articles for Modification or Continue

- ence of U.S. Dutivs o1 Additionsl Dutins

1. In accordance with section 33 of
the Trade Act of 1954 (19 U.S.C. 2153),
notice is hereby given of public hear-
ings to be held by the TTrde Policy
Staff Com:nittee (TPSC) in connec
tion with the current consideration by
the TPSC of possible modilicstion or
continuance of U.S. import duties, or
possible additlonal import dulies, for
terialn imported ceramic ladleware
fltems. These hearings will be held on
May 23, 1978 In room %30,at the
Office of the Speclal Represertative
for Trade Negotiations, 1600 G Street
NW., Washington, D.C. 20506. The
hearings will begin a® 16 n.m. Informa-
tion regarding the hearings may be ob-
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talned from Mrs. c;ro!yn Pnnk. Sec-
relary, Trade Policy

terfal for | rhk-h eonrld-'m fal Lreatment

at the address c!ren tbore. lnﬂ at tele-
phone 202-395-7219.
2. In th of

e
Muerch 14, 1978, the Specisl Represen-
tative for Tracde Negolstions provided
the following notice:

In conformily with section 131 of the
Trade Act of 1474 (1% US.C. 2151), notice is
hereby glven of ariicles that way be consid-
ered for modificalion of of US.

fsr for which the TVSM:
det ! t!ut it 4 sich
treatment, will be rciurned to the
P who d ft.
Wiian B. 1lxy, Jr.,
Chairman,
Wc?ollcvstc!/(’ommlue.
Laszl

Imlc!n\h!c!\ will be :uskhnd for o2l
of the ex!«hc' U.s

duties, or additional duties. These articles
are set forth In 3k I and lust 11 below,

Some of tha articles (n Ust T and parts of
some of the jtems [ Lst I (those (hat are
narked with an sitestak) curreatly are sub-~
ket to Iz port rettel provided nitially purri.

t to section 331 of the Trade
Acl of 1¥52 (19 U.S.C. 1981) ard extended
pussuarnt to section ZC3hK3) of the Trade
Act of 1954 (19 U.S.C. 2253 h¥3)). In wecors
dance with section 127td) of the Trade Act
of 197t €18 U.S.C. 2137), the President is re-
eenving such articies, or paris of items, froca
international trace negotiatiors as long e»
any z3port reliel action ks in euect with re-
spect to thers. This notice of the possible
future cocsideralion of such articles or
parts of jiems in international trade negoti-
sllon.s. and the request tot sdvice of the
Trade Isslon re-
lernd W In paragreph 3 belou are belng
¢iven to prepare for the posaibliity of nego-
tintions with respect to them should the
itpors rel ¢( u-uan (mﬂc.

The US. Trade (

{s being requested to I’un.ha fts sdvice, pur-
suant te séclion 131 of the Trade Act of
1974. 83 10 the probedie economlc effects of:
(=) Modificitions or coniinuances of exist-
irg (mport cuties for the articles in list K
snd (b) Lncreasss Ia existing dutles, Inclden-
ta? to mocificattons i the lariff nomercla-
ture, for the flems in dist IL .

3. Publi¢ hearings In connectlon with
Lhe possibi= modifications or cortinu-
ances of existing Import duties for the
ariicles set forth in list I, and regard-
ing the possible increase In existing
dutles incidental to modisications in
the tariff nomenclature for Lhe jtems
in list 11, will be held at the time and
place descrived In  parsgraph (1)
cbme.

4. Persons requesting to sppear at
the bea:ings should agvise the Secre-
tary of the Trace Policy Staft Com-
majttee, In writing, at the address civen
in paragraph (1), not later than the
close of business on May 17, 1978,
Rriefs or other writien material may
be submitted fn 20 copies in support
of, or In lieu of. an oral presentation at
the hearings, bul are not required.
‘There is no prescribed format for such
writlen rubmissicns, dut they should:
(a) Clearly designate on the firsl page
the name and address of the persons
submiuting the brief, and (b) present
in ponconfidential form a swnmary
statement of Lire views submitted. Per-
sons making such sudroissions are re-
quested Lo designale clearly each page
for which they request confidentlal
treatment and so indicale such pages
on the cover of submissions. Any ma-

duties, or additional dutles, Lo the e
permiiled by sections 101(.7 mm. wu:!.
and 109 of the Trade Act.

TSUS Iem® and Articles

Articles chiefly vsed for preparing, tery-
g, or storing food or beverages, or f00d or
bererage incredients:

Of fine-gralned earthencase (except axti.
cles proviced for In Rums 533 14 and 533.18
of the Torilf Schedues of the Unikd
States) or of fine-grein-d stot

Avaliable I spectfied sets

$33.28 pt.° 1n apny pattern for which the
sgeregate valus of 1h.e articles itsted in
headnote 2b) of subpart C, part 2 of
schedule 3 of (he Tariff Schedules of
the United States Is over $12 but not
over $22.
Not avallsble ia speciiled setss

533.31 pl. Stelns and mugs, If valued not
over $3.60 per doven.

Other artictex:

§33.31 pt. Cups valued not over $0.50 per
doven; saucers valued nol over $0.30 per
doun. nh.m not aver § Lnches In maxl-

Cameter ued Hot over $0.50
per doun. pistes over # but not over 11
Inches in taximum diameler aad valued
not over $1 per docen; CreAm s,
sugars, vegetable dishes cr bowls, plas

any of the foregoing articies valued rot
over §1 per dozen,

53335 pt. Cuds valued over $0.90 but net
over §1 per doeen; saucers vilued over
$0.30 but not over $0.33 per douur
plales not over # inches in maximum <f-
ameter and valued over £050 but hot
over $0.50 per docen; plates orer 9 tut

*The lerma "exhtlnf Is used henln s dee
fined In secilon 60KT) of Lhe Trsde Act:
*The term ‘exlsting” means: (A) Whed wsed,
without the specifization of any date, with
respect 10 any maiter 1elating to mtenM
into or carrying out & trade agreemen
other ection sutherized by tLhis Act, ulm—m
©a the day on which such trad¢ screem-nt
is entered Into or such oiher cction ks taten;
and (B) v hea used wilh respest 1o 8 rate of
duty (hoxever established, and even Lhouth

porarily suspended by Azt of Congioss

- or olhernice) set forth i rate colwnn num-

bered 1 of the scheduies 1 throuch 7 ¢f the
‘Tariff Schedules of the Us:ited States on
the date specitied or (if po Cate Is specified)
on the day referred Lo In cicuse (A)"

STarifs S:hedules ol the United States (19
US.C. 1202)

*These_articles sre currently subdlect to
Import reliefl provided fnitlaity pursuant to
section 351 of the Trade Exinsuslon Act of
1962 €15 US.C. 1€81) and éxtended purnsy-
ant Lo seciton 201(hXI) of the Trade Act of
1974 (39 UB.C, 2253(h XN,
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masimure diameter
valued over $1 but M over $1.53
doten; And CreAmers, SUSATS, Vegeia-
" Be dishes or bowls, p'llkrs of r.rop
dishes, dutter dishes or lnn
Boals or gravies and stands, an, l uu
I’oxtlo(n: wrticles vatced over $I but not

per dozen.
533 u pt. cu;s valued over $1 but not over
1] doren; saucers vaiued over

plates nol over 9 Inches in maxtsmum df-
ameler and valued over $0.90 tut not
over $1.55 per dozen: plates over 9 but
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83311 Of mslmd earthenware, Or
of coerse-grained stonesare.
- llnofnlned eacthenware, whether or
not 4 ted, lisvirg & reddish-col-
. ored body and & Justrous glaze which,
. on tespots, may be nny color,
which, on other artictes, pust be mot-
tied, sireaked, or s0lidly colored brown
to black with metallic oxide or salt:
833.14  Valued not over §1.57 per dozen ar-

ticles.
$33.18 Valued over $1.60 per dozen articles,

not over 1t Llachss in
and valued over $1.33 but nol over §2.65
per cozen; And CreAmers, sugars, vezeta-
ble dishes or bowls, platters or chop
dishes, brlter dishes or tnvl. RTRYY
boats or gravies and stands, any ol the
foregoing rrticies valued over 32 bot not
over $3.40 per doeen.
53338 pt.° Cups valued over $1.70 but not
over $3.10 per dozen; saucers valued over
$0.93 but not over $1.73 per dozen:
plates not over 9 Inchea In maximum &-
ameter and valued over $1.55 but not
over §2.85 per dozery piates orer § dut
Dot over 11 inches Ln maximue dameter
and valued over $1.83 but not over 34.85
per ¢ozenc and Creamers, Sugars, vegeta-
ble dishes or bowls, platters or chop
dishes, butter dishes or trays gravy
boats or cravies and stands, 2uy of the
foregolng articies valued over $3.40 but
Dot over $6.30 per doten.

Ol > ; or of
sehoid not covered by item
b!lﬂ 533.63, S’JM $33.68, or 63369 ot
the Tarist Schedules of the United States

533.71 pt. Strins and mugs, If valued no€
over $3.60 per dozen.

Other articles:
$3).73 p2.* Cups valued not over $1.33 per
© doren; saucers valued not over $0.90 per
dozen; piates not over @ inches {o maxi-
nun\ dismeler and valued not over $1.30
r Coz {ates over 9 but not over 11
lnchuln raaximum dismeter and valued
not over $2.59 per doten; &nd creamers,
sugars, vezctadla dishes or bosls, plat-
ters or chop dishes, butter dishes or
teays, gravy boats or gravies and stands,
sny of the foregning articies valued not
over $4.50 p:r dozen.

53315 pt.* Cups valued over $1.35 but not
over 84 per duzen; 3aucers valued over
$0.90 but not cver $190 per dozen:
plates not over 9 fnches In maximuwn di-
ameter and valued over 32.30 but not
over $3.40 per dozen; plates over 9 but
not over 11 Liches In maximurs diamcter
and yvalued oier $2.70 but not over $8
per doren; and creamers, sugars, \eEcla.
Ble dishics or bowls, piatters or chop
duhes, but'er dishes or trays, (ravy
toils of gravies and stands, any of the
forvzoing arilcles valued over $4 50 Lus
not over $1) Y0 per dozen. |

Lase Il
Asticles which may be considered for [a-
creases [ exiating dulies, to Lhe extent pee-
miited by soetions 101¢a) and 101(c) of the

Trede Act, incide ntal to mod:tications In the

tasitf poméuclaiy, ——

lanll pom ISECEN
TSUS Hten ond Alla:!n
Articles chiefly used for prepaing, serv-
ing, or storing fcod or bevezages, or food or
beverage ingredients:

Of fine-zrsined carthensare (except artle
clex for in ftems 633.14 and 533.16)
orof t luu-znlud stoneware:

Avallable In specitic sets:

633.2) 1n any psaltem for vhich the aggre.
gate value of the articles iisted in head-
note 2(b) ol subpart C, pust 3 of sched-
we § of the Tarif! Schedules of the
United States Is not over $3.30.

53323 1n any pattern for which the uzn-

ule 5 of the Tarilf Schedules of the
Ualted sum b over $3.30 but Dot over

8.

83328 Inany pau.ern for ":lch the aggre-
gate valus of the articles listed in head-
note 2(b) of subpart C, past 2 of sehed-
ule 5 of the Tarilf Schedules of ths
United suzu i3 over §7 bub pot over

113,
$32.28* In any pattem for which the aggre-
gate value of the asticles Ilstcd 1n hesd-
note A0} of sudpart C, p of schd-
ule 6 of the Tarill Schtduln of the
United States is over $12, D -
Not arailable In specitied setsc

533:11 suuu. mugs, candy doxes, decant-
rs, punch

bowls pretzel dishes, tiddle.
bonboa

dbbm tiered servers,
dishes.

Other uudes

53333 Cups valued not over $0.30 per
dozen, saucers valued not over $0.30 per
dozen, plates not over § §nches {n maxi-
mum diameter and valued ot over $0.5¢
per dozen, plates over 9 but not over 11
Inches in maximum diameter end valued
not over $1 per dozen, and other articles
valaed not oser $1 per dozan.

533.33 Cups Vued over $2 50 but not over

over 9 Inches In maxireura
valued over $0.50 but 1.0t over $0.00 por
dozen, plates over § but not over 11
ches Dy maximum diaetsr and valued
oser $3 but nxt over $1.55 pec dacen, and
other urticles valued over &1 but not
aver $1 per dozen.

53338 Cups vilucd over §1 but not over
$1.70 per cozen> saucers valued over
$0.55 but not over $0.95 per dozen,
plates not over 9 fnches In :n3imum di-
ameter and valued orer $0.50 dut not
over $1.55 per dozen, plates over § but
not over 11 inches in maxleum diameter
and valued over $1.55 but r.ot over $265
per dozen, end other articles valued over
$2 but not over $2.40 per dozen.

*Part of this ltem Is currently sublect (o
tmport reltel provided Inkislly pursuant to
section 331 of the Trade E<paniion Act of
1962 (19 USC. 1381) and extended pursu-
ant Lo Section 203thX3) uf the Trade Ack of
1974 (19 US.C. 223KhXIN.

N -

53338 Cups valued over $1.70 per docen,
saucers valued over 3053 per dozen,
Pplates not over ¢ inches In maxiznun di-
ameter and yalued over $1.55 per dozen,
plates over 9 but not over 1L inches in
paximum dizmeter and valued over
$2.65 per doren, and other artictes

valued over $3.40 per dozen.
53341 Of bone chinarare. - -
Of noab 1 or of sudp
633.51 Hotel or restaurant ware acd other
ware not household ware. ..
n 14 ware In fled sctes

$33.63 Inany pattern for which the sggro-
gate vidue of the articles Yisted [ head-
note 2 (d) of sudbpart C, part 2 of sched-
ule § of the TarUf Schedule of the
United States is not over §10,

MJ 65 In any paltern for which the agge- -
gate value of the articles lhtcd in head-
note 2 (b of sudpant C, p of sched-
ule 8§ of the Tariff Sr.hadnh of the"
anlhd States Is over $10 but not over

$2¢
§33.64 In any pattera for which the aggre-
gate value of the articies Usted In head-
- nole 2 (b of sudbpart C, part 2 of sched-
vie 5 of the Tari{f Schedule ol the
United Stales s over $24 but not over

§33.68 In any pattern lor which the aggre-" -

gate value of Lhe articles listed (a head-
note 2 (b) of sudpart C, part 2 of sched-

ule 5 of the Twriff Schedule of the

Unit+d States is over $58.

$33.69 . It covered by [tem 83363, 533.45,
° 533.68, or 533.¢3, and (0 any pattern ro:
which the aggrezate value of the articles
listed In headnote 2 (¢) of sudpart C,
part 2 of schedule $ of the Tarilf Sched-
uk of the United States is over 58.

sehold ware not covered by llu'n
5” GJ. 533.83, 533.68, 5)3.3!. or 533.5%

533.7¢ Steins, mugs, candy boves, decant-
ers, punch bowls, pretzel ¢ishes, tidbit
dishes, tiered servers, and bonbon
dishes.

Other articles:
533.73° Cups valued not over $1.35 per
duzen, saucers valued not over $0.90 per
€ckren, plates not over 0 Inches (n maxd-
~ mum éinmeter erd vatued not over 31.30
per dozen, plztes over 9 but not over 11
inches in myximum diameter and valued
not over $21.70 per dozen, ard other artl-
cles valued not over 84 50 per dozen.
533.75" Cups yalued over $1.33 but not oyer
&4 par dozen, saveers valued over 30.
but it over $1.9) per cozen, plates not
over 9 Inches {n maximum duameter
. valued over $1.30 but not ever $).40 pei
dézen, platzs orer 9 but not over 11
fnches in maximum diameter £nd valued
over $2.70 but not over 36 per dozen, 3ad
other srticizs valued over $4.50 but not
over $11.50 per ¢ocen.

$33.57 Cups valued over $4 per dozen, sau-
cers valued over $1.90 per Goxen, plates”

not over § inched I maximum diameter
and valued oiver $3.40 per doten. plales
orer 9 Lut 1ot over 11 inches in maxi-
mum diameter and valued over $d per
dozcn, and olher articles valued over
$11 50 per dozen.

(FTt Doc. 73-11352 Filed 4-26-78; 3:43 am)
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STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN SOYBEAN ASSOCIATION

The American Sorbean Association supports the MTN agreements as a whole
because of our belief and dependence in an open system of world trade. More than
half of the soybeans produced by American farmers are exported. Soybean exports
require a climate of trade that permits the free interchange of goods. The
agreements will further such a system and will prevent a regressive trend to
protectionism and restricted trade.

At the same time that our Aseociation supports the MTN agreements, we feel
compelled to say that the binding of the U.S. palm oil tariff at % cent per pound in
the negotiations was an unfortunate and arbitrary action. This concessiun will give
a signal to the rest of the world that the U.S. encourages palm oil production and
stands ready to accept all future increases of production in the face of future
prospects for a more than ample world vegetable oil supply situation and relatively
weak prices. This action was contrary to the recommendations of the industry
leaders who advised the U.S. negotiators; moreover, the bindigg does not provide
much reciprocal concessions to the United States by galm oil producers. Finally, the
concession accorded palm oil appears to exceed the authority to reduce tariffs
contained in the Trade Act of 1974 which permits reductions of 60 percent in tariffs
in the MTN. The palm oil reduction is 83.3 percent.

Our Association also has had questions concerning the “subsidy code” as it applies
to ag'riculture. particularly the code’s provisions concerning equitable shares of
world trade which should not be taken to mean the freezing of market shares to a
base period. Con, should make clear that trade shares derived from natural
advantages and efficiency are protected by the code as opposed to shares acquired as
the result of export subsidies. And “prices materially below those of other suppliers
to the same market,” as stated in the code, should be defined in the U.S. implement-
in%vl islation as “prices which cause sales diversion or price disruption.”

ith respect to subsidies, the American Soybean Association is also concerned
with the lending Rractices of international lending institutions. Their low interest
loans have the effect of subsidizing palm oil production. It is hard for soybean
farmers and other taxpayers to understand why their tax dollars are used to create
competition for U.S. agricultural commodities. This is especially puzzling since: (1)
Soybeans and soybean products are the U.S.’s lar‘fest agricultural export, contribut-
ing nearly $7 billion annually to the positive side of our balance of payments; (2)
vegetable oil is projected to be in relative surplus on world markets in the 1980’s;
and (3) palm oil production is highly profitable and does not need to be subsidized to
encourage production.

Although our Association has these reservations about parts of the MTN agree-
ments, we recommend ratification by the Congress because, on balance, the agree-
ments will be of net benefit to American soybean farmers and to the United States.

STATEMENT BY RoBERT M. Fnznsmézx. LEGISLATIVE DIRECTOR, THE NATIONAL
RANGE

SUMMARY

1. The Grange ex;iv‘resses its long history of support for trade expansion and
believes that the Tokyo Round trade package meets its objectives in this area.

2. Reviews the changes in world conditions since the start of the Tokyo Round five
years ago and makes reference to the gains for agriculture as compared to previous
trade negotiations.

3. Points out that U.S. agriculture’s approval of subsidy ‘disciplines” on the
Common Agricultural Policy of the European Community should not be interpreted
as U.S. acceptance of export subsidies or the CAP.

4. Recommends ongoing discussions and negotiations with trading partners to
gain increased access to foreign markets, and the continuation of the trade advisory
committees.

5. The Grange, while endorsing the trade package, has some strong reservations
about the section dealing with dairy imports. We point out that increased cheese
imports and countervailing duties and injury test are problem areas.

. The Grange recommends that the best way to deal with the dairy farmers’ fears
is in continued negotiations and strong enforcement of the codes and legislative
language. We suggest that the legislative history should be used to spell out that it
is the intent of Congress that the subsidy and countervailing codes and implement- -
ing language should be administered to relieve the dairy industry from unfair
competition. .

P | .
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STATEMENT

. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee: I am Robert M. Frederick, Legisla-
tive Director of the National Grange. My offices are in the Grange Building at 1616
H Street, N.W., Washington, D.C.

The National Grange is the nation’s oldest farm organization, being organized in
1867. The 500,000 members of the Grange are located in 41 states and represent a
cross-section of farmers and rural and suburban residents; therefore, our policy is
not dictated by agricultural interest alone.

The National Grange reaffirmed its |l>olicy on foreign trade in November of 1973,
about the same time the Trade Act of 1974 was being considered by Co . That
policy remains in effect today and has guided the Grange through the Tokyo Round
of multilateral trade negotiations.

“FOREIGN TRADE’

“In the field of foreign trade policy, the National Grange reaffirms its support of
the principle of expan&nrnlﬁ_ international trade through trade agreements under
which tanff and non-tariff barriers to trade can be progressively reduced and
eliminated on a reciprocal and mutually-benefitting basis. We stand firm in our
belief that a prosperous and expanding world economy is vital to the economic
pmfrees of the United States and the attainment of peace.

“In adopting measures to expand trade we recommend that the U.S. continue to
adhere to the principles of the General ment on Tariffs and Trade (GATT)
under which our nation has taken the ] in working toward a reduction in the
obetacles to trade and in expanding trade on the basis of sound economic principles.

“Although encouraging progress has been made under the GATT in promoting
less restrictive trade between the nations of the world, we are concerned by the
obstacles to trade in agricultural products through the use of non-tariff barriers.
These measures oppress our commerce and deny our agricultural commodities
market access on terms which are consistent with the terms of access which goods
from foreign })roduoers enjoy in the United States.

“Because of the importance of exports to the well-being of our economy and to our
balance of payments problem, the National Grange recommends that far more
vigorous action and hard bargaining needs to be undertaken on the part of our
government to brinﬁ about the elimination of non-tariff trade restrictions being
maintained against U.S. agricultural products. .

“The support of Foreign Trade policies essential to the expansion of trade for our
agricultural products does not require the exposure of any segment of our domestic
economy to unfair competition or to economic ion. The National Grange has
consistently supported Section 22 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1933, as
amended, and other measures designed to protect against unfair competition or
imports of a magnitude which will inflict serious injury to domestic producers.

“Extreme care must taken to protect the tax and fiscal policies of the U.S.
whenever our government becomes involved by offering credit or interest conces-
sions to foreign buyers or insurance against losses to exporters in negotiations for

fore%gn sales.

“The use of export controls can sitmulate uneconomic production abroad and
must be avoided. It is important that our policies assure other nations that they can
depend on U.S. production, unless, of course, we experience some unforeseen disas-

ter.
“It is essential in all trade nefgotiations that nations agree not to adopt measures
which will transfer the costs of needed domestic adjustments to farmers of other

nations.
“They should also provide some assurance of continued access to traditional

markets and limit the use of export subsidies.” o
Likewise, at the same Annual Meeting, the Grange adopted a resolution in
support of the Trade Act of 1974:

“TRADE LEGISLATION"

“Be it resolved, that the National Grange endorse the objectives of the Trade
Reform Act of 1973, which would give the President sufficient authority to negotiate
effectively for a reduction of international trade barriers, both tariff and non-tariff,
in the interest of trade expansion. It is essential that tratie-distorting measures such
?;:f'b export subsidies used to unload unwanted surpluses be prevented or re-

u

The Grange played an active part in securing the enactment of the Trade Act of
1974 and has been involved in the advisory committees that were created by that

Act.
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The National Grange believes that the final trade package that we initialed in
Geneva on April 12th falls within the policy adopted by the Grange and therefore is
worthy of our support. In January, the Grange released a statement in support of
the final trade package with a provision that we would withhold final judgment
pending language in the implementig legislation. In general, we felt that the long-
term gains for agriculture outweighed any short-term losses, and while not getting
everything U.S, agricuiture sought and giving up a little in some highly sensitive
areas, it was the best agriculture package that could be obtained under present
world circumstances.

One must remember that the negotiations started 5 years age, at a time when
world economic conditions were such that there was solid support for changing the
rules so as to improve and expand world trade. This was especially true in the
agriculture sector. Since that time a lot has happened to change the industrialized
world that is responsible for the largest percentage of products exchanged in world
trade, which eroded that support. The talks were stymied for two years which the
major trading partners jockeyed for an advantageous position. Much of this stalling
was brought about by a lack of sincere dedication on the part of our trading
partners to bring the negotiations to a successful conclusion. If it were not for the
insistence of the United States that the trade talks continue and placing the
discussions on a timetable, there would not have been a trade package to initial on
April 12th. In judging the final trade package, one must keep in mind the history of
the past 5 years and the fact that at the end only the U.S,, among the major trading
blocs, wanted the trade negotiations to be continued to their conclusion.

In the history of trade negotiations there never has been a clearly-defined winner
or loser. Each country or bloc or countries must give and take, and the Tokoyo
Round was no different. As we judge the Tokyo Round against the Dillon and
Kennedy Rounds, U.S. agriculture came out a winner—not as big a winner as we
would have liked to see, but nonetheless a winner. For the first time since the
creation of the Common Agricultural Policy of the European Common Market we
are able to apply some discipline to their use of export subsidies, not only in our
domestic market, but also in third markets. But let me make it clear to our friends
in the EC: the fact that we accepted disciplines on export subsidies rather than total
prohibition of such subsidies should not be interpreted by them or anyone else as
acceptance by U.S. agriculture of their trade-distorting Common Agricultural
Policy. We still find it highly protective and disruptive to world trade expansion.
The failure to gain additional market access through relaxing of the variable leyy
system of the Common Agricultural Policy is one major disappointment of the
Tokyo Round. The other would be our failure to gain sufficient access for agricultur-
al products into Japan. Progress had been made on both fronts, but much more
needs to be done and we look forward to ongoing trade discussions with these two
trading blocs to obtain further access to these markets.

The Grange supports the ongoing discussions and negotiations that will be contin-
ued later this lyear on a Multilateral Agriculture Framework (the so-called “Cathe-
dral”). We feel that within this framework barriers to world trade in agricultural
commodities can be successfully addressed and greater access to world markets for
U.S. agricultural commodities can be achieved. In this regard, we fully endorse the
recommendation that our trade negotiators continue to have the advice from pri-
vate sector representatives through the advisory committee procedure. The private
sector advisory committee process, while not being perfect, has been a tremendous

- assist to the negotiators as well as to the representative organizations.

The National Grange, while endorsing the trade poackage, still has some strong
reservations about the section of that package that affects the American dairy
industry. The implementing legislation has to some extent alleviated some of our
fears. gut that section continues to trouble our dairy members to the extent that
they may oppose the entire trade package.

Our dairy members’ concerns are real and the National Grange would be doing
them a disservice if we did not bring those concerns to the Committee’s attention.
Their primary concerns are that even though a cap is in place on all cheese imports,
with the exception of some specialty cheeses, history has proven that each new
quota level has simply been a higher plateau from which to work. Thus, the new
leve! of import quotas will only be the cap until a new evasion product is developed
or higher quotas have been negotiated. That has been the history of dairy imports.

The other major concern deals with the subsidy and countervailing duty codes.
Our dairy members do not have faith in the fast track for determining injury from
quota cheeses nor do they accept the injury test or the investigative time before
countervailing duties on other non-quota dairy imports.
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These are important questions for dairy farmers, questions that need answers if
51;? trpt'}ie xzackage and implementing legislation are to secure the support of the

industry.

&:’Z believe that the best way to deal with the fear among dairy farmers is seeing
that our trade negotiators continue to press for improvements in the process of
Co'lrvng'resaional review and legislative history in the key problem areas:

e establishment of injury test criteria and strong administrative procedures
within the subsidy CVD code which would fully assure U.S. dairy interests of
rompt countervalling duty relief against unfair subsidy competition. Legislative
istory should be developed to assure carrying out the intent of the legislative
language arding the reduction of any detrimental effects of additional cheese
imports on U.S. dairy farmers. This should include that any attempt by importers to
circumvent the Sec. 22 quotas on new products would be dealt with in a swift and
judicious manner. Further assurance should be given the dairy industry that the
cheese quota under Sec. 22 would not be increased without detailed consultation
with the representatives of the industry.

The National Grange is very much aware of the importance of approval of S. 1376
to our total national ecomomy and will give it our strong support, As we have stated
before, this is not the end of the negotiations, it's onlt's the beginning. Negotiations
in trade expansion will only end if this Congress fails to pass the trade package,
with its implementing gislative languaﬁe.

We appreciate the dedicated efforts of the Special Trade Representative, Robert
Strauss, and his fine staff, as well as the Secretary of Agriculture, Bob Bergland,
and his staff. As I said earlier, I believe they have done a commendable job as have
the committees of Congress. It has been a team effort and we sincerely hope that
this dedication to the task of trade expansion continues because we believe it is in
the national interest.

Tht_mk you, Mr. Chairman, for providing the Grange this opportunity to express
our views.

STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION PRESENTED By ALLAN
GRANT, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION

As a farmer, and president of the American Farm Bureau Federation, I have been
deeply interested in the Geneva trade talks. This keen interest is shared throughout
our 3-million-family-member organization. The American Farm Bureau has been
represented on each of the advisory groups to the U.S. trade negotiators and has
followed the progress of the negotiations from their inception. In addition to this
active role Farm Bureau presidents, staff, and others visited Geneva several times
during the negotiations and have worked closely with the Special Trade Representa-
tive's office in Washington.

Why are farmers 80 interested in a successful outcome of these talks which
started about five years ago in Totl:#o? The answer is that trade among nations and
the rules that govern that trade affect the well-being of the American farmer and
his family in a profound manner.

In general, the American farmer has been a force for freer international trade
since the first shipment of tobacco from John Rolfe’s farm at Jamestown, Virginia,
in 1613. Since that beginning, the American farmer has found his economic well-
being linked substantially to world markets. This is especially true if he produces
commodities such as wheat, cotton, or soybeans where one-half to two-thirds of his

roduction goes to overseas customers. It is significant even to those exporting a

ower kproportion of their production because they could not produce at an efficient
level if their production was geared to the domestic market only.

Viewed in broader terms, the American farmer today is interested in a sound
dollar and the control of inflation, both of which have a linkage to export earnings.
The $30-billion trade deficit our count exﬁerienoed in 1978 would have been
considerably worse if we had not had a D $29 billion of agricultural exports.
With agricultural imports subtracted, U.S. aﬁriculture made a positive contribution
to our balance of payments of around $15 billion last {ear

In our judgment the most positive way to address the balanoe-ot'})ament difficul-
ties is to stimulate U.S. exports. Some people in the Congress and elsewhere have
suggested a surcharge on imports arriving in the United States. That would be a
negative measure, and it could invite retaliation from our trading partners. There-
fore, the American Farm Bureau would like to see our trade deficit reduced in a
positive manner; i.e., through increased U.S. exports.

This positive approach has been the objective of the U.S. negotiators with whom
we have worked and whom we have advised through the course of the negotiations.
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These goals have been to; (1) Reduce tariffs; (2) eliminate or enlarge quotas; (3)
eliminate disguised trade restrictions; (4) establish codes of trading conduct; (5) bring
agricultural trade within the system; and (6) create forums for consultations, cooper-
ation, and the exchange of information.

Achievement of these goals is of interest to the American farmer who receives
about 30 cents out of each dollar of his gross income from exports. When the
American Farm Bureau Federation asked Ambassador Robert Strauss to bring back
from Geneva something meaningful to American Farmers, we had in mind the
removal of trade barriers and restrictions, to the extent possible, and improvement
of the rules under which trade takes place. Over the years there has been consider-
able erosion of the GATT trading rules. Complaints against violators have been

rocessed slowly and often with ineffective results. In addition, efficient American

armers have found themselves denied access to markets by ingenious contrivances

set up to impede or deny the flow of their exports. The problem has been further
compounded by the use of subsidies bg gsome of our trading partners, not only to
increase their exports to the United States but also to displace U.S. agricultural
exports in third country markets.

e nature and extent of the trade problems facing the American farmer in many
overseas markets made the task of the U.S. trade negotiators a formidable one. This
has been especially true in view of the protectionist climate that has prevailed
during the course of the negotiations and which continues at this moment. Protec-
tionism feeds on high unemployment, inflation, weak currencies, energy crises—ail
of which have characteri most of the national economies of both the advanced
and developing countries in recent years. Some industries and some labor groups in
our own country and in those countries that are our trading partners feel that they
would be better off behind a wall of protection. These groups give lip service to the
idea of trade expansion but immediately recite their own case as one that is so
exceptional that they must be “protected.” The American farmer heard similar
protectionist arguments in the early days of our nation when he sold his commod-
ities on world markets at competitive prices but had to buy manufactures from
protected “infant industries.” The American farmer is hopeful that the drift toward

rotectionism can be halted and reversed. American agriculture has a great deal to
ose if the Geneva trade package should not be approved by the Congress. Within
the past 10 years, the U.S. share of world trade has increased from 13 percent to 17
percent. We want to improve on this record.

Earlier I mentioned that, in view of the importance of increased agricultural
trade not only to the American farmer but also to our national economy, the
American Farm Bureau had asked Ambassador Strauss to be certain that the trade

ackage contained something meaningful to American agriculture, Ambassador

trauss and his negotiators accepted our challenge; and, with the difficulties that
are usual to international negotiators, have concluded and submitted a trade pack-
age for examination by the U.S. Congress.

That trade package should result in a net increase in U.S. farm exports of $500
million annually and will strengthen international trading rules that have been
eroded under the GATT.

Concessions received or granted.—A number of studies conclude that U.S. agricul-
ture is a major beneficiary of the trade negotiation results.

Concessions were made by foreign countries on approximately one-fourth of thse
U.S. agricultural exports presently restricted by trade barriers. Concessions were
received on about $4 billion worth of U.S. agricultural exports.

Concessions were made by the United States on $2.6 billion worth of agricultural
imports into the United States. Foreign agricultural imports into the United States
are ex to increase annually by about $175 million—compared to an increase
of $-00 million in exports.

Codes of trade conduct.—Two codes of importance to agriculture were negotiat-
ed—a subsidies/countervailing duty code and a standards code. Although a “proof of
injury” test, which we opposed, is a part of the subsidies code, there was a tradeoff
for the establishment of mechanisms for defense against injurious subsidized import
competition such as price undercutting in domestic markets and more effective
rules on the use of export subsidies in third country markets. The purpose of the
standards code is to discourage the use of product standards, testing and certifica-
tion systems as barriers to trade. the new code will establish dispute settlement
pr ures, facilitate the handling of complaints and (provide for retaliatory actions.

Commodity arra menls.-—Neﬁotiations included: (1) an International Diary Ar-
rangement to provide for an exchange of information and consultations to identify
remedies for serious market imbalances, as well as floor prices for world trade in
cheese, butter and nonfat dry milk; (2) a Bovine Meat Arrangement to provide for
information-sharing, market-monitoring, and regular consultations. These two com-
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modity arrangements will have virtually no effect on American agriculture. The
negottations failed to produce a Crsins Arrangement which, had it materialized,
would have caused concern to Farm Bureau.

I realize that some commodity groups may feel that the benefits to them are not
substantial. Some ma‘\; even feel that certain aspects are negative. Farm Bureau
however, must view the trade package in its totality. We must array the positive
factors against the negative ones. We have examined the kage in this manner,
and I am pleased to inform this Committee that the erican Farm Bureau
Federation rd of Directors met on June 6, 1979, and unanimously endorsed the
Geneva trade package. 1 have commended the U.S. trade negotiators for their
effective negotiations in Geneva which produced a trade paecia?e that will be
beneficial to U.S. agricultural exports and the incomes of American farmers.

Although we were hopeful that trade restrictions on American farm exports
would be lifted even more than they were, we are certain that the trade package,
viewed in its entirety, offers American farmers improved opportunities in overseas
markets. What was fven in the form of concessions on imports is relatively modest
in comparison with the benefits gained.

We are pleased that, in addition to better market access and lower duties on U.S.
farm exports, the trade package reflects considerable progress throught the estab-
lishment of new codes of conduct under which the ever-increasing volume of agricul-
tural trade will be carried out.

We believe that, considering the protectionist climate that currently prevails in
international forums, the U.S. trade negotiators obtained a result worthy of support.
Therefore, Farm Bureau urges the Congress to approve the trade package and
implementing legislation at an early date.

STATEMENT OF THE CONSUMERS FOR WORLD TRADE

Consumers for World Trade is gratified at the successful conclusion of the Multi-
lateral Trade Negotiations in Geneva, and respectfully urges this Committee and
the Congress to act favorably on the Trade Agreements Act of 1979 to implement
the agreements which have been reached.

Consumers for World Trade was organized early in 1978 by concerned citizens,
economists, trade experts and others alarmed by the growth of protectionist atti-
tudes in many quarters. We are keenly aware of inflationary pressures which are
hurting all ericans, especially the most vulnerable lower, middle and fixed-
income families. CWT supports expanded foreign trade to help promote healthy
economic growth at stable prices. We believe it 1s essential to support policies that
will expand choices for consumers, and will help to counteract inflationary price
increases which are now reported in almost every sector of the economy.

We have considered the negotiated agreements and the Trade Agreements Act in
the light of their impact upon the interesta of American consumers—the one ‘“‘spe-
cial interest” group which includes all Americans, ardless of job, income level,
age, sex or state of residence. We believe that this trade package, by lowering trade
barriers and expanding world trade, will help to provide consumers with the widest
possible choice of goods at the lowest possible prices, a matter of highest priority in
this time of continuing inflation.

In general, CWT believes that the agreements and the implementing legislation
constitute a major step towards modernizing and strengthening the world’s commer-
cial code, the GATT, as requested by Congress in the Trade Act of 1974. The
agreements provide a strong basis from which the trading world can—with deter-
mined leadership—progress towards a further liberalization of trade and the en-
forcement of a fair, open and equitable trading system. On the other hand, failure
by the United States to implement the agreements would signal our trading part-
ners that the U.S. is ready and willing to encourage the trading world to retreat to
a system of global protectionism—with the invevitable consequences of increased
inflation, loss of jobs, a further weakening of American industry’s productivity and
competitiveness, and s ation of the world economy.

w}i)fh respect to the reduction of tariff rates by 33 percent phased over a period of
eight years, CWT welcomes this step towards eventual further dismantling of tariff
barriers to trade. However we deeply regret that certain products which have a veri'
direct economic impact upon the consumer (e.g., certain types of shoes and apparel,
televisions, and steel products) were excluded from rate reduction. Of particular
concern to us are the steep price increases we will face for imported footwear. In
converting American Selling Price schedules to ad valorem duties, the administra-
tion has imposed duties which in effect are much higher than those levied under the
old ASP system. Even worse news for consumers, tariffs on lower-priced non-leather



626

shoes wil!l be almost double those imposed on higher-priced lines. And the adminis-
tration has proposed no phased cuts in shoe tariffs under the MTN agreements.

L is sometimes stated that tariffs no longer matter. The truth is that they remain
as the most pervasive restraint on international trade. Their effect is to raise prices
to ccnsumers, to distort the use of productive resources and to make national
econoniies less efficient.

With respect to the non-tariff barriers to trade, CWT strongly supports the
negotiated trade codes and the implementing legislation relating to these codes.
Non-tariff barriers have obstructed world trade at great costs to American exporters
of farm and manufactured products and have resulted in an additional inflationary
burden for the American consumer. .

The major codes covering subsidies and anti-dumping, customs valuations, Gov-
ernment procurement and standards should, if properly implemented and enforced,
substantially alleviate the negative aspects of unfair trade practices. We are disap-
pointed, however, that the code of conduct with respect to import controls, the
safeguards code, has not yet been successfully negotiated. We hope that Congress
will stress the importance of reaching an agreement on this code without undue
delays. The absence of such a code could contribute to a resurgence of world
protectionism that would seriously restrict the flow of world trade at great cost to
American consumers.

CWT would also like to express its strong concern that consumers will be ex-
cluded from representation on general policy advisory committees authorized under
Section 1103 of Title XI of the implementing legislation entitled “Advice from
Private Sector.” This Section, in amending Section 135 of the Trade Act of 1974,
fails to include consumer spokesmen along with representatives of U.S. industry,
labor, iculture, small business and other sectors on the advisory committees. We
believe it is imperative that the American consumer be directly represented in this
important advisory group and in others concerned with the formulation of U.S.
trade policies. It is essential that the American consumer’s interests be taken into
account in the consideration of such policies.

We emphasize that CWT supports vigorous and fair administration of statutes
designed to %li'otect U.S. workers and industries from unfair or unlawful foreign
competition. Those companies or workers adversely affected should be able to obtain
prompt resolution of their appeals and effective adjustment assistance, and those
suppliers who violate internationally-accepted codes should be subject to penalties
as provided by law.

In conclusion, Consumers for World Trade supports the thrust of the MTN agree-
ments as constructive steps in the direction of expanded trade that will benefit all
American consumers. We urge the Congress to approve the legislation necessary.to
implement these agreements.

TesTiMONY OF REv. J. BRYAN HEHIR POR THE UNITED STATES CATHOLIC
CONFERENCE -

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee: I am Reverend J. Bryan Hehir,
Associate Secretary of the Office of International Justice and Peace, United States
Catholic Conference (USCC). The USCC is the national-level, action agency of the
Catholic Bishops and represents the views and concerns of the Church on a broad
range of international and domestic policy issues. .

I wish to thank you and other members of the Committee for this opportunity to
present the views of the USCC on the recently negotiated multilateral trade agree-
ments and the accompanying implementing legislation.

1. PERSPECTIVE OF THE USCC

Other witnesses before this Committee have focused primarily on questions relat-
ing to how the MTN package will impact the U.S. economy. The U shares their
views that the trade agreements negotiated in Geneva must be carefully evaluated
in terms of their potential domestic effects particularly on employment and the

eneral economic welfare of the American public. We will touch on these questions
Eut propose to address the trade package primarily as regards its effects on the
interest of the developing countries. We do so because of the Church’s deep concerns
about the prevailing patterns of wealth and income distribution which condemn
hundreds of millions of people in develoging countries to a life of abject poverty.
With growing global interdependence, the international economic policies of the
United States and other major industrial powers are of increasing importance to the
success of developing countries’ efforts to achieve satisfactory rates of economic
growth and improve the welfare of their people. Of particular importance in this
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regard is the continuation of the post-World War I liberal trade policies so as to
promote the ﬁ.u'ther expansion of world trade and provide greater access to devel-
oped countries’ n:arkets for the products of developing countries.

. Exports are the principal source of developing countries’ foreign exchange earn-
ings needed to finance essential imports for development. The export earnings of the
non-oil producing developing countries now exceed the amount of concessional aid
they receive from western industrialized countries and Japan by more than nine to
one. Moreover, these i are becoming of increasing importance with the
persistent slow-down in the flow of development assistance in real terms and the
reluctance of major donor countries to significantly improve their present inad-
equate aid performance. Private and multilateral development bank financing have
helped importantly to bridge the gap between developing countries foreign excha
earnings and import requirements but there is a limit to how much additional debt
servicing many of these countries can carry unless their exports expand at a
satisfactory rate.

Without improved access for their exports the prospects of developing countries
being able to achieve even the most modest rates of economic growth in the years
immediately ahead appear very bleak indeed. Except for the oil producers, most
developing countries face growing foreign exchange stringencies as a result of
soaring petroleum and other import costs, the slow-down in the economic growth
rates of industrialized countries and rising debt service burdens. After a brief period
of improvement following the huge 1974-75 increases, the current account balance-
of-ppdymenta deficits of the non-oil producing developing countries, are :Fam rising
rapidly and approaching what the managigg director of the International Monetary
Fund describes as “‘alarming levels.” In 1979, these deficits are expected to exceed
$40 billion as compared with $31 billion last year and $11 billion in 1973. The
extenal debts of developing countries are estimated to be approaching 3300 billion,
and some borrowers are verging on the edge of bankr »tcy with debt service
charges accounting for 30 percent of their export earnings.

The liberal trade policies of the past quarter century cont.ibuted importantly to
the unprecedented post-war expansion of world trade. A number of developing
countries with the productive capacity to take advanta%e of the increasing export
market opportunities clearly benefited. But in general these benefits were not
shared equitably between developed and developing countries. In part at least this
was a consequence of: (1) The weak aining power of most devel&pigg countries;
(2) the emphasis in previous multilateral trade negotiations on tari uctions for
products principally of interest to developed countries willing and able to offer
reciprocal concessions; and (3) the reluctance of industrialized countries to free up
their markets for sensitive labor intensive products like textiles for which the
developing countries enjoy a comparative advantage.

The late Pope Paul VI, in his encyclical letter The Development of Peoples,
argued that, “in the trade carried on between rich and poorer economies conditions
are too disimilar and opportunities for action too unequal.” Therefore, *“The concept
of justice to be worthy of man and correct demands that in international trade at
least some 'equitable and equal opportunity of buying and selling be given to

competitors.

Aﬂfwugh the GATT rules r ize the need for special measures to promote the
trade of developing countries which may derogate from the most-favored-nation
principle, modest acceptance of this concept occurred only recently with the adop-
tion of the generalized sgstem of preferences.

That the benefits of the post-war expansion of trade were not shared equitably is
acknowledged in the Tokg: ministerial declaration of 1973 launching the N
which called for “‘a better balance as between developed and deve oping countries in
the sharing of the advantages resulting from this expansion * * * .

1I. THE UBSCC EVALUATION OF THE MTN

The USCC finds the results of the MTN disappointing in terms of achieving this
better balance. The depth of tariff cuts is considerably less than authorized by the
Trade Act of 1974. As in previous multilateral trade negotiations, products mainl
of interest to developed countries received the greatest consideration even thoug
one of the principle objectives of the negotiations as stated in the Tokyo Declaration
was to provide a '‘substantial improvement in the conditions of access for the
products of interests to developing countries.” A number of major developing coun-
try exports either were excluded or given lower tariff cuts than the average. No
steps were taken to dismantle existing rigid quantitative restrictions on important
developing country products. Quite the contrary the United States and other indus-
trialized countries imposed a heavy price on domestic consumers and devéloping
country suppliers in terms of additional quantitative restrictions in imports, in
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order to appease domestic protectionist interests. While “differential and more
favorable treatment” of develoii e;untries is authorized, it is left to individual
developed countries to decide whether and to what extent they should provide such
treatment. And some important ol:i'ectives of the Trade Act were not achieved or
even addressed. We hoTe the extended negotiating authority provided in the imple-
menting legislation will give primary attention to filling in these gaps and correct-
ing these imbalances.

pite these severe limitations, the USCC supports the MTN package. On bal-
ance 1t represents a worthwile step forward along the path of trade liberalization
which should serve the best interests of both devﬂg{ying countries and the United
States. In fact it is somewhat surprising that the N accomplished as much as it
did given the serious domestic and international economic problems facing most of
the participants.

The tariff cuts will bring some modest benefits to developing countries especially
the newly industrialized ones. How much the developing countries will benefit from
the codes depends importantly on how they are enforced by the United States and
other industrialized countries. If they are applied in the spirit of the agreed frame-
work language of the GATT and the codes which calls for “differential and more
favorable treatment”’ of developing countries they could benefit them significantly.
However, if the codes are interpreted and enforced restrictivetl{ to accommodate
domestic protectionist pressures the developing countries would be the main vic-
tims. Therefore, it is important Congress and the Administration take whatever
steps may be necessary to grevent this from happening and to see that the codes are
applied in a fair and even-handed manner.

Kpproval of the MTN package is no less important to help ensure the continu-
ation of the post-war liberal trade policies. If the United States rejects the agree-
ments it would be a clear signal to other countries that this country has chosen
instead to go down the path of increased protectionism. Undoubtedly they would
follow our lead and begin to take for cover. Urgently needed closer international
cooperation in other vital areas like energy, monetary and fiscal policy and growth
rates would be seriously undermined. The end result could be a disastrous begger-
my-neighbor-policy in the difficult period immediately ahead when just the opposite
approach is required.

III. THE DEVELOPING COUNTRIES AND THE MTN

(a) Tariffs.— As in previous multilateral trade negotiations the tariff cuts agreed
to in the MTN will not benefit developing countries as much as the devZﬂped
nations. According to an analysis prepa) by the GATT Secretariat, duties on
products of interest to developing countries will decline about 25 percent as com-
pared with average overall reductions of 35 to 38 percent. On the other hand it
must be recognized that the deeper cuts on higher technology products could brin
fairly quick benefits to a limited number of developing countries with advan
industrial capabilities.

In the case of the United States, the average depth of cut on imports from
developing countries is approximately 25 percent against 30 percent overall. The
lower figure largely reflects below average reductions on sensitive items of major
exgort interest to developing countries like textiles and clothing (20 percent),
rubber, leather and travel goods (16 percent) and the complete exclusion of products
like steel, color televisions, shoes, industrial fasteners and flass beads. Limiting or
excluding these products would appear to smack of overkill since they already are
subject to rigorous quantitative limitations. Unlike other developed countries, the
United States in 20 bilateral agreements negotiated with developing countries re-
quired some, (aithough not full) reciprocal tariff and non-tariff conceseions.

Some tariff concessions were made in the U.S. implementing legislation which
should bring modest additional benefits to developing countries. For example, stag-
ing of tariff cuts will not be required on non-sensitive imports from the least-
developed developing countries. They will immediately enjoy the full benefits of the
U.S. tariff reductions. Certain modifications also were made which liberalize the
U.S. generalized system of preferences such as the elimination of the competitive
need restriction on U.S. imports of products valued at §1 million or less per annum.

No estimates have come to our attention of how much U.S. imports from develop-
ing countries can be expected to increase as a result of the MTN tariff reductions.
Estimates based on a recent Brookings Institution stud: sufgest developing coun-
tries’ export world-wide might increase by as much as g'z billion per annum when
all the tariff reductions come into affect. While this seems rather a modest gain it is
nonetheless two or three times more than the estimated trade benefits developi
countries derive from the generalized system of preferences to which they attac
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such great importance. Additionally developing countries should benefit from the
elimination of certain non-tariff barriers on their agricultural products.

. (b) The codes.— The codes offer the advantage of stricter rules of conduct on such
important government policies and practices as export subsidies, government pro-
curement, product standards and customs valuation methods as well as strength-
ened dispute settlement procedures and machinery. They will also require govern-
ments to be mcreaainglg more open in providing information about these practices.
If administered fairly the codes could open up new trade opportunities for develop-
ing countries and even more importantly help deter arbitrary and unwarranted
restrictive action against thier exports.

Aside from the fact that the codes recognize the need for special treatment of
developing countries, there are at least three good reasons why developed countries
should provide such treatment. First most developing countries cannot compete on
an equal basis with the industries of developed countries. Second the praviousl
mentioned protectionist concessions made by many industrialized countries, inch.ml‘I
ing the United States, to enlist the support of powerful special interest groupe for
the MTN were made largely at the expense of developing countries. Thus for
example the Administration’s recent led‘; to tighten existing restrictions on im-
ports of textiles and apparel could reduce the rate of growth of such imports into
the United States under the GATT multifibers agreement from more than 6 percent
per annum to as little as the domestic consumption growth rate of 2 percent. Third
the non-oil producer developing countries as a group run a large trade deficit in
manufactures with the United States and are not a contributor to our balance of
payments problems. In a sense there is built-in reciprocity when trade concessions
are made by developed to developing countries since thei' are chronically short of
foreign exchange and spend everything they have available from exports to finance

imports.

’F:e two codes where we believe special consideration and treatment of developing
countries is particulat(l%&iesirable are the Subsidies and Countervailing Dutiee ]
and the Procurement e. .

Among other things we believe the Subsidies Code should have included extension
of the injury test to subsidized exports from developing countries as well as exports
sold at less than fair market value whether or not these countries sign the code. We
also would have favored exempting exports from the least-developed developing
countries from countervailing duties, or else taxing them at reduced rates except in
very exceptional circumstances. These countries which account for less than one
percent of U.S. imports and are primarily exporters of raw materials would aprear
to offer little threat to U.S. industry for some time to come. We also believe

rishables from developing countries like fruit and vegetables ought to be exempt

rom countervailing because of the threat such action poses for thousands of impov-
erished workers in Mexico, the heavy cost it will im on American consumers
and the damage it will do to U.S.-Mexican relations. We hope Congress will address
these possibilities at an early date.

The only potentially valuable concession to developing countries in the code is the
authority to suspend countervailing duties action provided the offending country
agrees to geha.se out its subsidy or dumping practices within a reasonable period of
time. We believe that in negotiating such phase-outs careful consideration needs to
be given to the needs and particular circumstances of each developing country, as
welTas to how real the threat of material injury is to U.S. producers and workers.

In this connection we share the concern voi lal others about the dilution of the
definition of the term “material injury” in the U.S. implementing legislation. To
define material injury as “harm which is not inoonaguenﬁal. material, or unimpor-
tant” seems to us to open the door to ruling that almost any kind of damage, no
matter how minimal, qualifies as material. Such an interpretation would be icu-
larly damaging to developing countries. We believe material injury should be de-
fined, as in Webster's dictionary, to mean “having real importance or great conse-
quence’’. To use countervailing measures when damage is minimal not only would
appear to be contrary to the intent of the code but unfair to American consumers.

e see no good reason to deny hard-pressed consumers the benefits of subsidized
exports if the subsidies are causing little harm to American producers.

e are pleased to note that in the case of the Procurement Code the implement-
ing legislation authorizes the President to designate least-developed developing
countries beneficiaries without requiring that they be signatories or provide appro-
priate reciprocal procurement opportunities. We hope all least-developed developing
countries will be so designated.

(¢) Graduation.— In exchange for frame work language in the MTN gackage
which permits differential and more favorable treatment to be extended to develop-
ing countries, the developing countries, agreed to the so-called principle of “gradua-
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tion.” This requires them to gradually assume greater obligations under the provi-
sions of the GATT, including making reciprocal trade concessions, as their economic
capacity to do so increases. We believe this is & reasonable requirement but one that
needs to be applied very gradually to take account of continuing wide economic
disparities between the less develgFed and developed countries. A number of devel-
oping countries like South Korea, Taiwan, Singapore and Brazil have become highly
export competitive in certain industries and should be able to free up their mall'iets

radually to foreign competition. Such action will serve both their own economic
interests and those of foreign suppliers.

1V. IMPACT ON THE U.8. ECONOMY

Estimates prepared by the Brooking Institution and others indicate the MTN
should bring worthwhile overall economic benefits to the U.S. economy and Ameri-
can consumer. When fully phased-in the tariff cuts combined with the nontariff
barrier codes will yield benefits amounting to at least $10 billion annually. These
gains include consumer savings on imports, ter economies of scale as a result of
expanded exports and the stimulus to productivity and technological progress in
American industry. . .

Import liberalization can pla¥ an important role in combatting inflation. Accord-
ing to a recent study prepared for the American Retail Federation and the National
Retail Merchants Association imported goods purchased by low-income consumers
may be as much as 13.1 percent cheaper than comparable U.S. produced goods. In
addition to the direct benefits of lower prices imports have an important restraining
effect on prices charged by domestic producers. .

Arthur Okun former Chairman of the Council of Economic Advisers, in testimony
before the Joint Economic Committee last month listed barriers to imports amon,
the more important contributors to recent serious inflationary pressures in the U.S.
According to the World Bank new U.S. trade restrictions agphed between 1976 and
1977 are estimated to have raised consumer costs for sugar by $660 million, for meat
by $400 million to $800 million, for carbon steel by $1.2 billion, for TV sets by $500
million and for footwear up $1.2 billion. This adds up to a consumer cost of $50,000
a year for each job protected. A more comprehensive study prepared by David
Hartman of Harvard University puts the costs to U.S. consumer of protectionist
arrangements at $15 billion per annum. Protection can be expensive.

According to a Congressional Budget Office study the tariff cuts agreed to under
the MTN when fully phased-in will reduce the rate of U.S. inflation by one-half of
one percent per annum. As pointed out by a Brookings Institution study this impact
is fairly significant especially when looked at in terms of the trade-offs between
employment and inflation. To reduce inflation by one percent ia the United States,
ge_xl\lqrally t:;aquirm an increase in unemployment of 1.5 percentage points, costing 1.4
million jobs.

The effects of the MTN on the U.S. balance of payments and employment should
be minimal but positive. Increased U.S. imports resulting from tariff cuts are
expected to be moderately less than export gains of about $3 billion per year. In
addition, since the U.S. tradin si\;stem 1s generally more open than those of other
n‘;ajor exporters it is estimated the codes will also yield a net trade advantage to
this country.

Most est?'mates place the number of jobs that will be lost as a result of the MTN
tariff cuts at somewhat more than one-tenth of one percent of the U.S. labor force
or about 135,000 jobs over an eight year period. According to a Labor Department
analysis, this is expected to be slightly exceeded by the job gains resulting from
increased production for export.

We recognize the workers who are displaced, mostly low-paid and unskilled, are
not the same as the semi-gkilled and skilled as well as farm workers who will find
newly created job opportunities. And we do not believe that the negative impacts of
the MTN which promise substantial overall benefits to the American economy
should be borne by a small group of workers and firms. We therefore strongly
su;;p;_)rt effective government programs to assist these adversely impacted workers
and firms.

However, we do not believe existing programs of adjustment assistance represent
an adequate response to the problem. By and large such assistance agpears to have
operated primarily as a form of relief. According to some observers the effects have
been to bolster the defenses against imports by delaying the needed transfer of
resources from ailing low productivity industries to htfher productivity activities.
The problems these adversely impacted firms and industries face largely reflect
longer-term structural weakness and loss of comparative advantage. We believe this
requires that adjustment assistance programs be reshaped to give greater emphasis
to shifting labor and capital to more technologically advanced and competitive
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activities. This calls for greater emphasis on vocational training, placement services,
technological innovation, attracting new industries to distressed areas and the like.
It also calls for more advance planning and preparations, including some form of
early warning system to flag potential serious dislocation problems in the years
ahead as a result of import competition.

Unless the United States and other industrialized countries be%in to adopt trade
adjustment Folicies directed at promoting such needed structural changes, the op-
portunities for low-paid unskilled workers to improve their employment prospects
will continue to be hampered, and imports of low-cost labor intensive products from
developing countries will continue to be severely controlled.

Such policies could cost considerably more than present adjustment assistance
programs. However, the economic benefits of trade liberalization to the population
at large both now and over the longer term are many times greater than existing
programs cost. There is thus a very large margin available for increasing exé)endx-
tures to finance effective structural adjustments p ams to deal with the adverse
affects of import competition and still coming out well ahead.

V. GAPS IN THE MTN PACKAGE

The f ‘ure of the MTN to reach expected agreement on a safeguards code and a
new inwrnational wheat agreement, and to deal with the problems of assuring
United States access to essential raw material supplies leaves serious gaps in the
trade package. We believe the United States should press vigorously to fill these

gaps.

(1) The safeguards code.—It is generally recognized that the existing GATT rules
(Article XIX) to safeguard domestic producers from temporary upsurges of imports
have not been effective. Few countries observe the rules. So-ca!led temporary re-
strictions often are maintained indefinitely; objective criteria as to when safeguard
actions are justified are lacking and many restrictive arrangements such as “volun-
tary” export controls are negotiated outside the GATT framework to avoid retali-
ation. Clearly there is a n for t?hter multilateral trade rules to provide better
discipline in this important area and afford greater protection to both exporters and
importers. Hopefully this would bring more safeguard actions under the discipline
of GATT rules and procedures and help avoid present arbitrary and often unfair
actions by developed countries against developing countries imports.

Efforts to meet this need by negotiating a safeguards code in the MTN have not
succeeded so far because of the insistence of some industrialized countries that
importers be allowed to take safeguard action selectively afainst the products of one
or more countries rather than on such products from all sources. The developing
countries understandably op, the selectivity approach, which is a violation of
existing GATT rules, since they are the most likely targets, and often have little
power to retaliate. The USCC believes the United States should support the develop-
ing country position. However, in the event some concessions to selectivity are
necessary In order to reach agreement on an otherwise reasonably satisfactory
safeguards code, we believe the United States should insist that selective action be
allowed only if ‘justiﬁed by a mulitilateral fact-finding panel. We would also favor
the exclusion of exports from the least-develo developing countries from safe-
guards action given their limited power to retaliate and very modest levels of their
exports of manufactures.

(2) The wheat agreement and global food security.—The failure to negotiate a new
and more effective international wheat agreement continues to block action to help
stabilize wheat prices and provide for a world food security sgstem as called for by
the World Food Conference of 1974. A major reason for the breakdown of negotia-
tions was the inability of the participants to agree on a trigger price for the release
of stocks from nationally held reserves, although other issues such as the size of the
stocks and their financing also could not be resolved.

The United States apparently bears a good deal of the responsibility for this
disagreement because of its insistence on a high trigger release price which was
unacceptable to developing countries. This price reportedly was close to the peaks
reaching during the 1974-75 food crisis and well above the trigger prices governing
present U.S. farmer-held reserves. A proposal by India to fix the trigger release

rice at the level provided by U.S. domestic legislation was rejected by the United

tates.

The USCC strongly sugports the establishment of an international grain reserve
system to help assure that commercial export demands as well as humanitarian
needs can be met in times of crop shortages and to protect consumers from spiraling
foud costs. In periods of surplus, the diversion of supplies to the reserve will help
reduce the downward pressures on prices and protect the income of farmers.
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An international system of grain reserves is particularly important for developing
countries which have become heavily dependent on grain imports and therefore are
increasingly vulnerable to shortages and rising prices. The tripling of wheat prices
between 1972 and 1974 imposed almost as severe, and in some cases more severe
financial hardships on developing countries as the accompanying rises in petroleum
prices. In addition, the neediest developing countries had to absorb a drastic cutback
in food aid of more than 50 percent.

We, therefore, hope the United States will take a more flexible position on the
release price for reserves as well as on other unresolved issues so that an effective
international wheat agreement can be concluded at an early date. Unless action is
taken soon the opportunity may be lost to take advantage of four years of bumper
world crops and ample food supplies. Recent projections by the U.S. Department of
Agriculture, the Food and Agriculture Organization and the World Food Council,
indicate the world again may be entering a period of erratic production and higher
prices. If there should be a recurrence of poor crops as in 1972-74, and no interna-
tional system of grain reserves is in place to help stabilize prices and provide for the
orderly release of stocks, another food crisis could well take place.

The USCC also supports the conclusion of a new food aid convention as a part of
the wheat agreement negotiations, raising the minimum annual commitment of
food assistance from all donors to poor developing countries from the present level
of 4.3 million to 10 million tons, of which the U.S. share would be 4.47 million tons.

(3) Access to supplies and commodity price stabilization.—Agreements to assure
orderly access to sources of supply for essential raw materials at fair and reasonable
prices, was considered an important negotiating objective of the Trade Act of 1974.
This no doubt reflected U.S. concerns at the time that the world might be entering
a period of persistent raw material shortages. When this threat failed to materialize
and the problem became generally one of oversupply rather than shortages, except
for petroleum, interest in the access question apparently evaporated.

While there may be relatively few shortages now, many experts believe adequacy
of supplies could be a serious problem in the nct-too distant future if not addressed
now. It is a question that significantly affects the interests both of developing
countries, which depend heavily on raw material exports for essential foreign ex-
change earnings and industrialized countries, which are becoming increasingly de-
pendent on external sources of supply.

The USCC believes the proposals of the Third World for an integrated commodity
program and a so-called common fund offer a useful framework for mutually benefi-
cial cooperation between industrialized and developing countries to bring more
order into the world's raw material markets and to help assure adequacy of sup-
plies. Commodity stabilization agreements, with buffer stock arrangements could
help reduce the wild swings in commodity prices resulting from cycles of scarcity
and oversupply and underinvestment and excess capacity. Recent estimates by
Professor Behrman, of the University of Pennsylvania, in a study prepared for the
Overseas Development Council, suggest a buffer stock program covering a limited
number of commodities could yield substantial economic gains to both consumers
and producers. Supprisingly these benefits, according to the study, would have been
substantially greater for industrial country consumers than developing country
producers if such a program had been in operation during the period 1963-72.

Such arrangements could be strengthened by including a global information and
an early warning system to anticipate potential emergencies and project longer
term trends. Developed country participation in the individual commodity agree-
ments could bé conditioned upon the inclusion of supply assurances, within a
certain price range and agreement on international guidelines covering resort to
export restraints. And steps should be taken to follow up on the U.S. proposal made
at the Seventh Special Session of the U.N. General Assembly in 1975 for a new
international effort to help finance the orderly expansion of raw material resources
in developing countries.

All this requires the United States to take a more positive attitude toward the
developing countries’ commodity proposals. U.S. support and that of some other
major industrialized countries for such arrangements has been at best lukewarm
and, as a result, progress has been painfully slow. It has taken more than four years
to reach agreement on the basic elements of a watered down common fund with
many of the details still to be worked out. Even more discouraging is the lack of
progress made in negotiating individual buffer stock agreements, without which the
common fund will be only a hollow structure.
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StaTEMENT oF DAvip C. WILLIAMS, SENIOR ResearcH FeLLow, COUNCIL ON
HEMISPHERIC AFPAIRS

SUMMARY

The Council on Hemispheric Affairs ts that international fair labor stand-
ards were not negotia in the Tokyo Round, although the Trade Act of 1974
. directed the President to seek their adoption. It urges that the negotiation of
international fair labor standards be placed at the top of GATT's agenda for the
coming months, holding that, in this era of increasing stress on human rights in
U.S. foreign policy, it is an idea whose time has come.

Mﬁ name is David C. Williams, and I am a Senior Research Fellow of the Council
on Hemispheric Affairs. The Council is a non-governmental organization of promi-
nent Americans who are concerned with relations between the United States and
Latin America and who come from Congressional, labor, Hispanic, business, profes-
sional, religious, and academic backgrounds. The Council been particularly
concerned with human rights in Latin America—and human rights, as you know, is
becoming more and more the soul of American foreign policy.

I thank you, Mr. Chairman, for grovid' me with this opportunity to testify on
behalf of the Council on Hemispheric airs with regard to the Tokyo Round
package of trade agreements. I was an official in the Office of the Special Repre-
sentative for Trade Negotiations during the Kennedy Round years. I have there?ore
followed with particular interest the pro'grees of the Tokyo Round of multilateral
trade negotiations under the auspices of the General Agreement on Tariffs and
Trade (GATT).

My testimony today concerns not what is included in the agreement before you,
but a very important issue—a basic issue of human rights—which has been regret-
tably left out of it. In enacting the Trade Act of 1974, the Congress directed the
President, in Section 121(aX4) of the Act, to seek “adoption of international fair
labor standards.” Last year, Congressman Reuss introduced a concurrent resolution
requesting the inclusion of environmental, safety, and health standards in the
GATT negotiations. Responding to this initiative, Ambassador Strauss wrote to
Congressman Reuss on June 27, 1978, that an inter-agency task force on labor
standards and trade distortions had been set up to carry out the Congressional
mandate. The Ambassador stated that “we do not want * * * U.S. willingness to
protect the environment and our workers to disadvantage the very U.S. producers
willing to pay such costs.”

I understand that the task force did do a very substantial amount of exploratory
work on this matter. So did other governments. But nothit:s, in fact, was achieved
in this regard during the Tokfo Round—although the United States and the Nordic
nations did raise the issue. It remains, in our view, the most urgent unfinished
business before the GATT and the nations ne‘gotiating under its auspices.

In the meanwhile, an increasing amount of attention has been given to this issue,
particularly by the trade unions. Our own AFL-CIO has been in the forefront, but
so have international trade union organizations such as the International Metal-
workers Federation (IMF). Incidentally, two American affiliates of the IMF—the
UAW and the Machinists Union—are represented in the Council on Hemispheric
Affairs and actively support international fair labor standards.

Indeed, the President of the UAW, Douglas A. Fraser, has declared: “The Con-
gress should require the Administration to initiate a new round of GATT negotia-
tions on international fair labor standards, backed by a provision that would limit
approval of the (Tokyo Round) trade ageement to a specified period of time, unless,
within that period, there is submitted to and approved by Congress an additional
agreement providing for such labor standards.” _

What do these unions want? First and foremost, they stress freedom of associ-
ation. Free to organize and bargain collectively, unions can—experience has
shown—deal vex? effectively with many of the problems which confront workers.

The banning of child labor and of forced labor are high on the unions’ agenda. So
are equal pay for equal work and the banning of discrimination against minorities.

Minimum wages and maximum hours are long-standing goals of the labor move-
ment.

New among labor’s objectives, but of rapidly growing importance, is the protection
of workers against toxic substances in the workplace.

For America’s workers, international fair labor standards are a matter not only of
the traditional solidarity among the world’s workers, but of simple self-defense. Qur
world is becoming, economically, increasingly interdependent. The sweatshop exploi-
tation of workers today in some remote corner of the world can tomorrow mean the
loss of jobs for American workers. The loss of these jobs—and the human dignity.



634

that goes with employment—is a calamity for the workers involved; it can also be a
disaster for the community in which they live.

The expansion of international trade—designed to promote the security and living
standards of the world’s peoples—becomes a mockery when the products of starva.
tion-pay workers abroad drive out of the marketplace the products of more ade-
quately-paid American workers. Indeed, the products of foreign sweatshops appear
in our stores not only under their own names. Thanks to the mushrooming of the
industrial practice known as ‘‘foreign sourcing,” they turn up as components of
products which, to all appearances, look 100% American.

Mr. Chairman, it is not fair international trade for our workers to have to
compete with the exports of countries like Argentina and Chile, where unions are
ruthlessly repressed and where their leaders are imprisoned or murdered. In Chile,
for example, the purchasing power of the workers' wages has been forced down 40%
since 1974. Argentine workers have also suffered a dramatic drop in their real
wages. Tragically, these two nations had previously been in the forefront of efforts
to create a vigorous and democratic trade union movement.

Mr. Chairman, it is not fair international trade when U.S. asbestos processors,
unwilling to meet the legal standards for occupationsl health and safetg:l in the
United States, transfer their ‘‘dirty” operations across the border into Mexico—
where they are carrying them on with apparent utter disregard not only for the
health of their workers, but that of the residents of surrounding communities as
well. And then they export their products back to the United States! .

This may be only the beginning. A study by the Congressional Office of Technol-
ogy Assessment warns that: “U.S. pollution control laws and occupational health
standards may soon lead to wholesale exodus in major industries, as manufacturers
move to avoid the large costs imposed here while continuing to sell their products in
the United States.”

We recognize that it is obviously impossible to impose U.S. standards on the rest
of the world. But it does seem to us possible—indeed, urgent—to secure multination-
al agreement that certain workplace practices, many of which are already widely
acknowledged to be offensive to human dignity, are no longer tolerable in the
production of goods for international trade. It should be possible to outlaw wages
which are obscenely low, even for traditionally low-wage economies—for example,
the top wage for miners at Bolivia's largest tin mine is $14 for a seven-day week.

Many important work standards are already embodied in the conventions adopted
over the years by the International Labor Organization (ILO). These conventions, as
you know, are formulated on a tripartite consensus basis, with government, man-
agement, and labor representatives from many nations participating.

The inclusion of lug-type fair labor standards—as a “social clause” in the GATT
or as a code to which the nations can subscribe—will re?uire patient and persistent
multinational negotiations. The international trade of some countries has been
based upon the denial of fair labor standards, sometimes with the excuse that this is
essential to meet their development needs. But this kind of development is self-
defeating, as it benefits only a privileged elite in the countries concerned, leaving
the vast mass of the ﬂeople mired in poverty.

I should note at this point that the United States need not rely exclusively on
multinational negotiations. It can unilaterally give or withhold tari{f concessions
under the Generalized System of Preferences (GSP). This is already subject to
conditions—for example, preferences are withheld from Venezuela and Ecuador,
unfairly in our view, gecause they are members of OPEC, even though they did not
participate in the 1973 Arab oil boycott. The United States could, at its own
discretion, withhold preferences from countries which flagrantly violate human
rights—and, indeed, the European Community is already considering doing so.

t does, inevitably, take longer to achieve results in multinational negotiations. It
may be necessary to pick and choose—this, after all, is the art of the skilled
negotiator—those labor standards on which ment can most readily and

romptly be reached. Once the principle is established, the area of agreement can
ﬁe expanded in subsequent years and subsequent negotiations.

The important thing is to make a beginning. That is why, on behalf of the Council
on Hemispheric Affairs, I urge that the United States call for the negotiation of
international fair labor standards to be placed at the top of GATT’s agenda of work
for the coming months. It is high time that GATT acquired that kind of a human
dimension.

It has been said that more powerful than an army with banners is an idea whose
time has come. I maintain that the inclusion of international fair labor standards in
the rules of world trade is indeed an idea whose time has come. It is more than a
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matter of economics. It is a simple imgerative of human n?hts. And, as President
Carter said last December: “Human rights is the soul of our foreign policy.”

WasningToN, D.C., July 16, 1979.

Hon. ABraHAM A. RiBicory,
Chairman, Committee on Finance, Subcommittee on International Trade,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: This is in reference to the Press Release of the Subcommit-
tee on International Trade, Committee on Finance, United States Senate (sometimes
hereinafter referred to as the ‘“‘Subcommittee’), of June 21, 1979, % ing the
Subcommittee’s public hearing on the Trade Agreements Act of 1 (S. 1376).

The purpose of this letter and the attached materials submitted on behalf of
Cargill Incorporated is to govide Members and staff of the Subcommittee with our
comments and recommendations regarding needed changes in United States tax-
ation of foreign source income and related matters with particular reference to the
linkage of tax and trade issues and the need for legislative changes in the context of
the Tokyo Round of multilateral trade negotiations (“MTN") and related interna-
tional proceedings to preserve the competitive pogition of United States firms en-
gaged in international trading of agricultural commodities.

e wish to thank the Members of the Subcommittee for their continuing efforts
to provide representatives of the private sector an opportunity to express views on
international tax and trade matters. We are particularly concerned about the need
for timely changes regarding United States taxation of foreign source income in the
context of the MTN agreements and related international trade proceedings. Previ-
ous materials concerning certain of these issues were provided to the House Wa
a‘r‘\d Mm 8Commit,t‘ee and the Senate Finance Committee during years 19715
throug .

In accordance with recent international tax and trade developments, including
the MTN, with icular reference to the subsidies and Countervailing Duty Code,
the November 1976 Panel Decisions under the auspices of the General ment of
Tariffs and Trade on certain tax practices of the United States, France, Belgium
and the Netherlands, and various éroceedmgs and deliberations of the House Ways
and Means Committee and the Senate Finance Committee, we urge the United
States Congress, and more specifically the Members, of the House Ways and Means
Committee and the Senate Finance Committee, to adopt necessary changes in
United States federal income tax law to place United States owned firms engaged in
international trading of agricultural commodities on a substantially equivalent tax
footing with their foreign owned competitors.

Again, we wish to express our appreciation to the Members and staff of the
Subcommittee, and we urge the Congress to proceed, as expeditiously as possible,
with the necessary legislative changes to preserve and improve the competitive
position of United States firms engaged in international trading of agricultural
commodities in an effort to reduce the continuing and substantial United States
trade deficit with other trading nations.

Respectifully submitted,

Paut H. DELANEY, Jr.

Enclosure.

49-426 0 - 79 - pt.2 - 10
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Comments and Recommendations regarding United States
Taxation of Foreign Sourxce Income and Related Matters
with Particular Reference to the Linkage of Tax and Trade
Issues and the Need for Legislative Changes in the Context
of the Tokyo Round of Multilateral Trade Negotiations
and Related International Proceedings to
Preserve the Competitive Position of United States
Firms Enqaged in International Trading
of Agricultural Commodities

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this memorandum is to recommend needed
changes in United States taxation of foreign source income in the
context of the Tokyo Round of multilateral trade negotiations (“MTN")
and related international proceedings to preserve the competitive
position of United States firms engaged in international trading of
agricultural commodities. The proposed changes have important
international trade implications, and recent developments suggest
the timeliness of making these changes during Congressional
consideration of the Trade Agreements Act of 1979 and implementation
of the MTR international agreements.

In accordance with recent international tax and trade
developments, including the MTN, with particular reference to the
Subsidies and Countervailing Duty Code ("Subsidies Code"). the
November 1976 Panel Decisions under the auspices of the General
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade ("GATT") on certain tax practices
of the United States, France, Belgium and the Netherlands ("GATT
Panel Decisions”), and various proceedings and deliberations of the
House Ways and Means Committee and the Senate Finance Committee,
it is urged that the United States Congress, and more specifically
the Members of the House Ways and Means Committee and the Senate
Finance Committee, adopt necessary changes in United States federal
income tax law to place United States owned firms engaged in inter-
national trading of agricultural commodities on a substantially
equivalent tax footing with their foreign owned competitors.
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Subpart F was added to the United States Internal Revenue
Code under the provisions of the Revenue Act of 1962. 1Its effect is _
to tax on a current basis the undistributed earnings and profits of
United States owned foreign based trading companies {contolled
foreign corporations). Before 1962 such income was taxed like
income of other foreign corporations, only when it was repatriated
to the United States. The effect of Subpart F has been to discourage
the formation and operation of United States owned foreign based
trading companies by placing them at a significant disadvantage in
their competition with foreign owned trading companies. No
other major trading nation taxes such income of international
trading companies prior to repatriation, and in point of fact, many
countries do not tax this income at all., 1Instead, recognizing the
value of such trading companies in expanding domestic exports, most
nations have actively encouraged and supported the formation ard X
growth of such companies. Japanese and European international
trading companies have been especially successful in exploiting
opportunities in world markets.

It is understandable that international trade considerations
played so limited a part in the discussions and considerations which
led to Subpart F in 1962. At that time, the United States was still
the dominant world economic power, with large year-to-year surpluses
on trade account. These circumstances have changed in recent years.
The United States position in world trade has deteriorated as other
nations have emerged as strong competitors. Consistent United
States surpluses have given way to large deficits. Thexe is a
growing concensus that steps must now be taken to increase United
States competitiveness in all international markets.

Notwithstanding the enactment pf Subpart P in 1962, several
United States based international trading companies were able to
continue operations under significant exceptions and escape valves
which the Congress included as a part of Subpart F. These . :
firms have played a major role in the rapid expansion of.United States
farm exports in the past 15 years.

FPurther amendments to the Internal Revenue Code enacted
in 1975 have eliminated or drastically reduced the scope of these
exceptions. The effect has been to undermine the competitive position
of United States international agricultural trading firms. These firms
cannot absorb the tax disadvantages imposed by amended Subpart F as
they possess no unique advantages such as established brand franchises
or product superiority. The products which these United States
international trading firms offer, raw or semi-processed agricultural
commodities, are the same products offered by their foreign owned
competitors; these products are acquired from the same sources and
sold to the same ultimate customers. Traditionally low margins in
this commerce offer limited, if any, opportunity for absorbing
significant cost disadvantages.
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United States owned international trading firms faced with
this reality have two choices: they can slowly surrender their -
business to foreign owned trading firms not subject to United States
tax jurisdiction and control, or they can share (or give up)
control of their foreign based international trading operations
with foreign interests not subject to United States tax Jjurisdiction
and control. In either event, the United States loses in this
process., First, the United States is surrendering i?poztant
advantages in world trade. While foreign based trading companies
typically trade in farm commodities from all origins, United States
owned firms gain most from sales of United States commodities
because such firms maintain large capital investments in facilities
which can be used only in originating commodities produced in the
United States. Active participation in all world markets by United
States firms assures that in any negotiation involving agricultural
products, United States interests in selling are actively represented.
Sharing of ownership and control of these firms with foreign interests
{or surrendering control to such interests) will dilute the primary
interest of United States firms in selling United States commodities
in the world resellers market. Second, to the extent this activity
passes beyond United States tax jurisdiction and control, the United
States loses the opportunity to tax the earnings and profits
derived from this international commerce when such income is
subsequently repatriated to the United States.

More recently, based in large part on these changes in
economic circumstances, the United States Congress has become in-
creasingly concerned about the declining position of United States
firms in international trading markets, and the Congress has indicated
a willingness to proceed with necessary changes in United States law
including United States tax law, to enable United States firms to
be more competitive in world markets.

As a consequence of the major differences in the historical
evolution of United States tax law as it impacts on international
trading activity and the tax laws of other major trading nations of
the world as they impact on international trading activity, it is
not surprising that there are generally no United States counterparts
to the Japanese trading companies or other foreign based international
trading companies, although certain United States firms do participate
in international agricultural commodities trade. Furthermore, foreign
based international trading companies have played a major role in
expanding the trade of other nations which compete with the United
States. Nations such as Jepan, West Germany, and the Netherlands
have placed the highest priority on international trade considerations
and have provided substantial incentives to trading firms located
within their borders. If the United States is to be competitive in
international trading markets, it must also develop policies and
provide incentives directed towards encouraging international trading
activity by United States based firms.
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The substantial emphasis directed to international trading
activities by most of the major trading nations is clearly demon-
strated by the tax systems adopted by such countries designed to
stimulate their exports and international trading activities. More
particularly, the territorial system of taxation utilized by most
of these countries clearly places United States based firms at a
competitive tax disadvantage in competing for world markets.

Aithough the Congress has recognized this problem and the
importance of providing necessary incentives to United States firms,
it has yet to enact changes in United States tax law needed to
accomplish this objective. The proposed exception to Subpart F
for income from international trading in agricultural commodities
is designed specifically to encourage further expansion of agricultural
trade by placing United States owned international trading companies
on a more equal tax footing with their foreign owned competitors
which are beyond.United States tax jurisdiction and control.

Several recent events suggest the importance and timeliness
of Congressional action on this issue now:

1. Both the House Ways and Means Committee and the Senate Finance
Committee have recognized that application of Subpart F to United
States owned firms engaged in trading of agriculture commodities
reduces their competitiveness and their ability to market United
States agricultural products abroad effectively;

2. The provisions of the Trade Act of 1974 and various statements by
Congressional Committees recognize that taxes play an important role
in trade and that present arrangements favor exports of other nations;

3. Despite the decisions by GATT panels that the tax practices of
certain European countries which are designed to stimulate exports
and international trading activities, the United States has not
been able to secure changes in these practices;

4. United States trade negotiators have been unsuccessful in the
Tokyo Round of multilateral trade negotiations in obtaining concessions
or agreement from other major ctrading nations regarding the impact
taxes on international trade under the provisions of the Subsidies
Countervailing Duty Code;

5. Findings and determinations of the House Ways and Means Committee
and the Senate Finance Committee suggest that United States based
firms are now operating at a competitive tax disadvantage relative

to their foreign based competitors;

6. In seeking broad agreement with the other leading trading nations
of the world, United States negotiating efforts directed towards
obtaining international rules to assure tax equity and fairness are
strengthened by placing United States based companies on a similar
tax footing with their foreign based competitors as it is clear that
so long as others enjoy advantages in world trade under present
arrangements they have little incentive to enter into negotiations
designed to create equality in the tax treatment of firms involved

in international trade.
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This memorandum proposes that the United States Congress
amend the provisions of the Internal Revenue Code to exclude from
current taxation, under Subpart F, income derived from international
sales of agricultural commodities. This would expand the concept
already accepted by the Congress and embodied in the present limited
agricultural commodities exception to Subpart F. Furthermore,
both the House Ways and Means Committee and the Senate Finance
Committee have previously agreed on an expanded version of this
agriculture commodities exception.

Adoption of this amendment in the context of Congressional
consideration of the Trade Agreements Act of 1979 and implementation
of the MIN international agreements would assure that Unjited States
firms could compete more effectively in international trading
markets for agricultural commodities and would also provide needed
leverage for meaningful international discussions designed to achieve
equity in the tax treatment of all international trading enterprises.
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DISCUSSION
United States Taxation of Foreign Source Income

Tax Jurisdiction and Taxation of Foreian Source Income

A particular nation may tax the worldwide income of its
rationals, restrict the scope of its tax jurisdiction to a
territorial basis (tax only domestic source income), or provide
for other means of limiting the taxation of foreign source income.

In response to a United States Congressional inquiry in
March 1973, a study was prepared under the auspices of the Council
on International Economic Policy ("CIEP") regarding tax treatment
by other nations of their own multinational firms (taxation of
foreign source income). 1/

This study summarized the basic rules of the following countries
with respect to taxation of foreign source income: Belgium, Brazil,
Canada, Denmark, France, Federal Republic of Germany, Ireland,

Italy, Japan, the Netherlands, Norway, Switzerland, and the United
Kingdom.

Although it i{s difficult to generalize concerning the efrfect
of foreign tax systems with respect to taxation of foreign source
income, it should be noted that despite varied approaches to
taxation (worldwide, territorial, and varied forms of exemptions
and credits), not one of the nations considered in the CIEP study
taxed currently the undistributed profits of a foreign subsidiary
controlled by local residents. Accordingly, to the extent that
The United States taxes undistributed profits of United States
controlled foreign corporations on a current basis, this places
United States based companies engaged in international operations
at a competitive disadvantage and constitutes a departure from
theigeneral scheme of international taxation practiced by other
nations,

1/ See information submitted for the record by the Council on
International Economic Policy to the Subcommittee on Inter-
national Trade, Senate Finance Comnittee, Hearings on Multi-
national Enterprises, February 26 through March 6, 1973.
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United States Tax Jurisdiction

United States federal tax jurisdiction is based on two -
general principles: 2/ -

1. Nationality, under which the United States taxes
worldwide income of "United States persons®; 3/ and

2, Source of income, under which the United States taxes
"United States source income®™ of United States persons
and "foreign persons®, including "nonresident aliens®
and "foreign corporations® (in limited circumstances,
the United States taxes "foreign source income” of
foreign persons "effectively connected with a United
States trade or business").

The term "United States person" includes United States domestic
corporations. 4/

United States Taxation of United States
Corporations and Foreign Corporations

As noted above, the United States tax jurisdiction' is based
on both nationality and source of income. The United States taxes
United-States persons (citizens, residents, corporations, partner-
ships, trusts, etc.) on income from all sources. )

The modern United States corporate income tax dates from 1909.
At that time, domestic corporations were taxed on income from all
sources and foreign corporations on income from business transacted
and capital invested within the United States. This jurisdictional
pattern remained substantially unchanged until 1962.

The impact of tax on the foreign source income of United States
persons was softened somewhat in 1918 with the adoption of a foreign
‘tax credit. Previously, foreign taxes had merely been deductable,
like state and local taxes. The credit can apply to both the earnings
and profits of foreign subsidiary corporations and foreign branches.
Only payments treated as income taxes, or "in lieu of income taxes",
qualify for the credit. S/

2/ See Internal Revenue Code of 1954, as amended, Title 26 U.S.C.
881 and 11(a) (sometimes hereinafter referred to as the "I.R.C.")
which set forth very broad jurisdictional rules, imposing tax on
the taxable income of "every individual® and "every corporation,”
respectively.

3/ The term "United States person” and other relevant terms
pertaining to United States tax jurisdiction are defined and
discussgd subsequently in this memorandum.

4/ I.R.C. 7701(a) (30) defines "United States person® to include
citizens, residents, domestic partnerships, domestic corporations,
and domestic_estates and trusts.

5/ See I.R.C. 88 901-906.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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The income of foreign corporations, if derived from business
conducted outside the United States, is generally not subject to
current United States income taxation.

In broad terms, a corporation is treated as a United States
domestic corporation if it is incorporated in any of the states of
the United States or the District of Columbia and is treated as a
foreign corporation if it derives its charter from a foreign
government,

Foreign source income earned by a foreign corporation controlled
by United States persons is generally exempt from United States
taxation until distributed to shareholders.  who are United States
persons. 6/ The effect of these provisions of the Internal Revenue
Code is that a United States person (United States shareholder) is
allowed to defer paying the United States income tax on undistributed
earnings and profits of a controlled foreign subsidiary corporation
until such earningas and profits are repatriated to the United States
(this development is often referred to as "deferral® of tax with
respect to foreign investment).

A corporation receiving a dividend from a controlled United
States domestic corporation is generally entitled to exclude most
of that dividend from its taxable income on the theory that it has
already been subject to tax. 7/ Dividends from a foreign corporation
are not entitled to this exclusion, Likewise, dividends from a
foreign corporation are not entitled to the $100 exclusion of dividends
received by individuals. 8/ Therefore, United States shareholders of
foreign corporations are generally taxed fully on dividends received
from foreign corporations.

A United States corporation which in any taxable year owns at
least 10 percent of the voting stock of a foreign corporation from
which it received dividends is entitled to a foreign tax credit for
income taxes paid by that foreign corporation. 9/

See I.R.C. §81, 11, 861-864, 881-883, and 1201.
See I.R.C. §243,

See I.R.C, 8116,

RRRKR

See I.R.C. 8902,
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Current Taxation of Undistributed Earnings
and Profits of Foreign Corporations

Although United States shareholders (United States persons) of
foreign corporations are generally not subject to United States tax
on the income of such foreign corporations unless, and until, such
income is repatriated to the United States in the form of dividends
{or remittances in the nature of a dividend), United States share-
holders of two categories of foreign corporations are effectively
subject to current United States taxation on certain types of
undistributed income:

1. "Foreign personal holding companies®; and
2, "Controlled foreign corporations®.

United States Taxation of Controlled
Foreign Corporations under Subpart P

In accordance with the provisions of the Revenue Act of 15962, 10/
the United States Congress added Subpart F to the Internal Revenue
Code in an effort to deal with the problem of tax haven oper-~
ations. 11 Under this approach, United States shareholders of
controlled foreign corporations ("CPCs") are subject to current
United States income taxation on certain forms of undistributed
tainted income (tax haven or Subpart P income):

1. Subpart F income, including foreign base company
income and income derived from insurance of United
States risks;

2, Previously untaxed Subpart F income withdrawn
from investment in less developed countries; and

3. Any increase in investment in United States
property to the extent it would be taxable as a
dividend if distributed to United States share-
holders.

It should be understcod that Subpart F taxes United States
shareholders not on their own income, but on the income of CFCs
in which they own an interest. This development relates to the
consideration that there may be .~ jurisdictional basis for taxing
a foreign corporation unless it earns income from sources within
the country asserting jurisdiction to tax (or has income effectively
connected with business operations in such country). Therefore,
Subpart P jurisdiction is predicated on United States citizenship
or residence, rather than source of income.

10/ See Revenue Act of 1962, P.L. 87-834, H.R. 10650,
87th Cong. 2d Sess., 76 Stat, 960, October 16, 1962.

11/ See I.R.C. 8951(a)(1}).
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Recent Legislative History of United States Taxation
of Foreign Source Income Including International Trading Income

1973 and 1974 Tax Proceedings

In January 1972, the Chairman of the House Ways and Means
Committee, announced that extensive public hearings would be held
on tax reform, specifically noting taxation of foreign income.

In November 1974, pursuant to tentative decisions on tax
reform proposals, the House Ways and Means Committee agreed to modify
the definition of foreign base company sales income to exclude
income arising from the sale of goods manufactured abroad. This
change was reflected in a bill entitled, the "Energy Tax and Indi-
vidual Relief Act of 1974", introduced by Congressman Mills and
referred to the Committee on Ways and Means. 12/

The Report of the House Ways and Means Committee accompanying
the "Energy Tax and Individual Relief Act of 1974" provided an
explanation of the Committee's reasons for this contemplated change
in the definition of foreign base company sales income: 13/

“Your committee's bill changes the definition of
foreign base company sales incone (i.e., what sales
income constitutes tax haven income) to exclude sales
income from goods manufactured, produced, grown, or
extracted outside of the United States."”

Tax Reduction Act of 1975

In March 1975, the President of the United States signed the
Tax Reduction Act of 1975 (sometimes hereinafter referred to as
the "TRA"), thus providing for several significant modifications
concerning United States taxation of foreign source income: 14/

1. The so-called "30~70" "safe haven" or "shielding"
rules which had applied to CFCs where foreign based
company income constitutes less than 30 percent of
gross income were amended to reduce the relevant
threshold test to less than 10 percent;

12/ see §332, Energy Tax and Individual Relief Act of 1974,
H.R. 17488, 93rd Cong. 2d Sess., November 21, 1974.

13/ See Report of House Ways and Means Committee accompanying
H.R. 17488, pp. 313 and 132, H. Rep. No. 93-1502, 83rd
Cong. 24 Sess., November 26, 1974.

14/ See 8602, Tax Reduction Act of 1975, P.L. 94-12, H.R. 2166,
94th Cong. lst Sess., 89 Stat. 58, March 29, 1975.
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2. The minimum distribution exception to current
taxation of Subpart F income was terminated;

3. The exclusion for certain foreign personal holding
company income reinvested in less developed countries
was eliminated; and,

4. The exception for foreign base company shipping
income was limited to income reinvested in shipping
operations.

The relevant House bill had contained no provisions amending
United States rules for CFCs and their United States shareholders. 15/
Nor did the Senate Finance Committee recommend changes in this area
of United States tax law. ég/ Nevertheless, pursuant to amendments
voted on the floor of the Senate, it was provided that United States
persons holding a one percent or greater interest in a foreign
corporation would be taxed currently on their proportionate share
of the income from such a corporation in cases where more than 50
percent of the stock of the corporation was controlled by United
States persons.

The House and Senate conferees adopted a compromise approach
which did not eliminate deferral across-the-board, but rather
expanded on the Subpart F approach to tax specific categories of
income on a current basis: 17/

"The conference substitute provides for a number
of specific measures which substantially expand the
extent to which foreign subsidiaries of U.S. corpora-
tions are subject to current U.S. taxation on tax haven
types gf income under the so-called Subpart F rules of
the Code.

* & &

15/ See Tax Reduction Act of 1975, H.R. 2166, 94th Cong. 1lst Sess.,
March 17, 1975.

16/ See Report of the Senate Finance Committee accompanying H.R.
2166, Sen. Rep. No. 94-36, 94th Cong. lst Sess., March 17,
197S.

17/ See Conference Report accompanying H.R. 2166, p. 70, Rep.
No. 94-120, 94th Cong. lst Sess., March 26, 1975.
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"The conference substitute repeals the minimum
distribution exception to the Subpart F rules which, under
present law, permits a deferral of U.S. taxation on tax
haven types of income in cases where the foreign corporation
{or various combinations of foreign-related corporations)
distributed certain minimum dividends to their U.S. share-
holders. The effect of repealing this exception is to tax
currently all income of 'Jreign subsidiaries of U.S. cor-
porations which is deemed to be tax haven income under the
existing so-called Subpart P rules of the Code. An exception
to this provision was made for agricultural commodities not
produced in commercially marketable quantities in the United
States. Under the exception, these commodities grown (or raised)
abroad are to be excluded from foreign base company sales
income."

It was noted at the time of conference, that unless an agricultural
commodities exception was adopted, the competitive position of the
United States owned firms participating in international agricultural
commodities trade would be undermined with the result that this im-
portant business would be transferred to foreign owned firms beyond
United States tax jurisdiction and control and that this would be
contrary to important United States national and international
interests,

It was recognized that under United States tax law, United
States owned firms had for many years competed on an equal tax footing
with foreign owned firms in world agricultural trade. As a result
United States owned firms were involved in a significant portion of
this trade. However, if United States owned firms were required
to pay taxes on a current basis they could not compete in this
market, as they possess no special advantages such as technology
or established brand names, that would enable them to absorb such a
significant tax disadvantage. United States firms buy and sell
the same commodities as their foreign owned competitors. WNo other
country in the world taxes earnings on this trade on a current basis.

Following enactment of the Tax Reduction Act o£'1975, it was
recognized that certain ambiguity was inherent in language chosen
to create the new agricultural commodities exception.



Tax_Reform Act of 1975

The issue of the agricultural exception was raised again during
proceedings of the House Ways and Means Committee in late 1975. 18/
The concensus was that z technical amendment was probably incorporated
in the 1975 House Bill to accomplish this purpose, provided: 19/

" (a) IN GENERAL.-The last sentence of paragraph (1) of
section 954(d) (relating to definition of foreign based
company sales income) is amended to read as follows:

‘For purposes of this subsection, personal
property does not include agricultural
commodities which are significantly different
in grade or type from and are determined by
Secretary of the Treasury after consultation
with the Secretary of Agriculture not to be
readily substitutable for (taking into account
consumer preferences) agricultural products
grown in the United States in commercially
marketable gquantities,'"

The House Ways and Means Committee advanced the following
agruments in support of revising the language of the Tax Reduction
Act of 1975: 20/

". « . One of the categories of tax haven
income subject to current taxation under the Subpart
F. provisions of the code is base company sales income.
The Tax Reduction Act of 1975 contained an amendment

18/ See Committee Print prepared for the use ¢f the Committee on
Ways and Means by the staff of the Joint Committee on Internal
Revenue Taxation concerning U.S. Taxation of Foreign Source
Income, p. 8, September 27, 1975.

19/ See Section 1025 of the Tax Reform Act of 1975 (concerning
limitation on definition of foreign base company sales income
in the case of certain agricultural products), H.R. 10612,
p. 211 and 212, Rep. No. 94-658, 94th Cong., lst Sess.,
November 12, 197S.

20/ See Report of the House Ways and Means Committee accompanying
H.R. 10612, p. 221, Rep. No. 94-658, 94th Cong., 1lst Sess.,
November 12, 197S.
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which provides that base company scles income does not
include the sale of agricultural commodities which are

not grown in the United States in commercially marketable
quantities. It has come to your committee's attention
that questions have been raised as to the extent that this
exclusion applies to agricultural products which are of a
different grade or variety from the same product grown in
the United States. Your committee believes that sales of
foreign-grown agricultural products which are not readily
substitutable for U.S.-grown agricultural products should
not be included within the definition of foreign base company
sales income in the case of sales made to third countries.
Your committee is aware that these sales are highly compe-
titive and that if the profits on these sales were subject
to U.S. tax on a current basis, U.S.-controlled foreign
companies would have difficulty competing with foreign-
controlled companies. Accordingly, your committee believes
it is appropriate to permit this category of income to
retain the tax advantages of deferral until the profits are
repatriated to the United States.” [Emphasis supplied.]

Notwithstanding the clear concern of the House Ways and Means
Committee that the United States owned companies be given a con-
tinuing opportunity to compete for this important business, it
was recognized that substantial complexity might be involved in
interpreting this language as a consequence of inherently difficulv
constructions.

Tax_ Reform Act of 1976

In early December 1975, the full louse passed the Tax Reform
Act of 1975, H.R. 10612, and referred the bill to the Senate.
Because of time constraints and other considerations, the Senate
Finance Committee directed its immediate attention to the tax
reduction provisions of the 1975 House bill and did not undertake
consideration of the tax reform provisions of the bill.

During the month of December 1975, the House and Senate
debated and acted on this legislation and then forwarded a bill to
the President to extend tax reductions until June 30, 1976. The
tax reform provisions of the 1975 House bill, including the pro-
visions modifying the agricultural exception to Subpart F, were
not considered by the Senate Finance Committee in 1975.
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In February 1976, the Chairman of the Senate Finance
Committee announced that the Committee would begin hearings in
Harch 1976 on major tax revision proposals and extension of ex-
piring tax cut provisions. Following these hearings, the Senate
Finance Committee proceeded with mark-up of the subject tax legis-
lation and reported out a bill for consideration of the full Senate
in June 1976. 21/ .

Based on considerations noted above, the Senate Finance
Committee initially adopted an agricultural commodities exception
based on the third market country approach: 22/

"SEC. 1025. LIMITATION ON DEFINITION OF FOREIGN
BASE COMPANY SALES INCOME IN THE CASE
OF CERTAIN AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS.

(a) 1IN GENERAL.--The last sentence of paragraph (10)
of section 954(d) (relating to definition of foreign base
company sales income) is amended to read as follows: 'For
purposes of this subsection, personal property does not
include agricultural commodities grown or produced outside
the United States if sold for use, consumption or disposition
outside the United States.'"

This approach provided a clear and easily administered standard
which would enable United States owned firms to compete for this
important third country trade without significant doubts about the
tax consequences under United States laws,

The following reasons for adopting this approach were noted in
the Senate Finance Committee report. 23/

21/ See Report of the Committee on Finance, United States Senate,
accompanying H.R. 10612, Rep. No. 94-938, 94th Cong., 2d
Sess,, June 10, 1976,

22/ See H.R. 10612, Rep. No. 94-938, 94th Cong., 2d Sess, p. 471,
June 10, 1976.
23/ See Report of the Committee on Finance, United States Senate,

accompanying H.R. 10612, Rep. No. 94-938, 94th Cong., 24 Sess.,
pp. 232-233, June 10, 1976.
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"Certain agricultural products
Reasons for change

As indicated above, one of the categories of tax
haven income subject to current taxation under the Sub=-
part F provisions of the code is base company sales
income. The Tax Reduction Act of 1975 contained an
amendment which provides that base company sales income
does not include the sale of agricultural commodities
which are not grown in the United States in commercially
marketable quantities, It has come to the committee's
attention that questions have been raised as to the
extent that this exclusion applies to agricultural pro-
ducts which are of different grade or variety from the
same product grown in the United States. The committee
believes that sales of foreign-grown agricultural pro-
ducts for use, consumption, or disposition outside the
United States should not be included within the defi-
nition of foreign base company sales income. The com-
mittee is aware that these sales are highly competitive

and that if the profits on these sales were subject to
U.S. tax on a current basis, U.S.-controlled foreign
comganIes could have Eifficuitx competing with foreign-
controlled companies. Accordingly, the committee believes
it is appropriate to permit this category of income to
retain the tax advantages of deferral until the profits
are repatriated to the United States. lEmphasIs supplied.)

Explanation of provisions

The committee's amendment provides that for
purposes of the tax haven foreign base company sales rules
of Subpart F, personal property does not include agricul=-
tural commodities grown or produced outside the United
States if sold for use, consumption or disposition outside
the United States. The committee believes that this rule
will be easier for the Internal Revenue Service to admin-
ister than either the rule contained in present law or the
rule contained in the House bill.*

As noted above, in accordance with its consideration of the
House-passed Tax Reform Act of 1975, the Senate Finance Committee

49-426 0 ~ 79 - pt.2 - 11
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initially adopted an agricultural commodities exception based on
the third market country approach. This language was subsequently
dropped from the Senate-passed Tax Reform Act of 1976. 24/

Although the House-Senate Conference Committee on the Tax
Reform Act of 1976 chose not to adopt the agricultural exception
to Subpart F under Section 1025 of the House-passed Tax Reform
Act of 1975, it is significant that both the House Ways and Means
Committee and the Senate Finance Committee had determined that
important United States national and international interest would
be served by perserving an ongoing opportunity for United States
owned firms to participate in international agricultural trade,
the final provisions of the Tax Reform Act of 1976 left unchanged
the language of the Tax Reduction Act of 1975 on this matter. 25/

24/ See H.R., 10612, 94th Cong., 24 Sess., August 6, 1976.

25/ See Tax Reform Act of 1976, P.L. 94-455, H.R. 10612, 94th
Cong., 2d Sess., 90 Stat. 1520, October 4, 1976.
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Economic and Transactional Distinctions
Involving International Trading Operations

The decisions of the House Ways and Means Committee and the
Senate Finance Committee to create a new Subpart F exception for
income derived from sales of agricultural products produced abroad
reflected awareness that in certain instances, United States inter-
ests are not served by taxing the operations of United States owned
foreign corporations on a current basis, More specifically, the
Congress recognized inherent economic distinctions between manu-
facturing and mining activities on the one hand and agricultural
marketihg and international trading operations on the other. These
industries involve fundamentally different international economic
and marketing considerations. A manufacturing company may utilize
a trading affiliate in a low-tax jurisdiction to handle exports
of its products manufactured within or without the United States.
Owing to the nature of manufacturing processes, such arrangements
could potentially displace United States exports of domestically
manufactured goods as a consequence of the ability to shift manu-
facturing processes to various countries.

Conversely, trading of commodities in international commerce
is not similarly susceptible to this form of shifting and United
States export displacement. For example, grains, oilseeds, and
other agricultural commodities are produced by individual farmers
in particular countries. The nature and quantity of agricultural
commodities depends on matters such as climate, available land, etc.
Although most production is consumed in the producing country, re-
sidual supplies are sold in world trade channels by exporters and
intermediate resellers unrelated to the farmer-producers. Conse-
quently, international agricultural trading activities have tra-
ditionally involved a structure that includes intermediate resellers
(organized in low-tax jurisdictions) which are controlled by both
United States owned companies and foreign owned companies.

As noted above, the Congress has recognized that the effect
of taxing on a current basis the income of United States owned
international trading companies would be to shift important com=-
mercial advantages to foreign based international trading companies.
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International Commodities Trading

United States controlled foreign based trading companies
compete in a complex business requiring skilled management and
extensive resources. The basic role of international commodity
traders is to anticipate demand for commodities throughout the
world and to position themselves in relation to each of the basic
elements of commodities trade--for example, the commodity itself,
freight, foreign exchange and, in some cases, import levies--so
that they can compete for sales as demand emerges. Back-to-back
purchases and sales are rarely possible. 1Instead, positions must
be taken before the emergence of new demand or new supply is fully
reflected in price adjustments., Risk is unavoidable because values
of each of the elements of a commodity trade are subject to contin-
uous change., Effective management of risk in this environment is
critical to success. Both the volume and value of the commodities
involved in international transactions are enormous. Therefore,
substantial working capital is required, Trading firms -raditionally
operate facilities required to handle and transport commodities.

The Need for Related Companies in
International Trading Operations

Although theoretically, United States trading companies could
avoid Subpart F problems by dealing only with unrelated companies,
as a matter of practical necessity, this is not possible. As noted
below, related companies have been required not for tax reasons,
but rather for business and marketing purposes. Furthermore, as
noted elsewhere, it is essentially impossible to shift earnings
and profits among related companies as a consequence of other
provisions of United States tax law.

A number of considerations are involved in deciding whether a
domestic affiliated company is necessary to be competitive in huying
commodities from or selling commodities to a particular country.

For example, the limited amount of business available may not just-
ify the costs of organizing a separate company (Greece, Norway,
Sweden, Kenya and Tanzania). Limitations imposed by the local
government often are decisive (Eastern Europe and in the People's
Republic of China). The dominant role of a government marketing
agency may limit competitive opportunities for domestic affiliates
(South Africa).

On the other hand, in other countries it is often necessary
to use a local subsidiary engaged in domestic marketing, export~
ing and importing grain. To the extent that a significant free
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market operates within an exporting country, it is seldom possible
to compete as an f.o.b. buyer with other international trading
firms which can originate grain through offices and elevators
controlled by a domestic affiliate. Sellers in these countries
sometimes require and usually prefer to deal with a domestic sub-
sidiary whose representatives are available to provide continuing
service and whose assets are physically located within the juris-
diction of the host country.  The same considerations often apply
to selling grain in countries of ultimate destination. Moreover,
both in selling and buying countries, market intelligence gained
through involvement in domestic market operations improves op-
portunities for concluding trades. This can be true even in
countries in which government marketing boards play an important
role (for example, Canada and Australia). Thus, the decision to
organize and deal through a domestic affiliate both in buying and
selling agricultural commodities turns mainly on business consider-
ations as distinguished from tax considerations.

For example, most grain imported into the European Common
Market is handled by consumers on a levy-paid basis. The Corporation
paying the levy is required to register within the European Common
Market, and therefore if a United States trading company wishes to
export efficiently to the European Common Market, it must have local
subsidiary corporations in the Furopean Common Market countries.

Although related companies are often used in these
transactions, as a practical matter, there is limited need for concern
regarding prospects for shifting earnings and profits among a group
of related companies for tax purposes. Policing of inter-company
pricing among related firms dealing in agricultural commodities is
more simple and effective than policing of transactions in manu-
factured goods. Prices are easily established based on transactions
publicly noted by commodity futures exchanges, Furthermore, com-
parisons are possible between transactions involving identical com-
modities with related and unrelated firms. Therefore, in this
context, the United States Internal Revenue Service can effectively
audit these transactions under Section 482 of the Internal Revenue
Code (pertaining to arms-length standards for related companies),
on a continuous basis, which provides further support for the pro-
position that the decision to establish domestic marketing subsi-
diaries in supplying and consuming countries (and transactions
among these related companies) are predicated on business and
marketing considerations rather than on considerations,
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Typical Transactions

The following transactions will illustrate the operations of
related companies in international agricultural trade; the limited
scope of proposed exceptions; and competition at each stage among
United States controlled and foreign controlled foreign based firms.
In each case, transactions can involve the related company organized
in the country or origin to assemble commodities from producers and
local resellers; a related company operating in a country of ulti-
mate use to receive the shipment, break it down, and resell it to
local users; and, between these different elements, a separate
risk taking profit center capable of assessing world market con=-
ditions anticipating demand, identifying supplies available from
diverse sources, assembling other elements of an international
transaction and putting them all together in a saleable package that
meets the needs of sellers in originating countries and buyers in
countries of ultimate use.

Production and Use Abroad (Third Market Countries)

ABC Grain Company, Ltd., a Canadian corporation may buy wheat
from the Canadian Wheat Board and resell it f.o.b. Canadian port
to ABC International, a United States affiliated international
trading company. ABC International, in turn, will resell it c.i.f.,
or ¢ and £, to an Italian buyer for redistribution to flour millers
within Italy (Italian buyer may be a related ocmpany). In such a
transaction, the ABC group of companies would compete at each stage
with foreign controlled international commodities trading firms.

Production in United States and Use Abroad
(United States Exports)

Sales of United States grains and other agricultural commodities
to foreign destinations typically involve a number of different
channels, usually beginning in a company organized in the United
States. Sales of wheat to India, for example, almost always involve
direct sales from a United States company to the Indian Buying Mis-
sion, which maintains offices in the United States. A sale of United
States corn to Western Europe could involve a United States company
as the f.o.b. seller to an affiliated international trading corpora-
tion which avails itself of United States tax incentives designed
to stimulate United States exports f.o.b. an American port. The
affiliated international trading corporation, in turn, could resell
c.i.f. to an unrelated third party for resale in Western Europe.

A sale of United States wheat to the Soviet Union also might involve
a sale by a United States company to an affiliated international
trading corporation f.o.b. delivered on board at an American or St.
Lawrence port and a resale by the affiliated international trading
corporation to the Soviet grain buying agency.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Production Abroad and Use in United States

Sales of agricultural commodities produced abroad and imported
into the United States also involve somewhat different patterns,
usually culminating with a purchase by a United States company.

For example, a United States controlled affiliated company in the
Philippines, purchases coconut oil and coconut meal from local
firms and resells to buyers in the United States (including its
United States parent) and in Western Europe (possibly to an affil-
iated company for resale in the country of ultimate consumption).

Effects of Current Taxation on Competition
between United States Owned Foreign Sales
Companies and their Foreign Owned Competitors

Without an appropriate exception, United States controlled
international trading companies would be subject to United States
current taxation on undistributed earnings of most sales of agri-
cultural commodities produced and consumed outside the United
States. Such transactions would not have been subject to current
taxation in the past, Foreign controllzd foreign based international
trading companies, able to utilize arrangements which do not subject
them to current taxation on income derived from these transactions,
will possess a decisive competitive advantage.

The effect of differential tax treatment can be illustrated by
an example:

A French based company and a United States based company may
engage in similar transactions involving international trade of
agricultural commodities. Such commodities can originate from any
of a number of major exporting nations, such as the United States,
Canada, Brazil, Argentina, South Africa, Australia or the European
Community, and move to a number of major importing areas, such as
Western Europe, the Indian subcontinent, the Middle East, Central
America or elsewhere. A French based company and a United States
based company may operate through foreign subsidiaries established
in Panama in order to participate on a competitive basis in such
international agricultural trade. EFEach of these companies may pur=~
chase soybeans grown in Brazil and ship the commodity to a European
nation, realizing a profit of $100 on this type of transaction.

1f a Panamanian subsidiary of a United States based company
is forced to pay accelerated United States income tax (current
taxation of $48 by means of eliminating deferral), the United
States based company would have substantially less capital avail-
able for competitive purposes (§52 as a result of the $48 United
States tax on $100 profit). In contrast, a Panamanian subsidiary
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of a French based company would pay no irmediate tax, as neither
Panama nor France would impose a current tax on this type of
transaction, thus, all $100 of pre-tax profits would be available
for future competitive purposes. Furthermore, even where such
profits of the Panamanian subsidiary were repatriated to the French
based parent, France would not impose any significant tax on such
profits, thus providing a further competitive advantage to French
owned trading companies.

Thus, under these circumstances, the United States controlled
counterparts in the third market countries trade in agricultural
commodities:

Limited Capacity to Absorb Tax Disadvintages

Unlike United States controlled firms manufacturing products
abroad and distributing them in world markets through a foreign
based sales company, United States traders in basic agricultural
commodities in world markets possess no unique advantages like
established brand franchises or product superiority to offset
fundamental tax disadvantages. The products they offer--agricultural
surpluses of other countries--are the same products offered by foreign
based competitors, acquired from the same sources, and distributed
to the same markets,

Financing International Trade

An essential requirement for successful competition in this
trade is access to adequate amounts of capital. Major sources
are retained earnings and borrowings. Impact of differential tax
treatment on retained earnings is clear. However, the impact of
differential tax treatment on the ability to borrow capital to
finance trade is less clear, but equally important.

Capital requirements for international trading operations have
increased significantly as commodity prices have risen above levels
in the 19608. Moreover, because prices now fluctuate through a
broader range than before, the risks to lenders financing inter-
national agricultural trade has increased. Thus, risks associated
with lending funds to international traders have increased simul-
taneously with their capital needs.

There is substantial competition for capital in this area,
and foreign based firms (operating with the same prudence and skill
as United States based firms) would have a substantial competitive
edge over United States based firms if United States based firms
are penalized by changes in United States tax law which would pro-
vide a comparative advantage to their foreign based competitors.
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Human Resources

As noted above, risk is unavoidable in international trading
of agricultural commodities because the values of all elements
of a commodity trade are subject to continuous change. Back-to-
back transactions involving these elements are rarely possible
and therefore success is heavily dependent upon human judgments
of future events, Skilled merchants and traders, capable
of managing risk in this environment, are an essential resosurce
in international trading operations. United States owned firms
cannot attract and hold skilled merchants and traders also sought
by foreign based firms if, because of substantial tax advantages,
earnings from operations reflecting the same level of skill and
insight are no more than half the earnings of their foreign com-
petitors.

Collateral Effects on United States Exports

An ability to compete effectively on an international basis in
global commodities transactions would severly limit the capacity of
United States based international trading companies to locate and
expand markets for surplus agricultural commodities produced in
this country.

The needs of buyers of agricultural commcdities in international
markets often can be met by supplies from a number of possible
origins. Indeed, sellers are oftem given the option of supplying
agricultural commodities produced in different countries. United
States based international trading firms typically have substan-
tially greater investments in facilities for originating,. handling,
transporting, storing and delivering agricultural commodities pro-
duced in the United States, and therefore have a greater incentive
to encourage the purchase of commodities produced in this country
wherever possible. Their inability to compete in all international
transactions involving agricultural commodities would deprive the
United States of opportunities that would otherwise exist for sub-
stituting exportable surpluses of agricultural commodities produced
in the United States.

It is important for another reason that United States based
firms participate in transactions involving commodities produced
abroad even where the possibility of substituting United States
commodities does not exist. Market intelligence gained in these
transactions increases the effectiveness of U.S. based international
trading firms in selling United States produced commodities abroad.
Market intelligence enables a trader to anticipate events and to
take positions before prices adjust to reflect the influence of
new supply and demand. By trading in all international markets,
United States based international trading companies are bhetter
positioned to sell agricultural products produced in the United
States.
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Congressional Concern about the Competitive
Position of the United States in
International Trade Negotiations

Trade Act of 1974

In his opening statement of March 4, 1974, commencing the
Senate Finance Committee hearings on the Trade Reform Act of 1973,
K.R. 10710 (later to be voted into law as the Trade Act of 1974},
Chairman Russell B. Long stated: 26/

- I _was very much in favor of the Trade Expansion

Act of 1962, I still desire an ‘open nondiscriminatory,

and fair world economic system' but I am tired of the United
States being the 'least favored nation' in a world which 1is
full of discrimination. We can no longer expose our markets,
while the rest of the world hides behind variable levies,
export subsidies, import equalization fees, border taxes,
cartels, government procurement practices, dumping, import
quotas, and a host of other practices which effectively bar

our products.” [Emphasis supplied.]
GATT Reform

In the context of reform of the General Agreement on Tariffs
and Trade ("GATT"), the Congress has specifically instructed United
States trade negotiators to seek revision of those GATT articles
which discriminate against the United States, and it is clear from
the statutory language that the Congress was particularly concerned
about this matter with respect to the DISC: 27/

26/ See Hearings before the Senate Finance Committee concerning
The Trade Reform Act of 1973, H.R. 10710, Part 1, p. 2, 93rd
Cong., 2d Sess., March 4 and 5, 1974.

21/ see 8121 of the Trade Act of 1974, P.L. 93-618, H.R. 10710,
93rd Cong., 2d Sess., 88 Stat, 1978, January 3, 1975.
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- The President shall, as soon as practicable, take
such action as may be necessary to bring trade agree-
ments heretofore entered into, and the application thereof,
into conformity with principles promoting the

development of an open, nondiscriminatory, and fair world
economic system. The action and principles referred to in
the preceding sentence include, but are not limited to,

the following -

* & ®

"The revision of GATT articles with respect to the
treatment of border adjustments for internal taxes to
redress the disadvantage to countries relying primarily
on direct rather than indirect taxes for revenue

needs ., . ."

Congressional Oversight Involving
International Trade Negotiations

The Senate Finance Committee has stated that the Congress will
be actively involved in securing full reciprocity and equal compe-
titive opportunities for United States interests: 28/

- The Trade Reform Act, as reported by the Committee,

is intended to be more than a delegation of authority for
negotiated reduction in the rates of duty. While a sig-
nificant authority to reduce tariffs would be provided to
insure the flexibility the trade negotiations will require,
our foreign trading partners and our negotiators are on
notice that the authority must be exercised to obtain full
reciprocity and equal competitive opportunities for U.S.
commerce.,”

House Ways and Means Committee Task Force on
United States Taxation on Foreign Source Income

During the course of consideration of the Tax Reform Act of
1975, the House Ways and Means Committee established a special task
force to study the United States taxation of foreign

28/ See Report of the Senate Finance Committee accompanying
H.R., 10710, p. 18, S. Rep. No., 93-1298, 93rd Cong., 23 Sess.,
November 26, 1974.
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source income (sometimes hereinafter referred to as the “Foreign
Source Income Task Force"). This task force was instructed to
report its findings and recommendations to the full Committee, 29/

On March 8, 1977, the Foreign Source Income Task Force issued
its report (sometimes hereinafter referred to as the “Foreign
Source Income Task Force Report"). 30/

Based on its deliberations, the roreign Source Income Task
Force recommended no changes with respect to the tax treatment of
deferred earnings of foreign corporations controlled by United States
shareholders. 31/

The final statement of the Foreign Source Income Task Force
on this matter not only reconfirms strong support for international
and multilateral approaches to certain international tax policy
issues (as distinguished from unilateral action under the Internal
the Internal Revenue Code), but the language chosen for this purpose
is even broader in scope than the language contained in earlier
draft reports: 32/

“In its consideration of the several questions referred
to it, the task force found that fundamental change by
the United States in the taxation of foreign source in-
come many areas requires the agreement and cooperation

of foreign governments. Certain changes which might
otherwise have been appropriate were found not to be
acceptable if unilaterally adopted by the United States
because they would subject U.S. businesses operating
abroad to tax while their foreign competitors would not
be similarly taxed, thus placing the U.S. businesses at a
competitive disadvantage. Others were found to be
unacceptable because they would subject foreign businesses
to U.S. tax under circumstances involving a substantial

possibility of retaliatory taxes by foreign governments
against U.S. businesses operating abroad. Therefore, in
addition to its specific recommendations directed

toward the particular issues considered by the task
force, the task force strongly recommends that steps

be taken to initiate multilateral discussions between
the United States and our major tradin artners to
consider a broad range of tax and investment questions,
in particular those areas where unilateral action by any
single nation 1s not feasible.” [Emphasis supplied.]

29/ See Press Release No. 12, House Ways and Means Committee,
January 5, 1976.

30/ See House Ways and Means Committee report entitled, "Recommen-
dations of the Task Force on Foreign Source Income”, 95th Cong.
lst Sess., March 8, 1977.
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GATT Panel Decisions on Certain Tax Practices
of the United States, France, Belgium and the MNetherlands

GATT DISC Panel Decisions

In accordance with procedures under the provisions of the
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (“GATT"), a panel vas
established in July 1973 to examine a complaint submitted by the
European Communities ("EC"), pursuant to paragraph 2 of Article
XXIII of the GATT, relating to United States tax legislation on
the Domestic International Sales Corporation ("DISC"), and to make
such findings as would assist the Contracting Parties of GATT to
make recommendations or rulings provided for in paragraph 2 of
Article XXIII of GATT (this panel is sometimes hereinafter referred
to as the "GATT DISC Panel").

The EC requested the GATT DISC Panel to find that the DISC
system was incompatible with the relevant clauses of GATT regarding
export subsidies. .

In the course of its proceedings, the GATT DISC Panel held
consultations with the EC and the United States, and background
arguments and information were submitted by both parties.

Based on its findings, in November 1976, the GATT DISC Panel
concluded that the DISC legislation, in some cases, had effects
which were not in accordance with United States' obligations under
Article XVI(4) of GATT and that as it had found the DISC legislation
to constitute an export subsidy which had led to an increase in
exports it was also covered by the notification obligation contained
in Article XVI(1l) of GATT and that accordingly there was prima
facie case of nullification or impairment of benefits under GATT.

GATT Eurpoean Tax Practices Panel Decisions

Partially in response to the aforementioned EC complaint,
the United States initiated counter claims and proceedings against
certain tax practices of France, Belgium and the Netherlands alleging
that such tax practices constituted export subsidies in violation
of GATT. In accordance with GATT procedures, separate GATT panels
were established in July 1973 to examine the United States complaints
with respect to each of the subject countries, pursuant to paragraph
2 of Article XXIII of the GATT, and to make recommendations or
rulings provided for in paragraph 2 of Article XXIII of the GATT
{these panels are sometimes hereinafter collectively referred to
as the “GATT European Tax Practices Panels").
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The United States requested the GATT European Tax Practices
Panels to find that certain tax practices of France, Belgium
and the Netherlands violated Article XVI(4) of GATT and that these
were therefore a prima facie case that these practices were nul-
lifying or impairing benefits accruing to the United States under
GATT.

The United States also suggested that the four complaints
involving the DISC and certain tax practices of France, Belgium
and the Netherlands should be considered together because they
raised the same principles concerning application of GATT.

In the course of its proceedings the GATT European Tax
Practices Panels held consultations with the United States, France,
Belgium and the Netherlands, and packground arguments and relevant
information were submitted by each of these parties.

Based on their findings, in November 1976, the GATT European
Tax Practices Panels concluded that the tax practices of France,
Belgium and the Netherlands, in some cases, had effects which
were not in accordance with the respective obligations of these
countries under Article XVI(4) of GATT and that as these practices
had been found to constitute export subsidies which had led to
increases in exports they were also covered by the notification
obligations contained in Article XVI(l) of GATT and that accordingly
there were Erima facie cases of nullification or impairment of
benefits under GATT with respect to the subject practices of each
of these countries.

Representative GATT Panel Findings and
Determinations on Income Tax Practices of France

The GATT panel on Prench tax practices related the following
factual aspects regarding the tax practices in question. 33/

"The French income tax system for corporations is
based on the territoriality principle which, in general,
taxes income earned in France but not income arising
outside France. It is a principle deriving from the
history of the French system dating back to the beginning
of the century. French companies are liable to corporation
tax solely in respect of profits made by enterprises
operating in France and of profits taxable by Prance under
an international double taxation agreement (Article 209:1
of Code Generale des Impots).

33/ See Report of GATT Panel on Income Taxes Maintained by
France, p. 2, November 2, 1976,
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Under the territorality rule as applied by France
profits generated by undertakings operated abroad are
exempt from French taxation. On the other hand, a
French company is not entitled to any foreign tax credit
and cannot deduct losses suffered abroad, apart from
exceptions specified below.

Ninety-five per cent of dividends from the French
or foreign subsidiaries of a French company is excluded
from the profits of the parent corporation. Partici-
pation by the parent in the subsidiary must exceed 10 per
cent (Article 145 and 216 of CGI)."

On the effects of the territorality principle as applied by

France for taxation of foreign profits, the panel noted: 34/

*The representatives of the United States pointed
out that France followed the territoriality principle
of taxation, and that as a result, did not tax the export
sales income of foreign branches or foreign sales
subsidiaries of domestic manufacturing firms. Taxes
on such income were the most part permanently forgiven
rather than merely deferred. He stated that the exclusion
apparently extended to foreign source income from
activities carried out by a French selling corporation
through its own agents or employees abroad even without
a foreign permanent establishment, as imcome from
transactions which were separate from the corporation's
French operations and which constituted complete commercial
cycles outside France were excludable. The representative
of the United States argued that these provisions, and
relaxed intercompany pricing rules and other practices
in relation to export transactions, created a distortion
in conditions of international competition in that they
afforded remission or exemption of direct taxes in
respect of exports in violation of France's commitment
as a contracting party under Article XVI:4. The permanent
exemption could be freely used by the domestic manufacturing
firm. The relative tax burden on the sales of products
for export as against domestic sales was lower as a result
of the remission.

Id. at p. 4.
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The representatives of the United States argued
that, by organizing a foreign branch or subsidiary in a
low-tax country, a French manufacturing firm could enjoy
the low-tax rate on that portion of the total export sales
income which was allocated to the foreign branch or foreign
sales subsidiary, that the amount of export sales income
allocated to foreign sources was generally substantial,
that under the French system the right to tax foreign income
was given up. He concluded that at a minimum the sales
element of export earnings was exempt from taxation and
therefore subsidized in violation of Article XVI:4."

The panel stated the following concerning the effects of

the territoriality principle as applied by France for taxation of
foreign dividends: 35/

"The representatives of the United States stated
that under the territorial principle, profits of a
foreign subsidiary were not consolidated with the
profits of its French parent, and so not taxed in
France. He went on to make the point that even if
the subsidiaries' profits were repatriated in the
form of a dividend, 95 per cent of it was deducted
from the taxable income of the company, whether or
not the foreign subsidiary was subject to taxes in its
country of residence, and whether or not the rate
of tax applied by that country was less than the
French rate. 1In fact, the dividend was not expected
to be taxed at all, as the remaining 5 per cent was
considered to be deducted as ordinary expenses against
the taxes of the recipient corporation. He argued that
this amounted to a permanent exemption from taxation."

In its conclusion and recommendations, the panel determined

the following: 36/

€ Iz

"The Panel noted that the particular application of
the territorality principle by France allowed some part
of export activities, belonging to an economic process
originating in the country, to be outside the scope
of French taxes. In this way France has foregone revenue

Id. at p. 7.
I1d. at pp. 11-13.
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from this source and created a possibility of a pecuniary
benefit to exports in those cases where income and
corporation tax provisions were significantly more liberal
in foreign countries.

The Panel found that however much the practices may
have been an incidental consequence of French taxation
principles rather than a specific policy intention, they
nonetheless constituted a subsidy on exports because the
above-mentioned benefits to exports did not apply to
domestic activities for the internal market. The Panel
also considered that the fact that the practices might
also act as an incentive to investment abroad was not
relevant in this context.

The Panel also noted that the tax treatment of
dividends from abroad ensured that the benefits referred
to above were fully preserved.”

* * &

"The Panel therefore concluded that the French tax
practices in some cases had effects which were not in
accordance with French obligations under Article XVI:4."

* k&

"The Panel considered that the fact that these
arrangements might have existed before the General
Agreement was not ajustification for them and noted
that France had made no reservation with respect to
the standstill agreement or to the 1960 Declaration
(BISD, 9 Suppl. p. 32).

The Panel was of the view that, given the size and
breadth of the export subsidy, it was likely that it had
led to an increase in French exports in some sectors and,
although the possibility could not be ruled out that the
tax arrangements would encourage production abroad and a
decrease in exports in other sectors, nonetheless concluded
that it was also covered by the notification obligation
of Article XVI:1,

In the light of the above, and bearing in mind the
precedent set by the Uruguayan cases (BISD, 11 Suppl.
p. 100), the Panel found that there was a prima facie
case of nullification or impairment of benefits which
other contracting parties were entitled to expect under
the General Agreement.“

49-426 0 - 79 - pt.2 - 12
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The relevant GATT panels charged with responsibility for
reviewing the income tax practices of Belgium and the Ketherlands
made findings and determinations similar to those for France in
concluding that the tax practices of Belgium and the Netherlands
were also in violation of GATT obligations.

Congressional Involvement in GATT Panel Proceedings

During the course of GATT consideration of DISC and certain
tax practices of France, Belgium and the Netherlands, Members of
the House Ways and Means Committee and the Senate Finance Committee
participated in the GATT sessions in Geneva, Switzerland. Based on
these international proceedings, and other arguments and submis=-
sions, Members of the House Ways and Means Committee and the Senate
Finance Committee have recently indicated that the United States
should take a hardline position on these issues in international
trade negotiations (as distinguished from United States unilateral
action on DISC), and that such an approach compcrts with United
States international tax and trade policy objectives and United
States international negotiating opportunities.

Although representatives of the European Communities and the
United States raised the GATT Panel Decisions at the GATT Council
meeting in Geneva, Switzerland on March 2, 1977, it is understood
that this matter has, on several occasions, been postponed for further
consideration. 1In this regard, it is important for the representatives
of the United States to be well prepared on substantive and pro-
cedural issues and negotiating techniques in order to maximize op-
portunities for obtaining beneficial results for the United States
in these proceedings. Such efforts should emphasiz2 consultations
and technical analysis involving Members and staff of the House
Ways and Means Committee and the Senate Finance Committee, staff
of the Joint Committee on Taxation, and officials of STR and
Treasury in an effort to obtain a United States domestic consensus
on these issues before undertaking specific initiatives in an
international context.

In the past, representatives of the United States federal
government have experienced ongoing difficulties in attempting to
secure open and nondiscriminatory treatment for United States exports
through elimination or reduction of trade distorting practices of
other nations.

Nevertheless, new opportunities are now available concerning
the relationship of United States domestic tax legislation and
international trade proceedings and negotiations, particularly in
the context of the GATT Panel Decisions. Based on the continued
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unwillingness of the subject European governments to adopt or

proceed with the findings of the GATT Panels, it is particularly
important that the United States Congress proceed with necessary
changes in United States federal income tax law to offset, in part,
the tax incentives of other countries which are directed to providing
a competitive advantage for the exports and international trading
activities of such countries.

In this regard, it should be recognized that the European
countries which were found in violation of GATT obligations by the
subject GATT Panels have refused to make any concessions whatever on
this matter and have resisted any form of international solution
concerning these decisions. If the United States is to proceed
with its efforts to obtain an international resolution of this
problem by means of international trade negotiations, it is neces-
sary and proper, and in accordance with United States international
tax and trade policy objectives, that the United States Congress
adopt requisite changes in United States tax law to obtain com-
parability with the tax practices of other countries and thus stren-
gthen the United States bargaining position by providing needed
leverage and negotiating tools for dealing with the trade
distorting and discriminatory tax practices of other nations.
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United States Congressional Concern about
Substantial United States Trade Deficit with Japan

House Ways and Means Committee Task
Force on United States-Japan Trade

The report of the House Ways and Means Committee Task
Force on United States-Japan Trade related that despite Japanese
trade liberalization in recent years, a wide range of trade and
structural barriers remain in Japan which restrict imports, inter-
fere with the currency alignment process, and perpetuate the United
States-Japan trade imbalance.

Members of the Task Force related that they had attempted
to express this urgent message to Japanese government and business
representatives, although such Members were not sure that the
were heard or understood. In some cases, it was felt that Japanese
officials believed that the situation was serious and were trying
to correct the problems, while in other cases, the Members encoun-
tered absolutely no understanding of how destructive Japan's
excessive trade surpluses were to the world economy, and how much
concern these trade imbalances had created in other nations.

The Members related the following in the Task Force
Report: 37/

*We have offered some observations and
proposals on these longer range issues. Some
of these proposals extend outside of the juris-
diction of the Subcommittee on Trade and involve
issues such as tax policy, antitrust, export
promotion, and government organization.

We hope that interested parties will comment
on_the proposals in this report and assist the
Subcommittee in exploring ways to deal with the
problems we have identified. The need 1s urgent
for a long-range national policy to deal with
these international trade issues.” [Emphasls supplied.]

* & &

"It is probable that in addition to curbing
domestic inflation, more important, long-range
encouragement of exports rests with the U.S.
Government in terms of

(a) tax incentives, consistent with U.S.

muitilateral obligations, which will
encourage firms to undertake the heavy
costs of entering new markets;

37/ See House Ways and Means Committee, Subcommittee on Trade Task

Force Report on United States-Japan Trade, 95th Cong., 24 Sess.,

pp. V, 6, 44 and 45, January 2, 1979.
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(b) relaxation or exemption of anti-trust
laws in certain overseas situations,
while continuing competition domes-
tically;

(c) increased emphasis in the United States
on industrial R & D innovation;

(d) access to capital for small U.S. firms
selling or operating abroad;

{e)- willingness to match the full range of
export credit ‘services offered by foreign
export organizations (pending agreement
with trading partners to limit such
export competition);

(f) better organization of Federal government
to encourage U,S, commercial interests
abroad and to give more emphasis and
visability to the importance of ex-
ports." [Emphasis supplied.]

LK N 1

"It is probable, however, that more important,
long~range encouragement of exports rests with the
U.S. Government i1n terms of such issues as:
{a) tax_incentives;
(b) “clarification of U.S. anti-trust laws to
export sales abroad;
(c) renewed R & D emphasis along with easier con-
version of R & D into industrial innovation;
(d) access to capital for small U.S. firms selling/
operating abroad;
(e) improved Eximbank services;
(f) increased coordination among, and status for
U.S. agencies promoting exports;
(g) development of the trading company concept
for U.S., companies.

While we recognize that many economists question
the need for export promotion programs, particularly
in a world of freely floating exchange rates, we are
concerned that this view is somewhat unrealistic in
light of the many export promotion programs provided
by our major competitors. For example the Library of
Congress has recently prepared a report entitled
"Export Stimulation Programs in the Major Industrial
Countries: The United States and Eight Major Com-
petitors,” vhich contains several table comparisons
showing the need for the United States to (1) either
obtain agreement among its trading partners to limit
export promotion programs or (2} to improve the quality
of its own programs.

Therefore, we believe that the general ideas
listed above should be discussed at greater length.

1. The Task Force is reviewing a number of
proposals in the general area of taxation to encourage
U.S. competition in world markets. It is important,

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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of course, that any such changes not violate existing
GATT rules or provide the kind of export subsidies
which will be covcred by the Subsidies Code in the
MTN Aqreement." [(Emphasis supplied.]

Advantages Provided by the Japanese
Government to Japanese Trading Companies

Although major Japanese trading companies are publicly
owned, large Japanese banks and insurance companies often own
substantial blocks of the stock of such trading companies. Japanese
trading ccmpanies typically operate through a Japanese parent
corporation and various local subsidiary corporations in countries
where the trading company does business.

Japanese trading companies rely extensively on debt financing
as the primary source of funds for international business operations,
and debt to equity ratios of such companies are exceedingly high
by United States standards. Interest is deductable, and net
profits after interest tend to be relatively modest owing to
substantial debt carried by the trading ocmpanies. A key factor
supporting the competitive position of Japanese trading companies
in world trading markets is the extent to which debt is considered
to be permanently invested in the business. 1In this regard, it
is particularly important to understand the manner in which debt
and equity are generally viewed in Japan. Japanese banks which
provide permanent short-term debt, although not having strict
voting power as a shareholder, nevertheless because of the unusually
high debt to equity ratios (seldom less than 9 to 1), have a very
real direct influence on the thrust and direction of Japanese
trading companies. It is implicit in this almost partnership-like
relationship that the banks will not call their loans should the
trading company run into temporary unfortuante trading experiences.
This type of relationship, although not found, nor probably per-
mitted, in the United States, nevertheless, accounts for the relatively
substantial exposures that a Japanese trading company may under-
take, based on the very high debt to equity ratios. Apparently
this type of financing is an intergal part of the total Japanese
economic system which encourages and permits Japanese trading
companies engage in very large volume and very low margin
business which in turn promotes Japanese industrial growth margins.

The Japanese system has other built-in advantages, such as
limited, if any, concern about anti-trust considerations, inter-
company investments, and seemingly inexhaustible availability of
credit. Of course, none of these advantages are readily available
under the United States system.

o
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The following excerpt from a business periodical recognizes
the advantages which accrue tc Japanese trading companies and
supports the points noted above. 38/

"There are 6,000 or so trading companies in all,
but most of the business is done by the Big Six (which
also includes C. Itoh & Co., Marubeni Corp., Sumitomo
Shoji and Missho-Iwai Co.}.

The trading companies do things which would
send the Justice Department rushing into court
if American companies did them. Often their
business comes to them from banks that are large
investors not only in the trading companies but
also in the companies whose goods the trading
firms deal. Thus, for example, Dal-Ichi Kangyo
Bank owns nearly 10% of C. Itoh & Co.; Fuji Bank
owns over 7% of Marubeni Corp. Both banks are
large investors in several textile companies with
which the two trading companies do business. There
is ample room for restraining trade and fixing prices
by Japanese managers who tend to be more interested
In_orderly markets than abstract principles of
perfect competition,

Their balance sheets would shock most American
security analysts. They go after huge volumes with
razor-thin margins - usuaily 3%, often less - on_ the
theory that prxofits will ta%e care of themselves.
And tﬁey do Et all on a shoestring, piling ponderous
debt on minimal equity. With a debt-to-equity ratio
of 9.4 (based on total debt), Mitsubishi is the group's
least leveraged outfit." [Emphasis supplied.])

Based in part on the points and considerations noted above,
it is suggested that the United States tax system should be modified
to permit, and indeed to encourage, United States owned trading
companies to compete with Japanese trading companies by adopting a
tax policy more in line with other countries of the Western World.

38/ See A Business in Billions, A Profit in Thousands, Forbes,
p. 90, July 10, 1978.
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Subsidies and Countervailing Duty Code

During the course of the MTN and in accordance with the
provisions of the Trade Act of 1974, United States trade negotiators
have attempted to obtain greater discipline over the use of foreign
subsidies that confer unfair competitive advantages upon the products
of the subsidizing country. The MTN agreement on subsidies and
countervailing duties affords an opportunity to achieve certain of
these United States objectives by permitting the United States
to limit foreign subsidy practices without sacrificing the ability
to make effective use of United States countervailing duty law.

The Subsidies and Countervailing Duty Code ("Subsidies Code")
has now been signed by the delegations of the major industrialized
countries. 39/ This code represents an interpretation and elabo-~
ration of GATT Articles VI, XVI and XXIII, relating to subsidies
and countervailing measures. Key elements of the Subsidies Code
include the following:

“l. A flat prohibition on export subsidies on nonprimary
products as well as primary mineral products;

2. Special rules for developing countries under which
signatories would agree to reduce and eliminate their
export subsidies on nonprimary products, as well as
primary mineral products;

- 3. 1Illustrative provisions on subsidies other than export
subsidies which recognize the legitimacy of such pro-
grams but also recognize that such subsidies may cause
injury or serious prejudice, or nullify or impair
GATT benefits accruing to their signatories, particu-
larly when such subsidies are granted on noncommercial
terms, and a commitment to seek to avoid such trade
effects and provision for remedies where they are
causes;

4. Improved rules on agricultural export subsidies, with
particular reference to interests in third-country
markets;

5. A two track set of remedies designed to provide
expeditious countermeasures when subsidized competition
causes problems in the United States market or in United
States export markets;

6. A dispute settlement mechanism designed to provide
quick resolution of subsidy and countervailing dis-
putes and to provide a growing case law in the GATT
on such problems.”

39/ See Subsidies/Countervailing Measures Text of the Multilateral
Trade Negotiations Group on Nontariff Measures, subgroup on
Subsidies and Countervailing Duties, April 5, 1979,
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Under the provisions of the Subsidies Code, the signatories
recognized that subsidies are used by governments to promote

important objectives of social and economic policy and also recog-
nized that subsidies may cause adverse effects to the interests of

other signatories.

The signatories agreed not to vse export subsidies in a
manner inconsistent with the provisions of the Subsidies Code.

Article 9 of the Subsidies Code, pertaining to export
subsidies, provides: 40/

"1l. Signatories shall rnt grant export subsidies on
products other than certain primary products.

2. The practices listed in points (a) to (1) in
Annex are illustrative of export subsidies.”

Article 18, Section 6 of the Subsidies Code, pertaining to
dispute settlement and review, provides: 41/

"6. The Committee shall review annually the jiplementation
and operation of this Agreement taking into account
the objectives thereof. The Committee shall annually
inform the CONTRACTING PARTIES to the GATT of deyelop-
ments during the period covered by such reviews.

1 At the first such review, the Committee shall,
in addition to its general review of the operation

or Agreement, offer all interested signatories an
opportunity to raise questions and discuss issues
concerning specific subsidy practices and the impact
on trade, if any, of certain direct tax practices."
(Emphasis supplied.]

Note 2 of the Annex to the Subsidies Code provides: 42/

"The signatories recognize that deferral need not
amount to an export subsidy where, for example, appro-

priate interest charges are collected. The signatories further

recognize that nothing in this text prejudges the disposition

by the Contracting Parties of the specific issues raised in
GATT document L/4422.% [Emphasis supplied.]

The language cit:d above expressly provides that the GATT Panel

Decision involving DISC is not covered by the Subsidies Code, and

based on an earlier draft of the text it appears that the GATT Panel

Decisions involving the tax practices of France, Belgium and the
Netherlands are also not covered by the Subsidies Code.

40/ 1d. at p. 20.

&

Id. at p. 35.
42/ 1d. at p. 40.
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Accordingly, despite the major efforts of United States trade
negotiators, it is clear that the Suhsidies Code does not resolve
the basic issues of direct tax incentives for exports and that
it sidesteps the findings under the GATT Panel Decisions, although
the Subsidies Code Committee is obligated to provide the United
States an opportunity to raise again the matter of the impact of
direct tax practices on trade.

The considerations related above further support the proposition
that the United States Congress should now proceed with changes
in the United States tax law, as recommended in this memorandum, to
protect important United States interests and to provide needed
negotiating leverage to United States trade negotiators in the
forthcoming international deliberations on the subject issues.
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CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Although it is difficult to generalize concerning the effect
of foreign tax systems with respect to taxation of foreign source
income, it should be noted that despite varied approaches to tax-
ation (worldwide, territorial, and certain forms of exemptions
and credits), not one of the major free market trading nations of the
world, other than the United States, taxes currently the undistributed
earnings and profits of a foreign suvbsidiary controlled by local
residents. Accordingly, to the extent that the United States taxes
undistributed earnings and profits of United States owned inter-
national trading firms on a current basis, this places United States
based companies engaged in international trading operations at a
substantial competitive disadvantage and constitutes a departure
from the general scheme of international taxation practiced by other
nations.

During the course of consideration and evaluation of the Tax
Reduction Act of 1975, the Tax Reform Act of 1976, the Tax Reduction
Act of 1978, the deliberations and recommendations of the House Ways
and Means Committee Task Force on Taxation of Foreign Source Income,
the House Ways and Means Committea Task Force on United States-Japan
Trade, the GATT Panel Decisions, the Subsidies Code and most recently
the delikerations and recommendations of the House Ways and Means
Committee and the Senate Finance Committee concerning the Tokyo
Round of MTN international agreerents and related domestic legis-
lation, the United States Congress had indicated an increasing
awareness that, in certain instaaces, United States interests are
not served by taxing currently the undistributed earnings and pro-
fits of United States owned foreign corporations.

More specifically, the Conyress has recognized inherent
economic distinctions between manufacturing and production operations
on the one hand, and international marketing and trading activities
on the other. These industries involve fundamentally different
transactional considerations. A manufacturing company may utilize
a trading affiifate in a low-tax jurisdiction to handle exports
of its products manufactured within or without the United States. .
Owing to the nature of manufacturing processes, such arrangements
could potentially displace United States exports of domestically
manufactured goods (and United States jobs) as a consequence of
the ability to shift manufacturing processes to foreign countries.
Conversely, trading operatiors in international commerce are not
similarly susceptible to this form of shifting which could result
in displacement of United States exports and jobs.
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Unless the United States provides an exception from current
taxatior of earnings and profits of United States owned firms
derived from international trading activities (similar to the
practice of other countries which do not tax such income on a
current basis), the competitive position of United States trading
firms will be undermined and ultimately this business will be
transferred to foreigh owned firms beyond United States tax juris-
diction and control.

Furthermore, the continuing substantial United States trade
deficit suggests that it is extremely important that United States
owned international trading firms be provided an opportunity to
compete on a substantially equivalent tax footing with foreign
owned firms in world trade. Unless United States firms are
accorded similar tax treatment to their foreign owned competitors,
such United States firms will be displaced in world trading
markets. In this regard, United States firms possess no special
advantages which would enable them to absorb significant additional
tax burdens. United States firms buy and sell the same products
and commodities as thier foreign owned competitors.

During the consideration of the legislation which was enacted
into law as the Trade Act of 1974, various representatives of the
United States Congress expressed concern about the United States
position in world trade while specifically noting the need for an
open nondiscriminatory and fair world trading system. It was
recognized that the United States could no longer expose its
markets while other nations utilize all manner of government-
instituted practices to effectively bar United States products and
distort international trade.

The Members of the House Ways and Means Committee, the
Senate Finance Committee and the Congress as a whole have stressed
the need for utilizing both international and domestic approaches
with respect to United States international tax and trade policy
issues so as to preserve important United States interests. Un-
fortunately, based on the continuing refusal of various European
countries to adopt and proceed with the GATT Panel Decisions and
the inability of United States trade negotiations to obtiin re-
quisite limitations and international rules on the use of direct
tax export incentives under the provisions of the Subsidies Code
{despite major efforts by our trade negotiations in both of these
areas), the United States is now faced with a pressing need to
make changes in United States tax law to obtain comparability
with the tax practices of other countries which compete with the
United States for world trading markets.

Based on the points, authorities, developments and
considerations set forth above, it is urged that the Members of
the House Ways and Means Committee, the Senate Pinance Committee
and the Congress as a whole proceed expeditiously with necessary
changes in United States federal income tax law to assure that
United States owned firms engaged in international trading of
agricultural commodities will be placed on a substantially equi~-
valent tax footing with their foreign owned competitors.

Respectfully submitted,

N &

July 16, 1979 Paul H. DelLaney, Jr.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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ATTACHMENT A
General Considerations Regarding

United States Taxation of Foreign Source Income

Tax Jurisdiction and Taxation of Foreign Source Income

A particular nation may tax the worldwide income of its
nationals, restrict the scope of its tax jurisdiction to a ter-
ritorial basis (tax only domestic source income), or provide for
other means of limiting the taxation of foreign source income.

In response to a United States Congressional inquiry in March
1973, a study was prepared under the auspices of the Council on
International Economic Policy ("CIEP") ( regarding tax treatment by
other nations of their own multinational firms (taxation of foreign
source income). 1/

This study summarized the basic rules of the following countries
with respect to taxation of foreign source income: Belgium, Brazil,
Canada, Denmark, France, Federal Republic of Germany, Ireland, Italy,
Japan, the Netherlands, Norway, Switzerland, and the United Kingdon.

The analysis included:

1. Taxation of income of foreign branches of domestic
corporations; :

2, Taxation of foreign subsidiaries of domestic
corporations;

3. Taxation of interest, dividends and patent royalties
received from abroad; and

4, Treatment of foreign taxes paid by domestic '
corporations and their subsidiaries (in certain in-
stances, inter-company pricing practices were considered)

.

1/ See information submitted for the record by the Council on
International Economic Policy to the Subcommittee on Inter-
national Trade, Senate Finance Committee, Hearings on
Multinational Enterprises, February 26 through March 6, 1973.

’

%
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Although it is difficult to generalize concerning the
effect of foreign tax systems with respect to taxation of foreign
source income, it should be noted that despite varied approaches
to taxation (worldwide, territorial, and varied forms of exemptions
and credits), not one of the nations considered in the CIEP study
taxed currently the undistributed profits of a foreign subsidiary
controlled by local residents. Accordingly, to the extent that
the United States taxes undistributed profits of United States con-
trolled foreign corporations on a current basis, this places United
States based companies engaged in international operations at a
competitive disadvantage and constitutes a departure from the
general scheme of international taxaiion practiced by other nations.

United States Constitutional Considerations

In accordance with the principal taxation provisions of
the Constitution of the United States (sometimes hereinafter re-
ferred to as the "Constitution"), the United States Congress
{sometimes hereinafter referred to as the "Congress"), possesses
the power to lay and collect, taxes, duties, imposts, and excises
to pay the debts and provide for common defense and general welfare
of the United States, provided cuch duties, imposts and excises
shall be uniform through the United States. 2/

Undexr the Constitution, as initially ratified, the Congress
could only impose direct taxes in proportion to the census (appor-
tionment on the basis of population). 3/ However, pursuant to
Constitutional Amendment, the Congress is now empowered to lay and
collect taxes on income from whatever source derived, without ap-
portionment among the several states, and without regard to any
census or enumeration. 4/ Although the Congress has exercised its
Constitutional tax authority in enacting the provisions of the
United States Internal Revenue Code, 5/ administration of United
States federal income tax laws has generally been delegated to the
United States Treasury Department and the Internal Revenue
Service. 6/

See U.S. Const. Art. I, Sec. 8.
See U.S. Const,. Art. I, Sec. 9.

See U.S., Const, Amend., XVI,

LRrRRrR

See Intgznal Ravenue Code of 1954, as amended, Title 26
U.S.C. 81 et seq. (sometimes hereinafter referred to as
the "I.R.CT™M)"

6/ The Commissioner of Internal Revenue, with the approval of
the Secretary of the Treasury, is charged with the respon-
sibility for prescribing and publishing rules and regulations
:g; the enforcement of United States income taxes. See I.R.C.
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United States Tax Jurisdiction

United States federal tax jurisdiction is based on two

general principles: 1/

1. Nationality, under which the United States taxes
worldwide income of "United States persons"; 8/
and

2. Source of income, under which the United States taxes
"United States source income®” of United States persons
and "foreign persons®, including "nonresident aliens”
and "foreign corporations” (in limited circumstances,
the United States taxes "foreign source income" of
foreign persons "effectively connected with a United
States trade or buisness”).

Accordingly, under relevant provisions of the Internal Revenue

Code, nonresident aliens and foreign corporations are subject to
United States federal income tax on: 9/

1. Income derived from United States sources; and

2. Income effectiveiy connected with a United States
trade or business.

The term "United States person” includes United States domestic

corporation. 10/

I1.R.C. B8l and 11(a) set forth very broad jurisdictional rules,
imposing tax on the taxable income of “every individual®
and "evary corporation", respectively.

The term "United States person” and other relevant terms
pertaining to United States tax jurisdiction are defined and
discusses subsequently in this memorandum.

See I.R.C. 883871, 872, 881 and 882 which limit United States
tax jurisdiction with respect to taxation of nonresident aliens
and foreign corporations to income from sources within the
United States and income effectively connected with the
conduct of a United States trade or business.

I.R.C. 87701(a) (30) defines "United States person" to include
citizens, residents, domestic partnerships, domestic
corporations and domestic estates and trusts.
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United States Taxation of United States
Corporations _and Foreign Corporations

As noted above, United States tax jurisdiction is based
on both nationality and source of income. The United States taxes
United States persons (citizens, residents, corporations, partner=-
ships, trusts, etc.) on income from all sources.

The modern United States corporate income tax dates from 1909.
At that time, domestic corporations were taxed on income from all
sources and foreign corporations on income from business trans-
acted and capital invested within the United States. This
jurisdictional pattern remained substantially unchanged until 1962.

The impact of tax on the foreign source income of United
States persons was softened somewhat in 1918 with the adoption of a
foreign tax credit. Previously, foreign taxes had merely been
deductable, like state and local taxes. The credit can apply to
both the earnings and profits of foreign subsidiary corporations
and foreign branches. Only payments treated as income taxes, or
"in lieu of income taxes®, qualify for the credit. 11/

The income of foreign corporations, if derived from business
conducted outside the United States, is generally not subject
to current United States income taxation.

In broad terms, a corporation is treated as a United States
domestic corporation if it is incorporated in any of the states
of the United States or the District of Columbia and is treated
as a foreign corporation if it derives its charter from a foreign
government.

Foreign source income earned by a foreign corporation controlled
by United States persons is gererally exempt from United States
taxation until distributed to shareholders who are United States.
persons, 12 The effect of these provisions of the Internal Revenue
Code is that a United States person (United States shareholder) is

11 Ssee I.R.C. BB901-906.
12/ See 1.r.C. B81, 11, 861-864, 831-883, and 1201.
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allowed to defer paying United States income tax on undistributed
earnings and profits of a controlled foreign subsidiary corporation
until such earnings and profits are repatriated to the United States
(this development is often referred to as "deferral"” of tax with
respect to foreign investment).

A corporation recieving a dividend from a controlled United
States domestic corporation is generally entitled to exclude
most of that dividend from its taxable income on the theory that
it has already been subject to tax. 13/ Dividends from a foreign
corporation are not entitled to this exclusion. Likewise, divi-
dends from a foreign corporation are not entitled to the $100
exclusion of dividends received by individuals. 14/ Therefore,
United States shareholders of foreign corporations are generally
taxed fully on dividends received from foreign corporations.

A United States corporation which in any taxable year owns at
least 10 percent of the voting stock of a foreign corporation from
which it received dividends is entitled to a foreign tax credit
for income taxes paid by that foreign corporation. 15/

Current Taxation of Undistributed Earnings
and Profits of Foreign Corporations

Although United States shareholders (United States persons) of

foreign corporations are generally not subject to United States

tax on the income of such foreign corporations unless, and until,
such income i{s repatriated to the United States in the form of
dividends (or remittances in the nature of a dividend), United
States shareholders of two categories of foreign corporations are
effectively subject to current United States taxation on certain
types of undistributed income:

1. “Poreign personal holding companies®; and

2, "Controlled foreign corporations”.

See I.R.C. B243.
See I.R.C. Bll6.

&k

See I.R.C. B8902.

49-426 0 - 79 - pt.2 - 13
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United States Taxation of
Foreign Personal Holding Companies

A foreign corporation is treated as a foreign personal holding
company:

1.. 1If at least 60 percent of the corporation’s
gross income for the taxable year is foreign
personal holding company income (passive income
such as dividends, interest, rents and royal-
ties); and -

2. If at any time during the taxable year, more
than 50 percent in value of the corporation's
outstanding stock is held directly or indirectly
by not more than five individuals who are citi-
zens or residents of the United States. 16/

The rationale for the foreign personal holding company
provisions is to prevent a small group of United States taxpayers
from incorporating their investments overseas in order to escape
taxation of investment income at the individual level. The share-
holdexrs of a foreign personal holding company are subject to cur-
rent United States taxation on their pro-rata share of the covpor-
ation's personal holding company income.

" 16/ See I.R.C. B8551-558.
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United States Taxation of Controlled
Foreign Corporations Under Subpart P

In accordance with the provisions of the Revenue Act of
1962, 17/ the United States Congress added Subpart F to the
Internal Revenue Code in an effort to deal with the problem of
tax haven operations. 18/ Under this approach, United States
shareholders of controlled foreign corporations ("CFCs") are
subject to current United States income taxation on certain forms
of undistributed tainted income (tax haven or Subpart F income):

1. Subpart P income, including foreign base company
income and income derived from insurance of
United States risks;y

2. Previously untaxed Subpart F income withdrawn
from investment in less developed countries;
and

3. Any increase in investment in United States
property to the extent it would be taxable
as a dividend if distributed to United States
shareholders.

It should be understood that Subpart F taxes United States
shareholders not on their own incoma, but on the income of CFCs
in which they own an interest. This development relates to the
consideration that there may be no jurisdictional basis for taxing
a foreign corporation unless it earns income from sources within
the country asserting jurisdiction to tax (or has income effectively
connected with business operations in such country). Therefore,
Subpart P jurisdiction is predicated on United States citizenship
or residence, rather than source of income.

Controlled Poreign Corporations

A CPC is defined as a fo¥eign corporation whose total combined
voting power of all classes of stock entitled to vote is more than
50 percent owned, on any day during the taxable year, by United
States shareholders. 19/

See Revenue Act of 1962, P.L. 87-834, H.R. 10650,
87th Cong., 23 Sess., 76 Stat. 960, October 16, 1962.

S

See I.R.C. §951(a)(1).
See I.R.C. 8957,

I g



A "United States shareholder” is defined as a United States
person owning, actually or constructively, 10 percent or more
of the total combined voting power of a CFC. 20/

Foreign Base Company Income

Foreign base company income (as noted before, foreigu base
company income is included in the definition of Subpart F income)
is computed on the basis of three components: 21/

1. Foreign personal holding company income;
2, Foreign base company sales income; and
3. Foreign base company services income.

For operational purposes, a primary issue often pertains to
tax treatment of foreign base company sales income. Essentially,
a CFC engaged in buying and selling personal property to, from, or
on behalf of, a related person is treated as generating foreign
base company sales income, unless the property has been manufactured,
produced, grown, or extracted in the CFPC's country of incorporation
cr is intended to be used, consumed, or disposed of in that country,
or both. g%/ These rules are designed to subject to current tax-
ation the Income of CFCs primarily engaged in selling, as opposed
to manufacturing or similar activities.

In applying the foreign base company sales income rules, the
income of a branch operation outside the CFC's country of incor-
poration is treated as foreign base company sales income of the
CFC when use of the branch has substatntially the same tax effect
as if the branch were a wholly-owned subsidiary. 23/ The Treas-
ury Income Tax Reqgulations set forth detailed rules for making
this determination with respect to both sales and manufacturing
branches. The effect of this procedure is to prevent avoidance
of tax by United States shareholders on income which in substance
is identical to foreign base company sales income where the
existence of such income would not otherwise be recognized because
of formal unity of a CFC and its branch as a single corporate

entity. 24/

20 See I.R.C. B951(b).

21/ See I.R.C. 8954(a).

22/ See I.R.C. 8954(d)(1).

23/ see I.R.C. 8954(d) (2).

24/ See Treas. Reg. 81.954-3(b).
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Legislative Chronology of Subpart F

In accordance with the legislative history of Subpart F under
the Revenue Rct of 1962, it is clear that the United States Congress
adopted the percentage of voting power test contained in Section
957 (pertaining to the definition of a controlled foreign corpora-
tion) and specifically rejecting percentage of value and effective
control tests, recognizing that United States shareholders should
only be taxed currently on undistributed foreign corporate profits
where such shareholders possess sufficient power to cause pavment
of dividends.

An anlaysis of the specific legislative chronology on this
matter reveals the following:

1, Treasury Department's original proposal to ’
tax United States shareholders currently on
undistributed earnings of foreign corporations

was rejected by Congress as overreaching; ;

2. In a second and narrower proposal, the Treasury
Department pressed Congress to adopt a definition
for CFCs which would be based on either a value
test or a voting power test (it should be noted .
that the Congress, on its own initiative, did not
consider a test beyond a voting power test);

3. Despite the suggestions and arguments of the
Treasury Department, the Congress selected the
voting power test to determine CFC status.

4. The Congress concluded that United States share-~
holders should not be taxed on undistributed
earnings of a foreign corporation unless such
shareholders had the requisite voting power to
cause the declaration and payment of dividends.

5. The Congress was aware of other types of tests
for determining CFC status, such as percentage
of value, practical control, effective control,
etc. (the Congress had often used such various
control tests either individually or in combina-
tion to remedy specific problems) and therefore,
it is particularly significant that the Congress
did not select any test other than that of voting
power for the CFC definition.
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House Vays and Means Committee Hearings

It is important to recognize that early in the process of
the legislative history of Subpart F, various members of the
House Ways and Means Committee expressed concern about the apparent
approach of the Treasury Department regarding standards for the
definition of a CFC. Apparently, the Treasury had hoped to give
the newly-proposed taxing mechanism the broadest possible scope
as demonstrated by its proposal that with respect to a corporation
created after enactment of the legislation, any United States
sharcholder owning ten percent or more of the stock of a foreign
corporation would be taxed on its share of the foreign corporation's
earnings even though no other United States shareholder owned
stock in the subsidiary, i.e. a 10 percent ownership test rather
than a 50 percent ownership test would be applied to new foreign
subsidiaries.

This approach attracted substantial opposition within
the House Ways and Means Committee, and the Treasury Department
withdrew the proposal and advanced another. The second Treasury
initiative provided that a ten percent or greater United States
shareholder would be taxed currently on its pro rata share of
the foreign corporation's income only if five or fewer United
States shareholders owned either (1) more than 50 percent
of the voting power, or (2) more than 50 percent of the value,
of the foreign corporation's stock. 25/ Under this method, the
Treasury's test of control was a two-pronged alternative test,
i.e. ownership of either more than 50 percent in value or voting
powerAwould cause a foreign corporation to be classified as a CFC.

Again, key members of the House Ways and Means Committee
expressed reservations about this type of control test. Senior
Committee member Hale Boggs and ranking Republican member John
Byrnes (recognized within the Committee as active and knowledgeable
members in the foreign income area) doubted that the United States
had the power to pierce the veil of foreign corporate entitjes in
the manner proposed by the Treasury, despite Secretary of the
Treasury Dillon's opinion that the manner in which United States
shareholders of foreign personal holding companies were taxed
established that the Treasury approach was legally proper.
Accordingly, Congressman Boggs (who was not satisfied with
Secretary Dillon's statement) asked that the staff of the Joint
Committee on Internal Revenue Taxation prepare and submit a
memorandum to the House Ways and Means Committee on this issue,
such memorandum to be made an official part of the record of the
" hearings.-26/ As noted below, this Joint Committee staff
memorandum provides better evidence of Congressional intent
on this issue than the pronouncements of the Treasury.

25/ See U.S. Treas. Dept. Press Release D-186 {(July 28, 1961).

26/ See Hearings on President's 1961 Tax Recommendations Before
the House Ways and !Means Committee, Vol. 1, p. 310, 87th Cong.,
1lst Sess., May 4, 1961.
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Treasury Department Legal !emorandum

In a legal memorandum from General Counsel of the Treasury
Department Robert H. Knight to Secretary of the Treasury Dillon,
it was the opinion of the Treasury Department that the subject
Treasury proposal, including both the 50 percent threshold test
for existing foreign corporations and the 10 percent threshold
test for future foreign corporations, would be held valid under
the United States Constitution both with respect to the taxing
power and the power to regulate foreign commerce. 27/

Joint Committee Staff Legal Memorandum

The Joint Committee staff memorandum confirmed the basic
concern and thinking of members of the House Ways and Means Com-
mittee, particularly on the question of the appropriateness under
the United States Constitution of subjecting United States taxpayers
to current tax treatment with respect to undistributed corporate
income on the basis of constructive receipt: 28/

"The administration's proposal is that the
income earned by foreign corporations be taxed
to the American shareholders without any distri-
bution or dividend declaration. 7This raises certain
basic questions as to whether or not the shareholder
has income within the meaning of the 16th amendment
when he has received nothing and does not have the

right and power to demand any payment. [Emphasis supplied.]

The staff memorandum emphasized the separateness of corporate
entities, even in the case of a United States subsidiary wholly-
owned by a foreign government, and distinguished the Subpart F proposal
from the foreign personal holding ocmpany provisions which were
described as a special case which must be viewed as depending on
the power of Congress to prevent an obvious tax-evasion device.
Finding no basis to justify current dividend-like taxation of
undistributed foreign corporate earnings, the staff memorandunm
further concluded that the constructive receipt had no application
because the United States shareholder had no power to declare
a dividend and therefore lacked the power to demand the payment
which makes the constructive receipt doctrine operative. Accordingly,
the Joint Committee staff memorancum rejected The Treasury Depart-
ment's contentions and adopted the view that only when a United
States shoreholder possessed the power to declare a divident would
the constructive receipt theory provide an appropriate basis for
current taxation.

27/ See memorandum prepared by the United States Treasury
Department entitled, "Opinion re Proposal to Include in
Gross Income of United States Shareholders Undistributed
Earnings and Profits of a Controlled Foreign Corporation”,
June 12, 1961.

28/ See memorandum prepared by the staff of the Joint Committee
on Internal Revenue Taxation entitled, "Constitutional Power to
Tax Shareholders on Undistributed Income of a Corporation®, p. 311.
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STATEMENT OF MILLERS' NATIONAL FEDERATION
SUMMARY

- The Millers’ National Federation supports passage of the Trade Agreements Act
of 1979. Our members are pleased with the importance placed on agriculture in the
multilateral trade negotiations. Now that the negotiations have been concluded, the
U.S. flour millers urge speedy resolution of their Section 301 case involving the
European Community’s subeid))‘r on its exports of wheat flour. This matter has been
pending for over 3% years. The Federation is hopeful that the new subsidies code
will be an effective tool in the future against the EC’s practice of subsidizing its
wheat flour exports. .

STATEMENT
Introduction

This statement is submitted on behalf of the Millers’ National Federation, the
national trade association of the flour milling industry of the United States. Our
members represent approximately 87 percent of the commercial flour milling capac-
ity in the United States.

The Millers’ National Federation has been active in international trade matters
on behalf of its members since 1952. The Export Subcommittee of the Federation is
charged with direct responsibility for assisting the U.S. flour milling industry with
its interest in international trade. Wheat flour is exported from approximately 30
states through 40 ports on the Atlantic, Pacific, Gulf t and Great Lakes and has
gone to more than 100 countries in the world.

The Millers’ National Federation has followed the Tokyo Round of the Multilater-
al Trade Negotiations with keen interest. We in the flour milling industry are
{a}leased with the importance that Ambassador Strauss and other members of the

S. negotiating team have placed on agriculture in the negotiations. The further
reduction of both non-tariff and tariff trade barriers for individual agricultural
goducts and the establishment of new international rules to assure that trade will

conducted more fairly and equitably between nations are two goals that we
support.
The Millers’ pending section 01 case: The EC's wheat flour subsidy

The United States is the world's major producer of wheat. It was the largest
exporter of wheat (including wheat flour in flour equivalent) in the world until the
formation of the European nomic Community. The U.S. capacity to mill wheat is
approximately one million hundredweight daily on a five-day basis. With wheat
supplies far in excess of domestic need, this milling capacity has assured a flour
production reserve far in excess of domesic requirements and normal export
demand. There is a type of flour available from American sources to meet the
specifications of every wheat product in every country. Further, wheat flour can be
sugylied in any kind of package to meet any world need.

ithin the European Community, wheat is produced primarily in France and
Italy. EC wheat production is uneconomical. The EC has established a means of
protecting its flour milling industry from outside competition and forcing its un-
economical production onto the world market through the use of export subsidies
granted to EC flour millers.

Exports of wheat flour from the United States have been severely damaged as a
result of the EC’s E%actice of subsidizing its exports of wheat flour. With the aid of
export subsidies, flour millers have been able to displace sales of U.S. flour in
third country markets. In addition, the EC’s protectionist system has virtuall
elinlxti_nated previously existing market opportunities for U.S. flour within the
itself.

In order to seek remedial relief from the EC'’s iliegal subsidy on wheat flour,
milling industry filed a petition pursuant to Section 301 of the Trade Act of 1974.
This section provides that the President must use the full authority of his office to
cause foreign governments to remove export subsidies which reduce exports of
competitive U.S. products. The brief in Docket 301-6 was filed on November 21,
1975, over 3% years a§o. The Office of the Special Trade Representative held
hearings the following January. Nonetheless, the matter remains unresolved. No
corrective action has been taken by the President.

The Millers also submitted a brief in support of the Section 301 complaint filed in
November, 1978 by Great Plains Wheat, Inc. against the EC’s use of export subsidies
on wheat. We recommended that the flour miller’s complaint be reviewed at the
same time.

The U.S. flour millers urged the United States to make elimination of the EC
export subsidy on flour one of its highest priorities during the multilateral trade



691

neg:_tiations. The negotiations have now been concluded. The matter of the EC’s
su 1d3tr hi(;n szt &:ut:", w;:ci?oti rep&lved. The- Millers’ Nag;mgrlr:‘dedmn now
urges 8] y in its report accom -] e ments
Act that pending cases ought not be adversely af}:‘&n%y amendments Special
Representative for Trade Negotiations should give pending cases priority over cases
filed subsequent to enactment of this legislation and should take pending cases up
in the order in which were filed.

The EC's wheat flour subsidy: The new subsidies code -

The efforts of our negotiators to ameliorate nontariff trade barriers represent a
new dimension in multilateral trade negotiations. Of importance to Millers’ Nation-
al Federation and to U.S. agriculture is the proposed non-tariff code on subsidies.
Under the provisions of the new subeidies code, use of export subsidies in such a
manner as to displace the trade of other countries in third markets, or to result in
material price undercutting in such market, would be prohibited

The U.S. flour milling industry has confidence that the United States can success-
fully resolve its pending Section 301 cases involving the EC’s export subsidy on
wheat flour expeg:ionsly. On Januarg 1, 1980, the new subsidies code will become
effective. In terms of long-range considerations, the initial development of non-tariff
codes, such as the code governing subsidies, may be most noteworthy accomplish-
mefnt of the Tokyo Round. However, in order to be effective, the new codes must be
enforced.

The Millers’ National Federation is hopeful that the subsidies code will enhance
the ability of the United States to insist that the EC honor its commitments under
the General ment on Tariffs and Trade (GATT). However, we have no assur-
ance that the intends to abide by the spirit and intend of the new subsidies code.
The EC has repeatedly committed blatant violations of Article XVI of GATT. The
United States must demonstrate to the EC that it will foroefullxy pursue its rights
under both existing laws and under the new subsidies code. It 18 both fair and
reasonable for the United States to insist that the EC adhere to its contractual
commitments under GATT and under the new subsidies code. This should mean an
end to the EC’s practices which it knows are damaging U.S. wheat flour exports.

CONCLUSION

The Millers’ National Federation believes that Ambassador Strauss has kept his
pledge that any package he brought back would include meaningful gains for U.S.
agriculture as a whole. Chief among these gains is the proposed subsidies code.

The question presented by the wheat flour industry’s pending Section 301 case is
much broader t the EC’s subsidy on its what flour. The policy of the United
States for some time has been to eliminate foreign export subsidies which damage
U.S. exports in third markets. This case squarely presents the issue as to whether or
not the U.S. will use the laws available to it to eliminate export subsidies. If the
challenge to the EC wheat flour export subsidy is not successful, then it will signal
to the and other GATT members that the U.S. does not intend to enforce its
domestic law or to prevent export subsidies by foreifn countries. The Millers’
National Federation urges that a successful resolution of its case involving the EC’s
damaging export subsidies on its wheat flour would be a most appropriate follow-up
to the negotiations. The Millers' National Federation urges swift passages of the
Trade Agreements Act of 1979. .

Respectfully submitted,
WAYNE E. Sw eGLE, President.

STATEMENT OF CLING PEACH ADVISORY BOARD

INTRODUCTION

This statement is made on behalf of the Cling Peach Advisory Board, which
represents all peach producers and marketers in the State of California. The Board
is organized pursuant to statutory requirements of the State of California and
engages in market development, promotional, advertising, research, and quality
control programs, as well as matters involving public affairs for its members. There
are approximately 1,200 peach growers in California who grow over 40,000 acres of
cling peach trees. This is an average of about 30 acres per grower. Total sales are
close to $500 million annuallé.lmExpons presently account for approximately $70
million on an annual basis. Cling ches are marketed in the form of canned
peaches, canned fruit cocktail and other products containing cling peaches.
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THE TOKYO ROUND—AN OVERVIEW

The Cling Peach Advisory Board has a long history of involvement in internation-
al trade matters. In the Kennedy Round of trade negotiations, the groundwork was
laid for the removal of the Japanese quota on our products. As a result, our exports
to Japan are now worth about $25 million.

Cling peach growers felt very fortunate to receive some benefits from the Kenne-
dy Round. The Tokyo Round, however, represents the first time in a major trade
negotiation that agriculture has been put in the forefront. Ambassador Strauss, our
negotiators, and the United States Desartment of Agriculture deserve congratula-
tions for focusing on the difficult and complex issues of agricultural trade in a
manner consistent with President Carter’'s mandate, which was expressed in his
1977 Annual Report to Con, on the Trade Agreements Propram: “* * * Across-
the-board we are pressing for equality of access for our exporis in the markets of
develo countries. In particular, ways must be found to deal with problems of
agricultural trade and nontariff measures, which received relatively little emphasis
in earlier negotiations.” (Emphasis added.)

The priority which our negotiators gave agriculture was well deserved. Our bal-
ance of trade deficit is already at a crisis level. Without icultural! exports,
including $3 billion of exports from the State of California, the deficit would be at a
level that is difficult to imagine.

TARIFF CONCESSIONS

No official data exists with respect to specific trade concessions received for
roducts of interest to the Cling Peach Advisory Board. However, based on current-
y available information, we anticipate that import duties for canned peaches and

canned fruit cocktail will be somewhat reduced in ten countries. Seven of these are
developed countries where fairly significant increases in trade a Pear possible. The
remaining three are developing countries where only very small export increases
can be anticipated. Until the concessions are confirmed and the specific level of
tariff decrease identified, it will be difficult to project the impact on trade with any
degree of certainty. If the unofficial reports are close to being accurate, we antici-
pate that millions of dollars in additional trade will be generated for our products.

THE PENDING SECTION 301 CASE ON EC IMPORT RESTRICTIONS

In September of 1975, a complaint was filed pursuant to Section 301 of the Trade
Act of 1974 covering certain import restrictions on processed fruits and vegetables
established by the European Community (“EC”). The Cling Peach Advisory Board
has actively participated in this case. The import restrictions involved minimum
import prices; import certificates (which are actually import licenses); provision for
suspension of imports of all (r fruits and vegetables (whether subject to
import certificates or not); and an added duty based on sugar content. Pursuant to
the 301 complaint, a panei of GATT contracting parties found the minimum import
price proeedure to be contra&to the international trade rules. The proposal was
subsequently dropped by the EC.

However, the other impediments remain in effect and the UC has since adopted
another policy which we believe is in contravention of the provisions of GATT. A

ower subsidy program has been introducte to encourage increased internal pro-

uction of fruits and vegetables.

These policies have adversely affected exports of our products to the EC. There-
fore, we are quite interested in an{ amendments to Section 301.

Title IX of the new trade act will revise Section 301 so that it specifically includes
enforcement of U.S. rights under the new trade agreements, such as the subsidies
code. We urge this Committee to specify. in its Report that any such amendments
should have no adverse affect on cases presently pending under this Section. Such
cases should not need to be refiled. Also, resolution of such cases should take
absolute priority over cases filed su uent to enactment of any new legislation.

The Board feels that the specific time limits established in Title IX for investigat-
ing and taking action on petitions are significant. We are hopeful that this will
mean a speedy resoultion of pending, as well as future, cases.

NONTARIFY CODES

In terms of long range considerations, the most noteworthy accomplishment of
this negotiation will probably be the initial development of non-tariff codes to
govern rules of the game in international trade. Theee codes, covering such matters
as licensing, government procurement, standards, subsidies and counwrvmlins
duties will, if effectively enforced, have a dramatic influence in increasing worl
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trade. For agriculture in general, and cling peaches in particular, the proposed code
on subsidies is the most significant. As we have already noted in discussing trade
impediments implemented by the EC, subsidies are commonly used against U.S.
agriculture exporters under the guise of encouraging and improving local produc-
tion of the commodity in question. The validity of Ambassador Strauss’ plea for
equal competitive opportunities in world trade been no better illustrated than
by the indiscriminate use of subsidies. We do not suggest the subsidies code will be a
panacea and by itself eliminate this problem. However, it is certainly a step in the
right direction.

The. Cling Peach Adviso% Board is hopeful that the new subsidies code will
enhance the ability of the United States to insist that the EC honor its commit-
ments under the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT). However, we
have no assurance that the EC intends to abide by the spirit and intent of the
subsidies code. The EC has repeatedly violated Article XVI of GATT with regard to
various agricultural products.

The United States, on the other hand, has made a major effort to conform to the
principally accepted criteria for fair international trade, and we have tended to be
extremely tolerant of the indiscretions of others. The time would seem to be right
for the United States to move to a reciprocal ‘“‘Most Favored Nation” policy. In the
long run, if the codes are to operate eftectively, we believe this Committee must at
least consider a policy that involves granting Most Favored Nation rights only to
those countries which accede to GATT (or the new trade codes) or which bilaterally
agree to comparable trade rules. It is submitted that an effective policy in this
regard should be self-enforcing and could be accomplished by modifying our tariff
schedules to provide for different rates of duty for those countries cogrlying with
the referenced rules of trade as compared to the rate for those which fail to comply.

CONCLUSION

The Cling Peach Advisory Board urges speedy passage of the Trade Agreements
Act of 1979. We congratulate Ambassador Strauss and his negotiating team, as well
as those Department of Agriculture officials connected with the negotiations. The
have worked long hours against difficult odds in the interest of American agricul-
ture. Those concessions which have apparently been achieved will result in in-
creased exports of our products.

In terms of long-range considerations, the development of non-tariff codes, such as
the code governing subsidies, may be the most noteworthy accomplishment of these
negotiations. However, in order to be effective, the new codes must be enforced.
Title IX of the new trade bill revises Section 301 to provide the mechanism for the
enforcement of U.S. rights under the new codes. The Cling Peach Advisory Board
urges the U.S. to use the laws available to it to assure that our trading partners live
up to their commitments under the new codes.

This negotiation represents a healthy step forward for U.S. agriculture. Peach
growers in California hope that the momentum established by Ambassador Strauss
and his negotiators will continue forward until complete equity in world trade has
been achieved.

Respectfully submitted.

W. R. Hoarp, Manager.

STATEMENT OF WiLLIAM S. SNEATH, CHEMICAL INDUSTRY TRADE ADVISER

The Office of the Chemical Industry Trade Advisor represents five major chemicat
industry trade associations: (1) Chemical Manufacturers Association; (2) Dry Color
Manufacturers Association; (3) The Fertilizer Institute; (4) The Society of the Plas-
tics Industry, Inc.; and (5) Synthetic Organic Chemical Manufacturers Association.

It is this amalgamation of associations that has made it possible for the chemical
industry to articulate and communicate its views throughout the Tokyo Round of
trade negotiations. It also provided a focal point for the interchange of views
be:dween government and the chemical industry on issues affecting international
trade.

This industry has a vex' | stake in world trade and therefore in the MTN and
the Trade Agh\ements Act o% 1979. Its $12.6 billion of exports amount to nine
percent of all U.S. exports and 10 percent of the industry’s total sales. If not for the
industry’s trade surplus of $6.2 billion in 1978, the U.S. $31 billion deficit would
have been even larger.
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THE TRADE AGREEMENTS

The chemical industry supports the Trade Agreements Act of 1979 (H.R. 4537)
which implements the nontariff agreements of the MTN. Viewed as a “package”,
the Tokyo Round agreements appear to include mutual concessions by the major
trading partners that are both equitable and reasonable.

The negoatiated tariff cuts on U.S. chemical imports will average about 35 per-
cent to be phased in over eight years. These cuts are considerably smaller tﬁean
originally proposed by the United States government, due largely, we believe, to the
positive contribution of the industry sector advisory process

Furthermore, the U.S. average tariff cut will be close to the average tariff cuts

to by the major trading partners. We are convinced that this level of tariff
cuts offers the potential for increased world trade in chemicals.

The new international codes also represent an important step toward the reduc-
tion of many types of barriers to international trade. The code against subsidies, in
particular, should help reduce such governmental interference in the internationat
market place. We hope that the U.S. government will supply the resources and
cgmm;tment to make sure that the new codes are complied with both here and
abroad.

There is, of course, no sure way to forecast the future of chemical trade, but the
trade agreements, taken as a package, offer opportunities to open markets aborad
and to mitigate some of the unacceptable trade practices that curtail activity in
both domestic and international markets.

!

DISCLOSURE OF CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION

A problem arises from certain requirements of the Toxic Substances Control Act
and the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act that there will be
disclosure and sharing of test data. As currently written, these provisions compel
the innovative producer to disclose data and information obtained at a very high
cost. Such forced disclosure of valuable proprietary information could itself take on
the aspect of a non-tariff barrier, and unless modified, might serve to undermine the
potential for trade expansion the MTN has created.

Countries exporting chemicals to the U.S. have already protested the effect of the
requirements. Ultimately, challenges will be brought under settlement procedures
of the code on technical barriers to trade (standards). Thus the disclosure require-
ment opens the possibility of compensatory reprisals against U.S. chemical exports
if the U.S. law is not changed.

The chemcial industry has strongly emphasized to both the Congress and the
Administration that unreasonable disclosure of data amounts to loss of property,
and has urgently sought relief from these requirements. The industry believes the
matter can be resolved satisfactorily through provisions of Section 411 of the Trade
Agreements Act of 1979, through administrative action and through the legislative
history. We believe the latter should provide an opportunity for the Office of the
Special Trade Representative to enter into multilateral negotiations to protect the
property value of data submitted under environmental law and regulations. The
Congress should insist that this approach be undertaken without delay.

FUTURE OUTLOOK

The Trade Act, of course, deals only with U.S. implementation of the codes into
law. It cannot and does not assure the same compliance by other signatory coun-
tries. For this reason, it is extremely important that the Congress support monitor-
ing provisions in the Trade Act with appropriate language in its report on the bill
and that the U.S. government’s Executive Branch be properly organized to assure
compliance with the Codes.

The relationships with the less developed countries for example will assume new
directions as certain practices in world trade come under the disciplines of the new
international codes. It is hoped, for example, that a better understanding of the
effects of government policies on international trade will evolve as the codes are
implemented and that trade distorting policies will be minimized.

The reference to a North American Alliance in the Trade Agreements Act is
timely. The size and strength of the Canadian and Mexican chemical industries will
become increasingly significant both as a source and a market for chemicals. The
chemical industry will cooperate with the Congress and Administration as this
question is addressed.
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ADVISORY SYSTEM

The chemical industry pledges its support of the private sector advisory system
rovided for in Section 1103. A large commitment of manpower was made to the
ndustry Sector Advisory Committees provided for in the de Act of 1974. The
liaison with the government was a worthwhile effort that must be continued in the
post-MTN period. The MTN was a mammoth task snlm(‘u‘}‘l{v concluded under
difficult circumstances. To make it truly successful, continued participation and
cooperation by both the public and private sectors will be necessary.

CONCLUSION

The chemical industry, in supporting the total package represented by the Trade
Agreements Act of 1979 will meet its responsibilities to assist the government and
the Congress in the important follow-up work which must be undertaken te make
the MTN a syccess.

WiLuiam S, SNEATH,
Chemical Industry Trade Adviser.

AMERICAN IRON & STEEL INSTITUTE,
Washington, D.C., July 17, 1979.

Hon. ABRAHAM RIBICOFF, .
Chairman, Subcommittee on International Trade, Senate Finance Committee, Dirk-

sen Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.

DeEAR SENATOR Risicorr: The American Iron and Steel Institute was pleased to
note that your committee urged the Administration to submit promptly its trade
reorganization proposal.

Contrary to press reports, we have not yet publicly taken a position on any trade
reorganization proposal. However, because trade reorganization will very likely
affect responsibllity for the enforcement of our laws against unfair trade practices,
we would like to set forth at an early point two principles that we strongly believe
should be adhered to in determining the location of that responsibility:

1. Responsibility for enforcement of the trade laws should not be placed with a
governmental organization that also has responsibility for either international trade
negotiations or export promotion.

. Responsibility within a governmental organization for determinations in trade
proceedings should be separate from other functions of the organization, so that
these determinations will be based on criteria specified by law and not unduly
influenced by political considerations.

We will be pleased to comment on specific trade reorganization proposals at an
appropriate time.

Sincerely,
RoBERT R. PRABODY.

SrateMENT oF U.S. CounciL FOR AN OPeN WoRLD EcoNomy, INC.

Statement submitted by David J. Steinberg, President, U.S. Council for an Open
World Economy, in hearings on legislation to implement the new multilateral trade
agreement, before the Subcommittee on International Trade of the Senate Finance
Committee, July 16, 1979.

The U.S. Council for an Open World Economy is a private, nonprofit organization
engaged in research and public education on the merits and problems of achievin.%
an :ﬁn international economic system in the overall public interest. The Counci
spe: for no private, commercial interest, only for what its Board of Trustees
regards as the total national interest in this policy area. The Council believes that
freer and fairer international trade advances the national interest. It advocates
attainment, with deliberate speed, of the most open and most equitable world
trading system. It also advocates effective adjustment strategies to backstop such a

policy.
OVERALL VIEW OF THE TRADE AGREEMENT
The agreement just negotiated merits the enactment of implementing legislation .
that fosters the freest and fairest international trade consistent with those sectors of

the agreement that require follow-up Congressional action. The new pact, however,
is in many respects a major disappointment, taking account of what needed to be



696

and could have been accomplished even within the unfortunate limitations of the
Trade Act of 1974.

The discretionary (over and above the statutory) exemption of some products from
further trade liberalization, cnd the less-than-permissible tariff cuts on others, are
among the regrettable features of this trade agreement. These and other import-
restrictive measures (including special restrictions on textiles, and tariff increases
on rubber footwear as the price for eliminating the “American selling price” abomi-
nation in customs valuation of these imports) constitute subsidies without the
framework of coherent adjustment strategies of balanced, cost-effective government
assistance to these industries. They alsoc lessen U.S. leverage in negotiating freer
access to foreign markets.

The agreement lacks adequate attention to the critical needs of the less-develoi)ed
countries (needs meriting a high priori(tf in U.S. stral ), to the proven potential of
these countries as major markets for U.S. exports, and to the need (much heralded
in the legislative history of the Trade Act of 1974) for international agreement
ensuring equitable access to foreign sources of critical materials.

Other shortcomings include procedural aspects of the anti-dumping and anti-
subsidy codes, and the failure to reform the “safeguard” provisions of the General
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade in the manner this Council considers essential. The
“safeguard’ issue is discussed in some detail below.

On balance, however, the new trade agreement will foster a more equitable
international trading system and achieve many significant reductions in world trade
barriers. The agreement will bring important benefits for U.S. export expansion, a
major national priority, and for more effective international cooperation across the
board. Failure to approve this ment, and to enact implementing legislation
consistent with its provisions and pur , would be a serious setback for avowed
U.S. trade objectives and for other d.S. licy ioals both foreign and domestic.

The agreement, like the 1974 trade legislation that provided the U.S. negotiating
authority, is not all we had hoped for and all that the national interest requires. It
nevertheless merits equitable and expeditious implementation.

THE SAFEGUARD iSSUE

A basic flaw in import-relief or ‘“‘safeguard” standards, both in the U.S. policy and
in the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade, remains uncorrected and will
encumber world trade for manz years to come. There i8 no indication that the
safeguard code which may possibly be added to the new agreement at a later date
will incorporate the reform we consider essential.

The flaw is the absence of a requirement that no trade restrictions of any kind
may be imposed to assist an industry seriously injured by legitimate imports except
as part of (and if found indispensable to) a coherent, balanced, industry-adjustment
stra addressing the real problems and needs of that industry. Such a strategy
should be developed by the industry, approved by the government (if government
aid is indeed to be provided), and monitored by the government to ensure that aids
provided at public expense fully advance the public interest and effectively serve
the adjustment objective for which they are intended. The adjustment straceﬁy
should include reassessemnt of all governemnt policies materially affecting the
industry to make sure that none of these policies unfairly impedes effective adjust-
ment and to determine the possible need for special assistance in these policy areas.

Industry adjustment should not, as now, be just a vague hope, a result that is
passive‘l{y expected from the beneficiary of the import restrictions which are the
only industry-wide remedy provided under the safeguard provisions of existing trade
legislation. This approach is something akin to a “pig in a poke.” What the industry
does with the adjustment time provided by trade restrictions should be the subject
of a publicy delineated commitment. The government does not permit a pig-in-a-
poke approach in adjustment assistance to firms, workers and communities; it
should not do so in import relief—in essence a form of adjustment assistance—to
import-impacted industries. Thus, there should be no textile import restrictions
without a coherent textile policy, no steel import restrictions without a coherent
steel policy, and so forth.

Failure to move along these lines would be an error of omission. There also
appears to be an error of commission in the proposed safeguard provisions—namely,
permitting selective, discriminatory action against imports from particular coun-
tries when these imports are deemed the cause of the serious injury that is found to
have occurred. To permit selective action against imports from some countries (but
not all as now required) in cases where the issue is not unfairness of trade but
rather injury to a domestic injury from legitimate imports would penalize exporters
legitimately making the most of their opportunities in the importing country. More-
over, it could open the way for import controls not totally related to the industry

i
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situation for which relief was found necessary—that is, for ulterior motives involv-
ing the exporting country's trade or other policies. Permitting discriminatory import
controls would be a Pandora’s box.

Requirement of an industry-adjustment stratefy as the framework for import
controls should also extend to "bufr national” policies in government procurement
(except where “buy national” policies may be necessary to deal with national
emergencies such as a serious economic depression). It should also extend to the use
of import controls for national-security purposes. The U.S. could have prevented or
at least alleviated the present energy problem if a quarter century ago the national-
security clause written into the trade leFistation had required a coherent industry-
development strategy as the framework for any import controls considered essential
for national-security purposes. Twenty years ago the government imgoeed oil import
controls but without a coherent oil policy aimed at strengthening this sector of the
mobilization base. This flaw in the national-security clause still exists—makinﬁ the
national-security clause a threat to national security in the sense that simplistic
recourse to import control tends to divert attention from the search for real solu-
tions to real security needs. .

Although special efforts to assist the developing countries are urgently needed, it

Py

is not clear how import restrictions against developing countries in import-injury—

cases can be avoided or ameliorated where imports from such sources are substan-
tial without impairing the adjustment effort of the domestic industry found to
require import restraint to provide adjustment time. Help for the developing coun-
tries would best be achieved through the adjustment-strategy reform proposed in
this testimony, inasmuch as this reform would aim at the earliest removal of
whatever trade restrictions are necessary.

STaTEMENT OF CLAUDE E. HoBBs, VICE PRESIDENT, GOVERNMENT RELATIONS,
WesTINGHOUSE ELECTRIC CORP.

Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee: Westinghouse appreciates this
opportunity to express its views on the outcome of the Tokyo Round of Multilateral
rade Negotiations and on S. 1376 to implement the agreements consumme e4. Our
company, headquartered in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, is broadly diversif.ed, with
1978 worldwide sales of 6.7 billion dollars and exports from the U.S. of approximate-
ly 800 million dollars. The manufacturing operations of the corporation are divided

- among three Westinghouse companies.

Power Systems Co.—Manufactures and services products which generate, trans-
mit, distri{:ne. and measure electricity. These range from nuclear reactors and
turbine generators to residential electric meters.

Industry Products Co.—Manufactures and services equipment for industry includ-
ing the steel, construction, petrochemical, mining, pulp and paper, and textile
industries. Products include motors, process control equipment and systems, electri-
cal controls, lighting fixtures and lamps, power semiconductors, plastic laminates,
and transgort refrigeration equipment.

Public Systems Co.—Provides a variety of products and services for domestic and
foreign governments and government agencies and consumers. Products include
sophisticated defense and communication systems, elevators and escalators, heating
and cooling equipment, land development, fine watches, learning systems, and bot-
tled soft drinks.

Westinghouse Broadcasting Company operates television and radio broadcasting
stations, a television production company and cable television franchises. Weetigs-
house Credit Corporation finances loans for industrial, commercial, consumer prod-
uct customers, and others. Westinghouse Canada, Limited, manufactures more than
8,600 industrial and utility products.

We are vitally interested in the results of the recently completed Multilateral
Trade Negotiations, both the tariff and non-tariff agreements.

Our company is necessarily disarpointed in the outcome of this Round of negotia-
tions because of the failure to eliminate or effectively curtail the long-standing
discrimination against American manufacturers of large electrical equipment in
international trade with the developed countries of the world. The developed coun-
tries provide the principal markets for large electrical generating and transmission
equipment. The major developed countries, whether or not their electric utility
entities are government-owned, or privately owned, have refused to agree to give up
their discriminatory nationalistic purchasing of large electrical equipment.

Despite our disappointment, recognizing the potential for ex ing world trade,
and realizing the ments cannot be changed to rectify the failure of results with
respect to electrical equipment, we believe that the Tokyo Round agreements should
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be approved and implemented. We therefore recommend that S. 1376 should be
enacted into law.

To avoid lengthy repetition here, we want to endorse the statement made by Mr.
Bernard Falk, President of the National Manufacturers Association to this Commit-
tee on July 10, 1979. We believe there is a need for legislative history which can
help to eliminate the discrimination we have experienced for many years, and we
hope the Committee will accept and carry out the recommendations set forth in Mr.
Falk's testimony. ’

We also hope you will provide clarification we believe is needed with respect to
the implementing legislation affecting the Subsidies Code, the Countervailing Duty
law and the Anti-dumping law.

We want to emphasize our appreciation of the action of Chairman Lonf and other
members of the Committee in limiting the changes in the Antidumping Act to those
needed to implement the Subsidies Code.

GOVERNMENT PROCUREMENT CODE

Discrimination against American-made lar%e electrical equipment has existed for
many years. During the Kennedy Round of Trade Negotiations, completed in 1967,
Westinghouse and others strongly urged that the U.S. obtain reciprocity of access to
the markets of other industrial countries for American-made eiectrical equipment—
such access to be at least equivalent to the access manufacturers in those countries
have had to the U.S. market for such equipment. No such results were obtained
during the Kennedy Round.

Soon after the Kennedy Round, representatives of our company and others met
with U.S. Government personnel and helped to initiate the i~ ea that a government
procurement code might help to break down a signiﬁcant art of this trade discrimi-
nation. Mr. Falk’s testimony refers to similar efforts by American electrical equip-
ment manufacturers during the present Round of negotiations. The Code which has
been agreed to provides basically god procedures, if it is properly implemented by
the countries that have agreed to be bound by it. Unfortunately, many government
entities have been omitted from Code coverage, thus failing to accomplish a major
objective of breaking down the highly nationalistic purchasing practices of govern-
ment-owned utility entities in the developed nations with respect to large electrical
equipment. Nationalized entities which purchase transportation equipment and tele-
communications equipment regrettably have also been largely exempted from the
Government Procurement Code. Ahd there has been no agreement by industrialized
countries whose utilities are privately owned to eliminate their rigid nationalistic
pglrchasing of large electrical equipment. Our disappointment is readily understand-
able.

There is said to be some 20 billion- dollars of international business opportunity
underl the Code. The export opportunities arising from the Code are, to say the least,
speculative.

The Code will be applicable only to a limited number of government entities and
the products they usually purchase, and one can only guess how foreign govern-
ments will treat American bidders under the Code.

We are apprehensive that implementation of the Procurement Code by oiher
countries might fail to provide equitable, reciprocal treatment for American suppli-

ers.

The disputes mechanism in the Code calling for bilateral consultations between a
foreign procuring government and our Government in-the case of an aggrieved
American supplier, and the subsequent multilateral conciliation procedures which
are provided, are vastly different from the grocedures of the United States whereby
an aggrieved bidder can seek justice with respect to a particular procurement.

In case of a dispute over a foreign entity procurement, the U.S. Government
would first decide whether an rieved American bidder has a meritorious case,
and whether our Government will pursue his complaint. This determination can
readily be influenced by foreign policy or other considerations rather than by the
objective application of judgment under established procurement practice. If STR or
other administering agency determines the aggrieved American supplier has a valid
complaint or Frotest. the agency would then consult with the foreign purchasing
government. If that is not productive, multilateral conciliation may be invoked. But
there appears to be no clearcut procedure to withhold award of a disputed procure-
ment contract or to assure the kind of effective advocacy needed to obtain a specific
contract award for the American bidder. If enough bids are lost by Americans to be
disturbing to U.S. Government officials, the U.S. can take retaliatory trade meas-
ures, but by then pending orders would be lost to Americans in a maze of interna-
tional red tape. We fear the consultation process will be political rather than quasi-

judicial.
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While these vague and untried new procedures are awaiting implementation, the
U.S. Government will presumably continue to provide its establsihed remedies for
aggrieved suppliers, domestic or foreign, seeking orders from U.S. Government
z(i:%gncies, regardless of whether the U.S. entities are subject to a new Procurement

e.
Some of the U.S. Government entities which purchase a tremendous dollar
volume of equipment and machinery will not be subject to the Procurement Code.
Nevertheless, unlike entities in other developed countries, they will continue to
3 gurchase on an international basis, because they value competitive bidding. Foreign
idders for such U.S. procurement will continue to have a direct right of protest to
the General Accounting Office and the remedies this affords.

Such unique policies of non-discrimination against foreign bidders by the U.S.
Government, so far as we are aware, have not n accepted or practiced by any
other government.

We hope the Congress will not be confused by idealistic descriptions of some
hypothetical trade value which might be expecteci' to result from the Government
Procurement Code. Instead, we urge the Con to maintain careful and attentive
legislative oversight of the administration of the Procurement Code and the other
Codes by which it is hoped to break down non-tariff barriers to trade and discrimi-
nation by other countries.

ENFORCEMENT OF US. RIGHTS UNDER TRADE AGREEMENTS AND RESPONSE TO
CERTAIN FOREIGN PRACTICES :

Section 901 of S. 1376 prescribes the procedures under which US. firms can
request STR or the agency acting for the President to take action pursuant to the
GATT to enforce rights created under the several new Codes (in addition to the
Government Procurement Code) and new laws. As in Government Procurement
disputes, these procedures may well be inadequate in that STR or other cognizant
agency will have broad discretion whether or not to initiate an investigation after a

tition is filed. Citizens can request assistance by the U.S. Government, but our

vernment will then decide whether and how aggressively to proceed.

We realize that international trade disputes are principally government to gov-

ernment matters. We hope our own Government will be strongly pro-American in
handling international trade disputes, and we urge the Finance Committee to
include in its report a directive to STR or other administering agency to investigate
and pursue all legitimate complaints unless the agency concludes that an investiga-
tion would jeopardize some important specific interest of the United States. If the
various es which have been agreed upon are to be implemented effectively on
behalf of manufacturers and other citizens of the United States, the U.S. adminis-
tering authority must act on their petitions or requests objective'liy under the provi-
sions of the Codes and must not be permitted to allow unrelated diplomatic or other
considerations to govern decisions and enforcement attitudes with respect to trade

rights.
COUNTERVAILING DUTY ACT AND ANTIDUMPING ACT

Qur views on the need for clarifying statements in the report of the Finance
Committee concerning amendments to the Countervailing Duty Act and the Anti-
dumping Act are listed under sub-headings:

Effect of Antidumping Act repeal

S. 1376, for convenience and clarity in drafting, includes a technical retpeal of the
Antidumpting Act of 1929 as Amended, then re-enacts verbatim many of the provi-
sions of that Act. Other provisions have been changed as needed to implement the
new Subsidies Code. We believe it is important for the Committee to state in its
report that this method of enacting was merely for drafting convenience and was
not intended to invalidate the 5% Kears of judicial and administrative interpretation
of that Act, except to the extent that specific provisions of the law are being altered

by S. 1376.

Re-enactment of Communist country dumping section without amendment

There is a rule of legislative interpretation which stated that Congress is pre-
sumed to have adopted the administering authority’s interpretation of a statutor;

rovision where Congress re-enacts that provision without amendment in full
Knowled e of the existence of the administrative interpretation. To prevent applica-
tion of this principle to the Treasury Deé):rtment's 1978 regulation (perverting Sec.
205(c), whicﬁ deals with Communist Country dumg)i‘ng), the legislative history
should state clearly that enactment of this Bill, S.1376, constitutes neither approval
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nor disapproval of the Treasury regulation, and that Congress intends to review the
issue of Communist dumping at a later date.

Importance of monitoring price assurance )

The Bill, S.1376 clearly implies that more and more dumping and countervailing
duty cases will be ‘settled” by accepting price assurances offered by the foreign
exporters. This emphasizes the importance of effective monitoring, to ensure that
these price assurances are not violated. The Bill already has some good language on
this point. However, the record of the Treasury Department's monitoring of price
assurance received for terminating antidumping orders has been deplorable, and we
urge that there be strong language in the report of the Finance Committee empha-
sizing that all price assurances hereafter must be effectively and actively monitored
by the Treasury Department.

Irternational Trade Commission application of the material injury standard

Under the Bill, the word “injury” in the Antidumping Act of 1921 will be changed
to “material injury”. Even though “material injury” is specifically defined in the
bill as “harm which is not inconsequential, immaterial, or unimport.ant", we are
apprehensive that the Commission may interpret “‘material injury” as a significant
raising of the injury standard.

We _hope this Committee will discourage such an interpretation. We also recom-
mend that the Committee take specific exception to one aspect of the Commission’s
recent decisions in dumping cases—the Commission’s current requirement that the
affected U.S. industry show performance trends which are actually declining. In a
number of recent decisions, this approach has been instrumental in denying relief to
complaining U.S. industries, as indicated by the following excerpt from an ITC
report: ‘“The last several years have been strong years for the U.S. economy. In such
an economic climate, most U.S. industries can normally be expected to be enjoying
rising sales, profits, employment, etc. In some cases, however, domestic producers
have argued that dumped imports have deprived them of much of the benefit which
they had every right to expect from these rising trends in the economy. Aithough
the U.S. producers’ profits, sales and other indicators may well have been stable or
even rising slightly, they point out to the Commission that LTFV imports have
captured an increasing share of their markets and have deprived them of the
substantially larger gains in sales, profits, etc. which they otherwise would h. ve
enjoyed. In the late 1960s and early 1970s, such an argument—if properly substanti-
ated-—would have resulted in an affirmative injury determination. Today, that is
not the case. Rather, the Commission is likely to find that the U.S. industry in not
“injured” unless its performance indicators have actually declined.”

We believe that the Antidumping Act was never intended to be operative only in
times of general economic decline. Where dumping by foreign exporters deprives a
U.S. industry of the increased sales, profits and employment which would normally
occur to it in good times, that constitutes injury which is just as ‘“material” as the
aggravation of declining trends in profits, sales and employment in periods of
economic recession. The issue is especially important for companies like Westing-
house, which participate in markets which are cyclical in nature. The electrical
equipment industry, which is extremely capital-intensive and characterized by a
high level of fixed costs, must be able to take advantage of profits which normally
accrue in times of general economic prosperity in order to offset the adverse operat-
ing results. which we experience at the other end of the business cycle. If foreign
dumpers are allowed to “skim the cream’ off of our market, we are “materially
injured” even if we do not actually suffer operating losses at that time.

In summary, then, Westinghouse urges that the Report make the following impor-
tant points on the issue of “material injury’’:

First, the Committee’s Report should emphasize that ‘‘material injury” represents
no significant increase over the standard which was set forth in the Antidumping
Act of 1921, as that standard was explained in this Committee’'s Report on the
Trade Act of 1974.

Second, the Report should make it clear that “material injury’’ does not require a
showing of declines in the sales, profits, employment and other operating results of
the affected U.S. industry. Where dumping is found to have reduced the industry’s
sales, profits, employment, etc., below the levels which those indicators would have
reached after the impact of dumping, that suppression is sufficient to constitute
“material injury”.
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ATrANTIC CoUNCIL REACTION TO TOKYO ROUND TRADE AGREEMENTS

The Board of Directors of the Atlantic Council welcomes the successful conclusion
of the Multilateral Trade Negotiations (MTN) initiated at Tokyo by a ministerial
meeting in tember 1973. The Council has been concerned for some years about
the adequacy of the international trading system to meet the chan require-
ments of an increasingly interdependent world and the strains to w igg existin
trade arrangements are peing sibjected by inflation, lagging economic growth, an
rising protectionism in industrialized countries. It believes that the new agreements
constitute a major step toward meeting this concern.

The Council notes with satisfaction that the new agreements are very much in
accord with recommendations for reform of the world trading system which it made
in 1973, before the Tokyo Round was initiated, and in its more detailed proposals
published in GATT Plus in 1975. The achievement of agreements to liberarize trade
over a broad spectrum is all the more remarkable in view of the difficult economic
conditions which have prevailed during recent years and the spirit of protectionism
which they have engendered.

The United-States is now confronted with the question of adoption of legislation
bﬁ' the Con approving these agreements and giving effect to them by necessary
changes in U.S. laws. Positive action by the Congress is essential.

Failure by Congress to approve the agreements which have been laboriously
negotiated over a period of five years would constitute a major setback in the effort
to strengthen the international economy and bring greater order to it. Moreover, it
would risk major trade conflicts with serious political consequences for U.S. rela-
tions with its allies and with other countries which are important markets for our
exports and sources of our new raw material supply.

he Council hopes that the Congress will enact this legislation expeditiously. The
provisions in the legislation empowering the President to negotiate further trade
agreements on the lines of the existing legislation are particularly important. They
give recognition to the need for continuing effort to improve the world trading
system and to protect and improve U.S. trading interests.

The Tokyo Round agreements do not deal with all the trade problems confronting
the trading nations of the world. Once it is ible to measure their effects in
depth, careful thought should be given to the further measures needed to strength-
en and improve the international trading system. The Council looks forward to
playing its part in making studies and recommendations on these matters.

StTaTEMENT OF DAvID Boaz, Executive DirecTor OF CouNcIL FOR A COMPETITIVE
EcoNomy

The Council for a Competitive Economy is a new national organization of business
men and women dedicated to a truly competitive economy and opposed to govern-
ment favors and protection for business. .

The Multilateral Trade Negotiations Agreement has been hailed as a tremendous
breakthrough toward freer world trade. It is indeed a step in the right direction and
we urge Congress to support it.

However, by no means should this agreement be regarded as a great leap forward.
It is, rather, a very small step which should be immediately followed up by further
liberalization of American trade policies.

A new study by David Hartman of Harvard jindicates that the cost of current
protectionist legislation to American consumers is about $15 billion a year. None of
these legislative devices is ended by the agreement.

The treaty actually boosts shoe tariffs sharply, particularly on low-priced shoes.
Textile tariff cuts are delayed until 1982. Textile imports quotas have been extended
to the People’s Republic of China. In each case, the public interest has been
sacrificed to satisfy a handful of special interests.

We urge the Congress and the Administration to regard this agreement as only a
first step, and to begin immediately to move toward more reductions of tariffs and
non-tariff barriers to international trade.

Perhaps no economic argument is more clear than that for free trade. Trade
barriers between two countries can only hurt the people of both countries. Barriers
among all countries hurt consumers—and businesses—around the world.

Under a system of free trade, specialization'and the division of labor can take
place on the widest possible scale. can be produced wherever the comparative
advantage is greatest. And in each country, resources—land, labor, and capital—will
flow to those industries where they can be used most efficiently. In such a system,
prices are as low as possible and wages as high as possible—surely a most desirable
outcome.
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Indeed, if we are to have trade barriers between nations, why not between states,
or cities? Why should California trade with New York? Why should Los Angeles
trade with San Francisco? Why, indeed, should I trade with the corner grocer? I
could grow my own food and make my own clothes; in that case I would certainly be
fully employed and could never have a ‘“balance of trade deficit.” Yet I would
obviously be less wealthy than if I exchanged goods with others, and the same thing
is true for the country—and the world—as a whole.

We hear a lot today about the demands of Third World countries and our
rﬁ?onsibility toward them. The way in which we can help developing countries—
and ourselves—most effectively is to reduce or eliminate trade barriers. If we
reduce"the barriers to imports—of raw materials or manufactured goods—from the
Third World, we lower prices for American consumers, help Third World economies,
and give those countries the foreign exchange needed to buy American products.
Everyone gains, not at the expense of someone else but as a result of increased
production in both countries.

We should take the occasion of this bill to consider our entire trade policy. If this
agreement is beneficial to the United States, is there any reason to stop there?

Let's face facts. Either free trade benefits Americans or it doesn’t. If you believe it
does not, then there is no reason to approve this ment. But if you accept the
validity of either the moral, the economic, or the g‘o itical arguments for free trade,
then the treaty must be viewed as only a start in the right direction.

Morally, it seems clear that individuals should have the right to engage in trade
with anyone they may choose, whether in the United States or abroad. nomical-
ly, the case for free trade is apparent: everyone benefits when resources are allo-
cated most efficiently. In the field of international politics, free trade helps to
establish friendly relations with other countries, surely a major goal of our foreign

policy.

In terms of domestic politics, trade restrictions are clearly inequitable. They never
benefit the majority of Americans. Trade restrictions protect certain businesses
from competition at the expense of consumers and other businesses.

They create an econon’&of privilege where success is based on political power, not
consumer satisfaction. ey create economic inefficiency and lower our overall

roductivity and standard of living. And they create political and economic inequity,
reading to resentment on the part of those consumers and businesses hurt by the
protection granted to others. . .

In a time of rapidly rising prices, we don’t need policies that increase consumer
prices. And in a time of concern about the equity of our economic and political
system, we don't need policies that favor one group at the expense of others.

vernment should not gut obstacles in the way of some businesses or give assist-
ance to others; it should let every business compete for the favor of consumers in a
free market.

The goal of free trade is a noble one. It offers us an opportunity to help other
countries, especially developing nations, at the same time that we help ourselves.
The United States should seize the opportunity to lead the world toward a more
open system of international trade by reducing or eliminating its trade barriers and
urging other countries to do the same.

e urge Congress to view this treaty as a first step toward a free and open world
trade system.

STATEMENT OF RuTH J. HINERFELD, PRESIDENT, LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF
THE UNITED STATES

Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee, I am Ruth J. Hinerfeld, President
of the League of Women Voters of the United States. The League of Women Voters
is a volunteer political action organization with 1400 Leagues in 50 states, the
District of Columbia, Puerto Rico and the Virgin lslands. We welcome this opportu-
nity to express our sugport for the Trade Agreements Act of 1979.

It has been almost four months since the League testified before this subcommit-
tee in support of the extension of the waiver on countervailing duties. That was one
of the many hurdles which this subcommittee successfully cleared in the process of
bringing the multilateral trade agreements before the Congress. Throughout the
past few months, the cooperative efforts of this committee, the Administration, and
public and private sector re‘{:nresentative have built a strong foundation of expertise
on the tratfe agreements. And, as a result, there is broad support for the Trade

ments Act of 1979.
e members believe that the multilateral trade agreements and implement-
ing provisions contained in 51376 provide the United States with an opportunity to
contain and control the nontarift barriers that present the most significant re-
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straints to international trade today. Moreover, while the Trade Agreements Act of
1979 culminates five years of U.S. participation in the Tokyo round of multilateral
trade negotiations, it also lays the groundwork for addressing future trade problems.
Thus, this legislation is one phase of an ongoing process aimed at further liberaliza-
:,ioll} of U.tS. trade policy—an objective which the League had advocated for almost
alf a century. :

Such a policy, League members believe, serves the political and economic inter-
ests of this country and of its citizens, collectively and individually, because it paves
the way for political harmony among nations, promotes ecoriomic development at
home and abroad, and expands consumer choice.

It is impossible to know precisely how much trade or how many dollars will be
affected by the trade agreements. t we do know, however, is that multilateral
reductions in tariffs will allow many U.S. producers to compete more effectively in
foreign markets and will reduce the prices U.S. consumers pay for foreign products
imported into the United States. Customs valuation procedures and licensing re-
quirements will be made more uniform; standard setting and government procure- -
ment procedures will be opened up; and a trade distorting subsidy practices will be
restrained. By increasing export opportunities for agricultural and other products,
billions of dollars of U.S. g will gain entry into foreign markets.

These benefits to the nation as a whole must not be at the expense of a single
group of workers or a sector of our economy. The League believes that a more
effective trade adjustment assistance program is the keystone of a !icév, that
promotes trade expansion. We believe, too, that a good program should and could
provide prompt and effective assistance without damage to our foreign relations and
at a lower cost to the economy than import restrictions. For these reasons, the
League supports this subcommittee’s efforts at reform of the Trade Adjustment
Assistance program, as contained in S 227.

The League also shares the concerns expressed by many of tyou on this committee
and in the Senate that these agreements will solve all of our trade problems.
Pressures to protect domestic economies throughout the world have been building
for the gﬁst ive years and will not be dissipated by the enactment of these
ments. The failure of the United States to approve the Trade Agreements Act of
1979, however, would signal to the rest of the world that we, the major industrial-
ized nation, are unwilling to f‘oin in a cooperative effort to reduce barriers to trade.
Further, it would bring a halt to future negotiations on other trade problems, such
as thoee relating to safeguards, commercial counterfeiting, and international trade
and services. The history of the 1930’s and the trade war precipitated by passage of
the Smoot Hawley Act are enough of a lesson to illustrate the consequences of such
a decision. .

What is needed today is a commitment by all nations to fully and effectively
implement and enforce the multilateral trade agreements. Unfair trade practices
cannot go unchecked. To this end, the trade agreements provide assurances that
where predatory rracticee adversely disrupt trade, governments can intervene in an
orderly and timely manner to seek reliet for domestic industries. In addition, the
agreements greatly improve internationa! mechanisms for monitoring compliance,
sharing information, resolving disputes and consulting on trade problems.

Trade among nations means more than the exchange of goods and services across
national border, Good trading relations can facilitate cooperation in all internation-
al and national endeavors. nverselg. a breakdown of cooperation in trade can
signal the deterioration of relations. Viewed in this context, the trade agreements
and U.S. implementing provisions are more than a package of technical agreements.
They are a blueprint that nations pledge to follow in an effort to avoid disharmon
and misunderstanding. It is, finally, in this context that all of us, both as individ-
uals an as nations, must judge the agreement. The League of Women Voters
believes it is in the economic and political interests of this nation to support the
Trade Agreements Act of 1979,

STATEMENT oF NoeL HEMMENDINGER

I am senior partner of the Washington law firm of Arter Hadden & Hemmen-
dinger,' 1919 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.E., Washington, D.C. 20006. The purpoee of
this statement is to offer the Subcommittee my views based on many years of
experience in representing U.S. importers and foreign exporters in proceedings
under the escape clause, the antidumping act, and the countervailing duty law. For

V Arter Hadden & Hemmendinger is the Washington office of a law firm with offices in
Cleveland (Arter & Hadden) and Columbus, Ohio (Knepper White Arter & Hadden). The
Washington office succeeded the firm of Stitt, Hemmendinger and Kennedy on July 1, 1977.
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example, duri.ng the past year, my firm has represented importers and exporters in
connection with: Countervailing duty cases involving textiles and men’s and boys’
apparel from Brazil, Colombia, the Philippines, iland, and Malaysia; the trigger
price system as it concerns steel from Japan; dumping cases involving steel and
wire products, motorcycles and typewriters from Japan; dumping cases involvi
nails and cement from Canada; and escape clause matters involving agecialty stee
g'nd ai:k_ware from Japan, footwear from various sources, and ferrochromium for

oslavia. \

e statement is submitted on my own behalf and does not necessarily reflect the
views of my clients or partners.?

Some of the general views included in this statement were submitted to the
Subcommittee on International Trade in February of this year in the course of my
testimony at that hearing. This statement is intended: (1) To express my view of the
basic issue before the Subcommittee—i.e., that the bill to implement for the United
States the results of the Tokyo Round of Multilateral Trade otiations should be
approved by the Congress; (2) to comment generally on the undesirability of using
the antidumping and oounoervailix?g duty laws to deal with the increasingly difficult
issues of international trade; angm( to bring to the attention of the Subcommittee a
number of potential problems that will be created by the legislation, to which the
Congress may have to respond in the near future.

At the outset, I should note that, in general, I concur with the presentation made
to the Subcommittee on behalf of the American Importers’ Association (AIA). My
firm is t:ee member of the AIA and participates in the work of a number of its
committees.

The implementing legislation should be approved

The results of the Tokyo Round of the Multilateral Trade Negotiations are a
major accomplishment; and, in spite of my reservations, 1 believe that approval of
the implementing legislation is in the overall interest of the United States. A
refusal bz the United States to implement the MTN agreements would be a major
blow to the international tradin, %nsysbem which would strengthen the already stro
protectionist forces which exist in the world today. S. 1376 is far from perfect and,
in certain areas, creates problems which may call for corrective legislation in the
near future. However, the consequences of disapproval are such that, in my opinion,
the Congress has no choice but to approve the legislation.

Fundamental problems with the antidumping and countervailing duty laws

Before discussing the specific problems created by the bill, I would like to com-

ment on a far larger issue, namely that the antidumping and countervailing duty
l%lam poor instruments for dealing with the country’s increasingly difficult trade
problems.
Our firm's experience in dealing with international trade matters over the past
twenty-five years has led me to two basic conclusions, which are strongl{eat vari-
ance with the J)hiloeolpsl}[y of the revisions of the antidumping and countervailing
dutly laws found in S. 1376:

() The distinction between “‘fair” and “unfair” trade and the benefits of remedies
based on that distinction are greatly overvalued; and

(2) The Countervailing Duty Law and the Antidumping Act are inherently not
effective instruments for conducting U.S. trade poli?.

The countervailing duty and antidumping laws deal with two somewhat related
practices, which are characterized as unfair—(1) subsidization and (2) selling for
export at prices below the home market price, or at prices which do not cover full
costs. I would not discard these concepts and the international codes which have
been worked out embodying them. I would, however, urge the recognition of major
qualifications.

First, “unfairness” is a complex and difficult concept in international trade be-
cause: (a) all trade is conditioned by either current or historical governmental
interventions of one character or another; and (b) as .egards dumping, differential
pricing in international markets is often procompetitive and anti-inflationary.

Second, automatic remedy through legal proceedings based upon rigorous legal
standards is not appropriate to the resolution of international economic issues such
as are involved in trade among nations. This is especially true of a countervailing

uty proceeding since it questions the political judgment of foreign governments
adopted out of their conviction as to what is necessary in their sovereign interests.
The attempt to resolve these political/economic issues through meticulous investiga-

*The law firm is registered under the Foreign Agents’ Registration Act for a number of
clients. A copy of its latest registration statement is not being tendered to this Subcommittee
because the statement is not being given for or in the interest of our clients.
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tions under legal standards is inevitably time-consuming and often places the staffs
that are assigned to administer the laws in an impoesible situation. This implies
that the source of the dissatisfaction which members of the Conires have frequent-
ly expressed with the execution of these laws lies more in the inherent impossibilit
9tf' the task assigned than in the way the staffs have carried out their responsibil-
ities.

Third, when truly difficult and major trade issues arise, they are not solved by
application of the antidumping or countervailing duty laws. Rather, they are gener-
ally resolved by international agreements between the groduci and importing
countries or by special programs or measures to deal with a specific problem. The
general ineffectiveness of these laws to deal with important trade issues is evi-

enced by the experience with textiles, automobiles, steel, footwear, television sets,
and most recently, Mexican tomatoes.

It follows from these propositions that (1) there should always be a balancm of
the various interests involved in determining what remedies (if any) are to be taken
when unfair trade practices are found and (2) automatic remedies should not be
imposed. Rather, strong encouragement should be given to negotiated solutions. The
sections in the bill providing for suspension of countervailing duty or antidumping
investigations by negotiating agreements between the U.S. government and the
foreign government and/or exporters are a definite step in the right direction but
they are too burdened with restrictions, as indicated below. In the long run, there
should probably be a single t, of proceeding for remedies against imports, with
the gresident making the final decision, based on the overall national interest. (See
in this connection the 1974 testimony of Noel Hemmendinger before the Senate
Finance Committee, Hearings before the Committee on Finance, United States
Senate, 93rd Congress, 2nd Session, on H.R. 10710.)

1 ize that the antidumping and countervailing duty laws and the concepts
embodied in them have become 80 embedded in our system that they will be a part
of U.S. trade law for the foreseeable future. However, I believe that it is necessary
to question their usefulness in resolving trade issues and to seek more appropriate
mechanisms to deal with the world's trade problems.

Problems created by the legislation

Most of the bill’s defects stem from two basic causes: (1) the excessive reliance on
the techniques of law enforcement and the adjudicative process to resolve difficult
issues in the field of foreign economic relations discussed above, and (2) a distrust of
administrative authority and procedures. These two factors mean that the bill
contains excessive detail in areas which should be left to regulation or practice.

The comments that follww are concentrated on the probleme which arise out of
the changes in the antidumping and countervailing duty laws contained in Title I of
the bill. In particular, they focus on: (1) The changes in the procedures for investiga-
tion which, from the perspective of a practitioner representing foreign export inter-
ests and U.S. import interests, will operate as substantial barriers to full and fair
investigations and (2) the increasingly adjudicative nature of investigations under
the statutes and the adverse impact this on meeting current or proposed time
limits and in resolving difficult issues of international trade.

Specific problems with the revisions in the countervailing duty law

Time periods.—The introduction of overlapping subsidy/injury investigations is a
sound idea and an improvement over existing practice. However, the bill’s severe
time limits may lead to arbitrary decisions by the Administering Authority. For
example, the bill requires a preliminary determination by the Authority within 85
days after the receipt of a petition and only 65 days after the Authority’s decision to
initiate an investigation.

These new deadlines do not take adequate account of the time required to conduct
an investigation. A typical countervailing duty investigation requires time for: (1)
Preparation by the Administering Authority of an adequate questionnaire to the
interested foreigh parties; (2) transmittal of the questionnaire to the responsible
foreign government officials; (3) foreign government officials to (a) become informed
on US. law and practice (b) prepare their own questionnaire to collect data from
the local exporters (¢) analyze the data collected and (d) prepare a submission to the
U.S. Administering Authority; (4) the U.S. Authority to review and analyze the
foreign submission and (5) the internal review and approval process to take place
within the Authority. We believe that it may prove physically impossible between
day 20, when the authority initiates an investigation, and day 85 for the U.S.
Administering Authority and the responsible foreign government and private offi-
cials to accomplish these tasks. L

As we have pointed out in previous testimony, this significantly shortened time
period makes virtually impossible (even in relatively simple cases) a fair decision on
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the merits at the preliminary determination e of the investiﬁation. The short-
ened time period provided in the bill makes it likely that the preliminary determi-
nation will bé based on the information received from the complaining party as the
“best evidence’” available. Because liquidation: is suspended upon an affirmative
preliminary determination, a U.S. complainant can obtain disruption of the com;
ing import trade in the products being investigated merely by filing a petition.
1ere is a clear trade-off between s in determining the existence of a net
subsidy and the quality and fairness of the result. Most of the experienced practi-
tioners in the trade field believe that the bill tips too far in the interest of speed
with a co nding reduction in the quality and fairness of the investigation.
Confidentiality —The provisions of the new bill permitting interested parties in-
creased access to confidential information are also disturbing. Antidumping and
countervailing duty investigations will no longer be impartial and objective proceed-
ings but will become quasi-adjudicative proceedings with all parties analyzing and
commenting on the submissions of the other. An abundance of lawyers will be
submitting procedural and substantive protests, volumes of data and counter data,
and legal and factual a?uments whether frivolous or serious. Increased access to
confidential data through the availabaility of a protective order will further and
substantially complicate these cases. Furthermore, the new bill would insert an
essentially adjudicative mechanism, the protective order, into a proceeding which is
not governed by the Administrative Procedure Act and which, therefore, provides

few if any procedural safeguards to parties submitting information. These new .

?rovisions may well operate as a substantial deterrent to the full cooperation of
oreign parties and could oonllfromise the rights of parties seeking to conduct an
orderly import trade into the United States.

The basic purpose of disclosure in the countervailing duty context is to ensure
that the Administering Authority does a fair job in evaluating the data it receives.
Disclosure of non-confidential summaries by the Treasury Department to complain-
ing parties has been adequate to allow them to monitor the adequacy and legality of
that agency's investigations. To allow opposing counsel access to confidential infor-
mation goes far b:ﬁond what is necessary to achieve the desired pu of disclo-
sure. Access to confidential proprietory information will allow counsel to function in
the role of prosecutor and will make these investigations into adjudicative proceed-

ings.
n&nducting countervailing duty investigations in an adjudicative manner is par-
ticularly inappropriate. Countervailing duty investigations by their nature involve
disputes between governments which call into question practices which the foreign
government believes to be appropriate exercises of its sovereignty vis-a-vis its own
economy. These are not problems which lend themselves to resolutions through
adve proceedings through private parties. With respect to both countervailing
duty and dumping investigations, increasingly adjudicative procedures act as a
barrier to the interest of the domestic industry in a prompt decision and are
contrary to the public interest in assuring full and fair decisions with a minimum of
unnecessary disruption to trade. Finally, the astronomical costs which adjudicative
procedures imggee on exgort' gfil?dustries are equivalent to a non-tariff ier. It
would indeed be ironic if the 'N, which has focused on the elimination of non-
tariff barriers to trade, resulted in implementing legislation which increased rather
than decreased such barriers.

Injury.—The adoption of the “material injury” test, which has long been the
standard of the GATT and which is now contained in the international code, is a
major improvement over existing law. It does not make economic sense to deny U.S.
consumers the benefit of low prices unless there is really a significant degree of
prejudice to some producinﬁ sector in the United States economy. In the final
analysis, the application of the “material ril:i'ury" test implies a weighing of compet-
ing interests on the part of the International Trade Commission, and the ITC should
not recommend action which will deny the public the benefits of low priced imports
unless there is a clear préjudice to a U.S. industry. We hope that the Senate
Finance Committee will indicate in its report that the ITC is to fairly apply the new
languafe and not feel bound by practice in determining injury under previous law,

In addition, an important U.S. objective should be to create conditions that would

rmit as many developing nations as foesible to adhere to the Agreement on
gxexbsidiee and Countervailing Measures. If this is to be accomplished, it is of the
utmost importance that the i.r*lx‘ry test be a significant one.

Definition of net subsidy.—The definition of a net subsidy which is found in the

roposed bill ma undul{ limit the discretion of the Administering Authoriti to
Setermine net subsidies. It is difficult to conceive of all of the circumstances which
may be applicable and which may cause the value of governmentally furnished aid

€$
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to be affected. This means that the Authority should be given adequate discretion
and flexibility in arriving at a net rather than a gross subsidy.

We are aware from experience as practitioners of at least two situations in which
Authority discretion would be required. One is in the case where a nominal credit
representing a percentage of the export value is given to the exporter and is usable
only for the payment of certain taxes. In practice it has been demonstrated that
many exporters are not able to utilize such credits and the real value to them of the
subsidy is a small percent of the nominal value. Countries should have the opportu-
nity to demonstrate such circumstances, and the Authority should be able to make
appropriate adjustments when determining net subsidy. We gather from the State-
ment of Administrative Action (House Document No. 96-153, Part II, 96th Cong., 1st

Sess.‘&433) and the Ways and Means Committee Report (House Report No. 90-317,
’ 9£th bsn ., 18t Sess., p. 74) that such adjustments are contemplated in determining
the subsidy.

The other situation involves bounties considered by the granting country to be
offsets to indirect taxes levied on the lglaroduct in the country of exportation which
could be rebated upon export under the GATT. In some countries, the offsets are
not organically related in the legislation of the exporting country to the bounty
which is granted. In such cases, to disallow these offsets is to create unnecessary
discord with friendly trading nations who believe that they have been acting in
complete accordance with internationally accepted principles. They should not be
required to change their domestic legislation in order to obtain recognition that the
credits given upon exportation are rroperly regarded as offsets of the indirect taxes,
but this is the likely effect of the bill. .

Suspension of investigations.—The provision for suspension contained in the new
law is a major improvement in the existing law and provides an excellent way to
avoid potential vexatious and costly proceedings. It is entirely agpropriate that
countervailin%duty investigations should be regarded as economic disputes arising
between the United States and friendly foreign governments which should be re- .
solved, where possible, by mutual agreement. Agreements which are consistent with
the interests and needs of the exgzrting country and which avoid serious prejudice
to the American producer should be encouraged.

The provisions in the bill permitting suspension of investigation pursuant to
agreements are a step in this direction. However, the suspension provisions still
have serious problems. First, they are so complex (covering thirteen pages of the bill
and six pages of the Statement of Administrative Action) and so qualified with
restrictions that their actual usefulness may be far less than appears at first glance.
They are, perhaps, the clearest example of overdrafting by reason of mistrust of the
Administering Authority in the bill. nd, it appears that, even if an agreement is
acceptable to the Authority, any “interested party” can require continuation of a
vexatious investigation, under 704(g). Third, it is not clear what happens to counter-
vailing duty proceedings in cases where the U.S. has already imposed quantitative
restrictions bly reason of an escape clause action or special arrangements such as
exist in textiles. We suggest that the Committee state its view that where the U.S.
has already imposed quantitative limitations, there may well be no need for special
measures under the countervailing duty law. It is very difficult for exporting coun-
tries to understand that, having been required as a condition of continuing to sell
their goods to the United States to agree to quantitative limitations in the interest
of avoiding injury to the domestic industry, they should also be subjected to counter-
vailing duties. One form of protection should be sufficient. Fourth, the penalty
provision for intentional violations appear to be unduly punitive in spirit and
probably unenforceable in practice.

Specific problems with the revisions in the antidumping act

General.—Most of the general comments, and many of the specific comments,
made in connection with countervailing duty proceedings are equally applicable to
antidumping investigations. Therefore, they are not all repeated in this section
which concentrates on problems peculiar to antidumping.

Time periods.—An antidumpin% investigation is a complex proceeding involving
an extensive analysis-of prices, selling costs, differences in merchandise, differences
in circumstances of sale and, generally, some elements of production costs. Prepar-
ing a response to an extensive Treasury questionnaire alone requires 30 to 45 days.
If one adds to this time for preparation of an appropriate questionnaire by Treas-
ury, time for verification and the preparation of a verification report, adequate time
for Customs to analyze the data and decide major issues, and time for the Treasury
review process, it i8 clear that in most cases six months is the minimum time

uired for a preliminary determination. .
e complexity of the less-than-fair-value stage of an antidumping investigation
can be illustrated by a concrete example, the investigation of motorcycles from
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Japan. In this case alone, the submissions by all parties, including responses to
uestionnaires, correspondence with Treasury, and briefing of issues during the
reasury phase would, if piled one on top of the other, be taller than a normal man,

On one issue alone—i.e., adjustments to reflect differences in the merchandise sold

in the U.S. and Japan—a technical expert had to compare virtually each and every

one of more than 100 motorcycle models sold in the United States with the most
similar models sold abroad to determine the basis for appropriate adjustment. The

Customs Service had to examine the prices and adjustments for literally hundreds

of thousands of sales. The Treasury Department had to evaluate and decide numer-

ous legal and factual issues such as the existence of a mode] year in the motorcycle
industry, the treatment of various selling costs, and the application of regulations to
novel adjustments. The proceeding as a whole could not have been more thorough
and could not have been completed in less than one year without seriously compro-
mising the interests of both the domestic industry and the importers. To be sure, all
investigations are not so complex. However, complex investigations are the rule
today, rather than the exception. Unrealistic time limits only result in arbitrary
decisions which are as damaging to the interests of the U.S. industry as they are to
importers.

visional remedies.—As an attorney who has frequently represented exporter's
and importer's involved in dumping cases, I believe the conception of tightening the
law with res, to provisional remedies is based upon a fundamental misunder-
standing, and is a misreading of the unfortunate failure of Treasury to fix dumping
duties in the Television Cases. Suspension of liquidation and the necessity to file
bond on products entered into the United States while there is still substantial
uncertainty with respect to the final duties to be due is a heavy and serious

sanction at present. In most cases, the mere filing of a dumping complaint is a

deterrent to trade because many parties will not wish to take the risks inherent in

continuing to import. The deterrent effect increages as a dumping case proceeds
through the tentative determination to the final dumping finding. The bill's require-
ments that estimated duties be paid upon the final dumping finding is essentially
punitive in nature and inconsistent with the purpose of the Antidumping Act. It is

ameliorated, however, by Section 736(c) permitting bonding for an additional 90

days under certain conditions.

e are not aware of any situations under current practice in which the govern-
ment’s ability to collect the required duties has been inadequate. Differential pric-
ing is normal business practice and is highly appropriate in many circumstances.
Only when it injures are countermeasures justified, and they should not be regarded
as penalties. Dumping calculations are usually complex, and whether there has
been dumping at all is frequently not known to the parties until the investigation
has proceeded through the preliminary stages. As soon as the direction of the
Treasury’s finding is apparent, a prudent exporter modifies his prices to be sure
that there will be no further dumping. Thus, in most cases there never will be a
dumping duty collected. This should not be regarded as poor enforcement of the law,
but rather as success in accomplishing the purpoees of the law.

Suspension of investigations.—The bill appears to eliminate the possibility of
suspending investigations for individual companies by requiring agreement from
exporters who account for no less than 85% of the total exports of the merchandise
in question. This is a serious defect in the bill, because there can be no suspension
without the J)articipation of companies with good prospects of receiving a tentative
negative finding. For example, if there are four approximately equal foreign suppli-
ers and two are dumping and two are not, the bill appears to prohibit suspension
unless all companies accept a preliminargagmrmative etermination and give price
assurances. Prudent counsel would probably not advise a oomgany that had a
favorable record to participate. The suspension provisions of the bill are extremely
important, and properly drafted, give promise to ameliorate many of the other
aspects that are unduly burdensome upon trade. Legislation to eliminate this defect
should be initiated without dela{‘.l . .

udicial review provisions.—Finally, the judicial review provisions of the bill
provide another example of excessively detailed provisions and excessive reliance on
the adjudicative process to resolve international trade disputes. In Section 1001 of.
the bill there appear to be no fewer than ten opportunities for judicial review, some
of which can be taken simultaneously. In a few years, U.S. law has gone from one
extreme to another—inadequate review provisions before the 1974 Act and excessive

review provisions in the proposed bill. If used, the review provisions will lead to a

proliferation of litigation and increase the burdens of countervailing duty and

antidumping investigations. ’
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STATEMENT OF THE DisTILLED SPIRITS COMMITTEE FOR INTERNATIONAL TRADE

The Distilled Spirits Committee for International Trade (hereinafter called
*“DISCIT”) wishes to register strong support for Senate Bill 1376, the Trade
ments Act of 1979. Our specific concern is with the following provisions in S. 1376:
Title VIII—Treatment of Distilled Spirits, repeal of the provision in current law that
each wine gallon is to be counted as at least one proof gallon for Tariff purposes,
S 8525'33585?]' ies, incl The Buckingham Co

SCIT is com of nine companies, includi e Bucki ration,
Kobrand Corporation, The Paddi n Corporatiggﬁlenﬁeld Importers, Ltd., Schief-
felin & Co., Schenley Industries, Inc., Joseph E. Seagram & Sons, Inc. and Hiram
Walker & Sons, Inc., which firms account for approximately one-half of total United
States production of distilled a&irits. Employment in the U.S.A. by DISCIT members
exceeds 50% of total workers in the ind . As domestic producers and as import-
ers, a number of our members have op the so-called Wine Gallon-Proof Gallon
tax applicable to imported bottled spirits for twenty-five or more years. We were
g\lreaasenj to note that identical provisions in H.R. 4 the House version of the

de ments Act of 1979, were adopted by that ﬁody on July 12, 1979 by a
vote of 396-7. Certainly there is broad recognition of the need to implement the
recently initialed non-tariff provisions of agreements concluded pursuant to the
Tokﬁo und. Wine gallon taxes, the inherently unfair, obsolete and inequitable
method of assessing imported bottled spirits, are set for elimination in S. 1376,

Committee Staff has set-forth in detail the precise nature of the wine gallon/proof

g:lclon tax. Suffice it for DISCIT to say that the unfair wine gallon method, dating

k to 1868, was the result of fraudulent exporting practices being conducted by
domestic distillers at that time, not importers. The reason for this tax basis disap-
peared over 100 years aggcbut it has been carried forward in spite of recognition by
our Government of its discriminatory application. All spirits are at or above proof
when they are distilled and are reduced to a strength acceptable to the consumer by
addition of deionized water, immediately before bottling. Under the present law,
:gglicable taxes are assessed on domestically produced spirits before the water is

ed and on foreign bottled distilled spirits after it is added. The result is an
overtax on foreign bottled spirits at $10.60 per gallon on about 18 percent of
additional water! The initial effect of this discrimination has been to require import-
ers to pay about 30 cents a fifth or $3.60 per case, additional excise tax on the
imported product as op| to the domestic bottled spirits. However, the discrimi-
nation does not stop.' use of the three tier distribution system in the U.S.
industry (producer to wholesaler to retailer), the consumer has to pay about 45 cents
more f:r t;.xﬁh of imported distilled bottled spirits than he or she would if there was
no water tax.

It is reoanized, of course, that multilateral trade negotiations must result in
“payment” for any material tariff or tax reductions, ess of how discriminato-
’Kat ey may have been. We are pleased to know that the Special Representative for

de Negotiations (STR) has obtained adequate concessions for United States ex-
ports and therefore Co! may now view this long-standing discriminatory tax in
an objective way. The discrimination has been recognized by our Government for
*ears as an unfair method of tax assessment. In 1962, the Bureau of Alcohol
'obacco and Firearms (BATF), singled-out the wine gallon method as “absolete and
discriminatory.” Again in 1977 the Comptroller General of the United States report-
ed that the methods used for the determination and payment of excise tax had
generally remained unc ed since 1868 and requi excessive form-filling and
manpower both for the BATF and for the Industry. Sweeping recommendations for
change and improvement were made which could not be uﬂf implemented because
of the wine gallon method of assessing imported bottled distilled spirits.

In the context of trade agreement negotiations, recognition of this discrimination
has been bipartisan and dates from the time of Congressional review of the Customs
Simplification Act of 1951. At that time, the U.S. Department of Treasury reported:
“s ¢ + [Tt] operates inequitably as between domestic and imported distilled spirits,
gince the domestic are nearly always above proof at the time of tax payment while
imported beverage distilled spirits are generally under proof at the time of importa-
tion.” In October 1954 the Issmtan t tary of State for Economic Affairs, also
recognized the discriminatory nature of this tax. In fact, the GATT working party
on border tax adjustments, at page 80 of its Report dated April 28, 1970, i
the wine gallon tax as a “major non-tariff barrier” to trade. Now, after almost 112
years of operation, we can see the end to this impediment to our normalized
relations with major trading partners. DISCIT believes that no more important non-
tariff measure against historic tradin%sp;;tners is included in S. 1376. :

There has been considerable unsu tiated ent that elimination of the
wine gallon tax might have a negative impact on U.S. workers. As members of the
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Committee know, DISCIT commissioned Professor Robert Stobaugh, of Harvard
University to atuciy this matter and make an objective report on the probable effects
on American jobs. This report has been filed with Staff and establishes that impact
on U.S. jobs will be minimal. Of direct relevance are the following factors:

(1) T..ere is no excess or surplus bottling capacity available in principal sup%loying
countries. Under current economic conditions, in order to Frovide capacity to bottle
all imported whiggg ogsmntly imported in bulk and bottled in the United States,
approximately $200,000,000 capital expenditures would be required. Such a pro-
gram, if one could exist, would take five or more years and would add significantly
to the total cost burden for off-shore suppliers.

(2) Since substantial freight savings are realized by shipping bulk, rather than
packaged goods, we see no indication that world freight charges will be reduced.

(3) Foreign labor rates are no longer as low or lower than U.S. rates. Productivity
aside, there is no inducement for companies to increase labor intensive activities
related to bulk distilled spirits exports.

(4) Glassware, cartons, labels and closures now cost more in Scotland, than they
do in the U.S.A. Additionally, ocean freight for cased whisky is much more expen-
sive than for bulk. In February 1979, for example, the importer of bulk whisky
already saved $2.60 per case and it is expected that this cost basis has changed
substantially due to additional change in every sector of the industry.

(5) Perhaps most important, is the fact that companies have built important brand
identification names for “Bottled in Canada” and “Bottled in Scotland,” etc. prod-
ucts. There is no logical incentive to move these types of distilled spirits to off-shore
bottling operations.

Undoubtedly, then, change in the wine gallon tax will have no negative impact on
capital investment and labor in the United States. On the other hand, concessions
granted to the United States by major supplying areas are guaranteed by require-
ments in S. 1376.

For the foregoing reasons it is urged that the Senate Committee on Finance and
the U.S. Senate should apﬁmve S. 1376, including those provisions of Title VIII
applicable to imported distilled bottled spirits.

O



