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Summary of Testimony and Statements Submitted to Senate
Finance Committee on the Provisions of the Trade Act of

1970
I. Trade Agreement Authority

Summary of Provision—The Senate amendment would extend the
President’s trade agreement authority to proclaim reductions in rates
of duty under the Trade Expansion Act of 1962 to July 1, 1973. Under
the Senate amendment, the President’s tariff-reduction authority
would in general be limited to 20 percent, of the rates of duty x.vhlc.h
will exist when the final stage of the Kennedy round reduction is
made effective on January 1, 1972. The staging of tariff reductions
under this new authority 1s provided for in two annual stages.

Government witnesses

The Special Representative for Trade Negotiations.—The tarifi-
cutting authority is not designed to be used for major tariff negotia-
tions for none is contemplated in the near future. Rather, it is intended
to make possible such adjustments as individual circumstances from
time to time require as, for example, when it becomes necessary to
raise the duty on an article as the result of a favorable “escape clause”
action or when a statutory change is made in a tariff classification.”
However, the administration feels that in the light of other measures
in the bill, the 20 percent authority may be inadequate.

The Secretary of Commerce—“The request to give the President
leeway to reduce our tariffs 20 percent is a mechanism that Would be
used primarily when it is the result of escape action in which some
tariffs are raised. It must be borne in mind that making relief more
available to our industry in the form of tariff adjustment or other
restrictions on imports carries with it the responsibility to compensate
countries whose trade may be adversely affected as a result.”

The Secretary of State—‘The legislation before you incorporates
many of the provisions that the President requested in his initial
proposal to the Congress, including limited tariff-cutting authority,
liberalization of adjustment assistance provisions of the present Trgde
Expansion Act, and authority to eliminate the ‘American selling price’
system of valuation. It includes also a provision for the establishment
of Domestic International Sales Corporations, intended to assist our
exports, which the administration subsequently had requested. The
President has also indicated his willingness to accept a provision for
restrictions on certain textile imports because our efforts to find other
solutions to problems in our textile trade have thus far been un-
successful.”’

(1)
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The Secretary of Agriculture.—“American agriculture favors any
measure which emphasizes a liberal rather than a protectionist ap-
proach to trade. Although the Kennedy round resulted in some trade
liberalizing agricultural concessions with a number of countries, it did
not deal effectively with agriculture’s major trade problems. The
common agricultural policy of the European Community has
seriously affected our exports of grains and other commodities subject
to the variable levy.”

IL. Foreign Import Restrictions and Discriminatory Acts

Summary of Provision—The Senate amendment provides new
authority and direction to the President under section 252 of the
Trade Expansion Act to act against import restrictions or other acts
of other countries which unjustifiably or unreasonably burden or
discriminate against U.S. commerce. An amendment to section 252(a)
removes the word “agricultural” so that the President is directed to
take such action as he deemed necessary and appropriate when a
foreign country unjustifiably restricts any U.S. product. Such action
might include the imposition of duties or other import restriction on
products of the foreign country imported into the mtg;d States,

Section 252(b) is amended by adding a provision which specifically
embraces foreign export subsidies as being among those restrictions,
policies or acts of foreign governments against which the President 18
directed to take action. In addition, the President is given new au-
thority to take such action as he deems necessary against the imports
of products from the country involved when he deems 1t necessary or
appropriate to obtain the removal of such restrictive acts, policies, or
subsidies and to obtain access for U.S. products to foreign countries
on an equitable basis. .

_ Section 252(c) is amended so that the President will be directed to
impose duties or other import restrictions (or to withdraw or suspend,
or refrain from proclaiming trade agreement concessions) when un-
reasonable foreign import restrictions substantially burden U.S.
commerce,

Government witnesses

The Special Representative for Trade Negotiations.—This authority
“provides for better means to take effective action when we are con-
fronted with illegal or unjust restrictions on our exports.”

The Secretary of Commerce.— Foreign trade and investment
barriers remain high, and in many cases they clearly hamper the flow
of trade from the United States.”” In the textile trade alone, foreign
countries have quota and licensing arrangements, which were detailed
for the hearing record. .

The Secretary of State.— “There are problems in the trade field which
should be dealt with on a problem-by-problem basis. The United
States is in a predominant position in the world economy and any

restrictive action on our part will be a retreat from our leadership in
world affairs and bring foreign reprisals.”
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Assistant Secretary of Agriculture—*Our producers and exporters
face many delicate situations in their export markets at the present
time. .

“The common agricultural policy of the European Community, for
example, has been a problem for a number of years, and it has seriously
affected our exports of grains and other commodities subject to
variable levies. We in the administration are seeking qctn_fely gmd
intensively to bring about much-needed changes in this situation.
Despite these problems, the European Community is a major agri-
cultural market—taking $1.4 billion from the United States last year.

“The United Kingdom has in recent years been shifting from a
system of deficiency payments to support farm income to greater
reliance on protection at the border and import restriction. The new
United Kingdom Government has indicated an intent to speed up this
transition as a matter of policy. The United Kingdom bought $400
million from us last year. ] .

‘““The prospect of an enlarged European Community to include the
EC, the United Kingdom, and the other three applicants, presents
additional delicate problems for American agriculture. Unless reform
of the present agricultural system in the Community 1s accomplished,
our export markets to this very large market will shrink further.

“Japan has been a mainstay for American agricultural exports. It
has been a steadily expanding market. During the past fiscal year
Japan became our largest single country market, taking over $1.1
billion of our food and fibers. Japan continues to present a great
opportunity for agricultural expansion but that market also presents
its problems. The Japanese have made no secret of their wish to
diversify sources of food imports so as not to be dependent on one
exporter. Over the longer run, this could be a real problem. And
Japan also maintains quota restrictions on some of our products which
should be removed.

“Unwarranted protectionist actions by the United States now would
wreck our chances for dealing successfully with these and other
problems which American agriculture faces abroad. Such protectionist
actions, moreover, could cut back sharply the present level of exports
we send to these markets.”

Private witnesses

Bobert McNeill on behalf of the Emergency Commitiee for American
Trade (ECAT).—At present, section 252 authority to take retaliatory
action against countries unjustifiably restricting U.S. commerce is
limited only to U.S. agricultural products. U.S. efforts to insure fair
treatment for U.S. imports would be strengthened considerably if the
President had the means to take action on all U.S. exports. ECAT
favors extending 252 actions against countries restricting U.S.foreign
direct investment.

General Electric Co.—The General Electric Co. supports the pro-
visions of the bill which would: 1) broaden the President’s authority to
deal with unfair foreign trade practices, and suggests that the statute
be broadened to include sanctions against any exclusion of. bids of
U.S. suppliers on procurement of products purchased by foreign gov-
ernments. The General Electric Co. also supports the antidumping

countervailing duty provisions of the Trade Act of 1970 as well as the
DISC proposal.
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Claude E. Hobbs, on behalf of the National Electrical Manufacturers
Association.—The National Electrical Manufacturers Association
whose 485 members are the principal U.S. manufacturers of electrical
and related products used in the generation, transmission, distribution,
and utilization of electrical energy, supports those sections of the
trade bill dealing with foreign import restrictions, tariff adjustment,
and adjustment assistance, antidumping and countervailing duties,
invoice information, and trade in illegal drugs. .

The Association points out that foreign nontariff barriers and ex-
port subsidies involve unfair trade practices by foreign governments
mn the electrical trade. In the Kennedy round U.S. duties on electrical
produets were reduced by 50 percent with virtually no effective
foreign country concessions to open their markets to U.S. bidders.
In addition to revising our unfair trade statutes, the ‘Buy American
Regulations” should also be changed, the Association argues. The
statement rccommends that in lieu of an additional 20 percent tariff
cutting authority, the committee consider providing the Executive
with authority to cut tariffs on products which were not cut by 50
percent during the Kennedy round up to the full 50 percent. It also
recommends strengthening section 252 of the Trade Expansion Act.

II1. Determinations and Import Adjustments for Safeguarding
National Security

Summary of Provision.—Section 232 of the Trade Expansion Act
of 1962 (the “national security provision”) is amended to provide
that any adjustment of imports under that section shall not be accom-
plished by the imposition or increase of any duty or of any fee or
charge having the effect of a duty. The Director of the Office of
Emergency Preparedness will be required to make a determination
on new applications under the national security provision within 1
year after the date on which the investigation is requested. (Present
law sets no time limits within which decisions must be made.) Deter-
minations on active pending cases are to be made within 60 days of
enactment of the act.

Government witnesses

Director, Office of Emergency Preparedness.—The executive branch
has discontinued the consideration of a tariff scheme to I‘egl{late oil im-
ports. The Director pointed out that “our country Wl_H be in a transi-
tional situation for some time with regard to oil. Continued considera-
tion of such a tariff system would only have added to the uncertain-
ties that already exist and impair our efforts to deal “7i§h the problems
we now face including the disruption of Middle East oil, tanker rates,
and increased demand for residual fuel.” He also indicated that
imposition of a tariff on the already high price of imported oil would
tend to increase the cost to consumers. ) :

The Director pointed out that there may be situations, other than oil
where a tariff might be a better means of controlling imports than a
quota and, for this reason, he favors retention of the flexibility to
impose tariffs which exists under present law.
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The Special Representative for Trade Negotiations.—This section
would require that action by the President to adjust imports after
national security investigations take only the form of quotas. In some
cases and under some circumstances, however, solutions other than
those involving quotas might be more appropriate and effective meas-
ures. Where the national security is involved, such options should not
be foreclosed. The administration is, therefore, opposed to this limita-
tion on the President’s discretion in future cases.

Secretary of Commerce.—The Secretary supports the quota system
for controlling oil imports, but favors keeping flexibility in the national
security provision.

Secretary of State.—The Secretary of State favors a quota system to
control oil imports, but favors keeping flexibility in the national
security provision.

Written statements

Frank Ikard, President, American Petroleum Institute.—There are
serious practical difficulties in regulating oil imports by & tariff
mechanism. The tariff proposal (1) minimizes the national security
objective of oil import controls; (2) is based on erroneous assumptions
and serious omissions, and (3) fails to properly assess the consumer’s
state in this program.

Senator Thomas J. MecIntyre.—Opposes “freezing’ oil import quotas
into law.

Senator Edward M. Kennedy.—Opposes ‘“freezing’’ oil import quotas
into law.

Brice 0’'Brien, National Coal Association.—Supports limitations on
total energy consumed in the United States which would be supplied
by imports.

IV. Tariff Adjustment and Adjustment Assistance

Summary of Provision.—The Senate amendment generally relaxes
the stringent criteria in present law for an industry to obtain escape
clause (quota, tariff) relief or for a firm or group of workers to obtain
adjustment assistance.

Escape clause.—The amendment revises the present escape clause.
It (1) removes connection with tariff concession, and s_ubstltuteg
a less stringent substantial cause-test of injury for ‘‘the major cause
test: (2) defines industry in terms of “portion or Subd.IVISlOH of
producing organizations manufacturing, processing, extracting, grow-
mg like or competitive articles in commercial quantities.” o

If majority of Tariff Commissioners make injury determination
that majority shall also determine amount of increase in or imposition
of any duty or other import restriction deemed necessary to prevent
or remedy such injury. If, during the course of an escape clause
investigation, Tariff Commission believes that increasgd imports are
attributable n part to circumstances which come within the purview
of the Antidumping Act, or section 303 or 337 of the Tariff Act, or

51-873—70——2
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other remedial provisions in law, it shall notify appropriate agency
and take such other action as it deems appropriate.
“Trigger Mechanism” )

If a majority of Commissioners present and voting make an aﬂirma;
tiie }ilnjury determination, they (the majority) shall also determin
whether:

(a) Imports of the particular article _under an escape flla}‘llsg
action had reached 15 percent of domestic consumption an ; a
increased in relation to domestic consumption by 3 percentage
points over the previous years level and 5 percentage pomtsl(éggl'
the level 2 years prior (ie., 15 percent 1970, 12 percent )
10 percent 1968) or; . .

(b) Imports are found to adversely affect domestic production,
actually or potentially, and caused a substantial decline in em-
ployment, man-hours worked or wages: and -

(¢) Import prices and foreign unit-wage costs are substantially
below U.S. levels. . .. ¢

If either (a) or (b) and (c) are found to exist then the majority o i
the Tariff Commission must make an additional deterrnmamor}r al_lﬁ
the President must implement the recommendation of the amt

ommission, unless he declares it is the national interest not to a%(_: ]

Adjustment assistance.—The amendment applies a substan u_xt
cause-test to adjustment assistance cases (firms and Workgtx)'_sl)1 a’%hle»
does to escape clause (industry relief) actions under the b1 RN
petitions for relief under adjustment assistance must be dlrecﬁted_ 2&
the President, but the Tariff Commission still must do a factfinding
investigation.

Government witnesses

Special Trade Representative—Section 111 relaxes the Cnte}r}o‘d fgé’
determining serious injury in escape clause and adjustment ;?’S{i an ob
cases. The administration supports the amendments for adjus H}GIS
assistance but strongly opposes most of the escape clause proposa “
The Administration favors its original bill under which imports mut
be found to be the primary cause of serious injury, for an 1ndu?tr1};78
receive relief. The trigger mechanism in the Trade Act OG ATT
contains an arithmetic test which departs significantly from theh could
standards. It could lead to import quotas on many items whic d W ({ul
have to be paid for by large U.S. tariff cuts. This could % fel”big
affect the competitive position of many U.S. industries which hereto
fore had not been injured by imports.

isi en
Secretary of Commerce.—The escape clause provision has be
“excessively loosened.”’

Secretary of State—“The proposed bill would depart from past
escape clag{;{sefprocedure by slétti%g an arbitrary arithmetic .ffoméﬁg
to be used in determining injury. 1 must tell you t}lat i (t)h o
countries were to apply this approach to our own QXPO,WS» f ?ns
would be grave damage to the sales of hundreds_of American firms
and to the jobs of hundreds of thousands of American worlkers.
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Private witnesses

Nathaniel Goldfinger, Director of Research, AFL-CI0.—'The escape
clause mechanism is much improved over existing legislation and
procedures.” The escape clause is a stop gap measure that is needed
until the Government deals with the fundamental causes of the
problem.

Robert L. McNeil, Executive Vice Chairman, Emergency Commattee for
American Trade.—“ECAT is more sympathetic to the plight of any
American injured by imports. We strongly support help for them in the
form of adjustment assistance, and prompt and effective relief
through escape clause provisions that are consistent with inter-
national obligations.” ECAT supports the orginal administration’s
proposals on adjustment assistance and escape clause relief. The
trigger mechanism could affect $1.6 billion of Common Market ex-
ports and $240 million of British exports to the U.S. The affected
countries would have the right to retaliate and thus could badly
damage our sales of products like aircraft, computers, farm machinery,
and many agricultural products.

Gerald O’ Brien, Executiwe Vice President, American Importers Asso-
ciation.—The American Importers Association strongly opposes the
escape clause provisions in the House bill, arguing that it would
provide a “hunting license” for any industry to receive protection
from import competition.

0. R. Strackbein, President, Nationwide Committee on Import-Export
Policy—“While the bill would greatly improve the availability of
remedy for serious injury, it nevertheless places some difficulties in
the path of the applicants.” The mathematical formula should be
revised to allow for a trigger mechanism for those industries where
there is a much higher penetration level than 15 percent, but in
which imports had not increased in accordance with the growth rates
spelled out in the bill. Also the requirement that imports be found to
have been sold at foreign unit labor costs substantially below U.S.
costs would, in practice, be almost impossible to meet. The informa-
tion is not available.

Nelson Stitt, Council Director, United States-Japan Trade Couneil.—
“It is generally believed that the escape clause provisions of the Trade
Expansion Act were unduly restrictive, because of the conditions of
“major cause’’ between tariff concessions and increased imports and
serious injury.” The language of the trade bill proposed by the Presi-
dent would have rectified this situation and we supported it as being in
consonance with both the letter and spirit of the GATT. But the
escape clause in H.R. 18970 (The Trade Act of 1970) “opens the door
wide for import limitations of all kinds.”

John Hight, Executive Director, Committee for National Trade
Policy.—The committee is opposed to the mathematical test in the
escape clause, but the United States needs a balanced constructive
policy to deal with the evolving adjustment needs of U.S. industries.
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Eugene Kenny, President of the American Retail Federation.—The
assoclation opposes quotas as being inimical to U.S. consumer in-
terests.

Mrs. Bruce Benson, President, League of Women Voters.—’“The
House bill represents a major reversal of U.S. trade policy.’ The
league disapproves of the relaxed criteria for “escape clause relief.

Written statements

Senator Hugh Scott on behalf of Herbert E. Leeds, President of Gimbel’s
wn Pittsburgh.—Mr. Leeds makes various recommendations to modify
the market disruption in escape clause provisions of the bill.

Richard C. Wells, President, Freeport Sulphur 00.—Freeport's}11ph11f
Co. favors the escape clause and adjustment assistance provisions of
the Trade Act of 1970. The domestic sulfur industry is depressed be-
cause of large sales of Canadian sulfur which is a byproduct of the
desulfurization of sour natural gas. The prices of sulfur on Canadian
exports have declined from $38 per long-ton on June 1, 1968, to $10
per ton on June 1, 1970. Sales at these depressed prices have done
serious damage to the domestic industry. From early 1969 to the
present time six mines located in Louisiana and Texas have been
forced out of business.

Eugene L. Stewart, special counsel for C-E Glass, subsidiary of C{)m-
bustion Engineering, Inc., Libby-Owens-Ford Co. and Qlass Dwision,
PPG Industries, Inc., recommends.— .

(1) Where the Tariff Commission in an investigation has found
a domestic industry to have been seriously injured by 1ncrea.sed
imports, and the executive branch has failed to place into effect
the increase in duty or other change in import restrictions found
by the Commission to be necessary to correct such injury, this
committee should incorporate in the bill which it reports an
amendment which will directly place into effect the Cominis-
sion’s findings;

(2) The findings of the Tariff Commission in an escape clause
(tariff adjustment) investigation should be final, and not subject
to nullification by Executive discretion; )

(3) By all of the criteria of market disruption and import
injury that are applicable to textiles, footwear, and steel, flat
glass should be included in legislation providing for the imposi-
tion of limitations upon the quantity and rate of increase in
imports.

Cozx, Langford & Brown, attorneys representing: Glaverbel (USA4)
Inc.—This company which promotes the sale of Belgian flat glass
to the United States, opposes import quotas on flat glass and the
I&lodiﬁfcations in the escape clause procedures imposed in the Trade

ct of 1970.

Robert M. Morris, President, National Foreign Trade Council.—The
Council believes the “escape clause” formula as proposed would be
extremely disruptive of trade and prejudicial to our national economic
interest.
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V. Textile and Footwear Quotias

Summary of Provision.—The amendment imposes import quotas
on textile and nonrubber footwear articles at the average level of
imports for each category during years 1967-69. Quotas take effect
in 1971. Imports in subsequent years may be increased by not more
than 5 percent of the previous year’s level in each category. However,
the President may increase imports in any category if he finds that
there is an inadequate domestic supply at reasonable prices. The
President may also exempt any textile or footwear article if he deter-
mines that such articles are not causing market disruption or that such
exemption is in the national interest. o

Voluntary Agreements—The amendment gives authority to _the
President to enter into bilateral or multilateral agreements to 11n}1t
imports of textile or footwear articles in order to avoid market dis-
ruption. Such agreements may supersede any quotas estabhshed
under section 201. It also gives the President authority to establish
mandatory quotas on any country not party to such agreements.

Government witnesses

The Special Trade Representative, the Secretary of Commerce, and
the Secretary of State all supported the import quota provision on textile
and apparel articles, but opposed the footwear quota provisions. They
felt that the size of the textile industry and the number of jobs as-
sociated with it, justify a quota approach, while quotas would not
be suitable for the footwear industry.

Private witnesses

The Emergency Committee for American Trade, the American Im-
porters Association, the Committee for National Trade Policy, the
American Retail Federation, and the League of Women Voters all oppose
legislative quotas of any kind.

The American Textile Manufacturers and the AFL-CIO favored
legislative quotas on textiles and shoes.

Written statements
Favoring Textire anp Foorwear QUOTAS

Sidney S. Korzenik, Counsel, Apparel Industries Inter Association
Committee: Supports the bill and describes the conditions in the
apparel industry which consists of some 28,000 firms employing
approximately 1,600,000 workers.

Robert T. Stevens, J. P. Stevens & Co., Inc.: Supports provisions
of H.R. 18970; describes recent conditions in the textile industry.

Bruce N. Lynn, President, National Cotton Council of America:
Supports the textile provisions of H.R. 18970; describes the competi-
tion of the increased manmade fiber and woolen imports of the cotton
segment of the textile industry.
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Evelyn Dubrow, Legislative Representative, International Ladies;
Garment Workers’ Union: Supports provisions of the Trade Act o
1970. This union contains 440,000 members.

Claude Ramsey, Chairman, Man Made Fiber Producers Associatégn;l,
Ine.: Supports enactment of title II of the Trade Act of 1970 Whllc
would establish import quotas on textile apparel and footwear articles.

The Puerto Rico Eeonomic Development Administration: Pueﬁto
Rico has suffered a decline in employment in the qpparel and 1eat e(Il'
footwear industries and supports the quota provisions on textile an
footwear produets.

The Cordage Institute of the United States: The Cordage Initit\gée
supports the provisions of the Trade Act of 1970, particularly the
import quotas on textile products.

Jack A. Crowder, President, National Association of Wool Zéafanu;
Facturers: Supports provisions of Trade Act c_:f 1970 as an amen lrlnel}
to the social security legislation. The wool mdpsEry is principally m
southeastern New England and Middle Atlantic States.

_ Ellis E. Meredith, Executive Vice President, American Apparel
Manufacturers Association, Ine.: The association represents a,pproxll—
mately 50 percent of the $16.8 billion annual domestic sales of a?paﬁ'e .
Its members are located in 43 States, and it estimates that more tTiL}Ié
600,000 people are employed by the association members. ]
association supports the Trade Act of 1970. It points out that a-fppg;‘g
imports have doubled in the past 4 years in the first 8 months o 1 i
Cotton, wool, and manmade fiber imports reach a level almost equda
to that for all of 1968. In the same S-month pe_rlod, total manmadg
fiber apparel imports are greater than the total imports of ma?mga? 5
fibers fgr the years 1965, 1966, and 1967 combined. By theend o ! 1 »
manmade fiber apparel imports will reach double the level of sue
imports in 1968.

Jacob S. Potofsky, President, Amalgamated  Clothing Workers o{
America AFL-CI0O: The union favors textile and apparel ;mppr
quotas. It points out that technology in mrtual_ly every Orelgf;
country is just as advanced as ours, and that the d_lﬁ'erenqe%il 11; wage
rates is so great that we cannot compete. It also points out tha sor;ln
nations which export the most to us, such as, Japan and the Europe
Community have almost closed their borders to our products.

Thomas F. Shannon, on behalf of the American Footwear J‘{fanur;
Jacturers Association: The footwear industry has been spffengg é:o .
low-wage import competition for nearly 10 years. During tf is 1;112
the market penetration achieved by foreign shoes has soare_d routl in
percent in 1960 to 25.2 percent in 1969. It estimates that _mnpm:D Sthe
1970 will amount to 237.2 million pairs worth $1.8 billion &
retail level.
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William F. Sullivan, President, Northern Textile Assocwation:
Supports title 11 of the Trade Act of 1970, and urges that it be in-
corporated as an amendment to the social security legislation. The
brief discusses the situation in New England with respect, to the
textile and apparel industry. It claims that imports have displaced
large numbers of textile and apparel workers in New England.

MeDonald K. Horne, Jr., former Chief Economist, National Cotton
Council: Analyzes the possibilities of retaliation under H.R. 18970
and concludes that retaliation is not a likely possibility. The brief
argues that Japan and other textile producing countries have far more
restrictions even in textile trade than the United States and depend
so much more heavily on trade than we do that it would be self-
defeating for them to retaliate.

Richard H. Adler, President, and Alexander Lerner, Chairman,
Clothing Manufacturers Association of the United States: Supports
passage of Trade Act of 1970.

Francis W. Sargent, Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts:
Support quotas on shoes and textiles; opposes quotas on oil.

The Honorable Sam J. Ervin, Jr. (Democrat, North Carobina),
U.S. Senator: Supports the textile provisions in the Trade Act of
1970.

The Honorable Norris Cotton (Republican, New Hampshire), U.S.
Senator: Supports amending the social security bill with the Trade
Act of 1970 to protect our domestic industries.

Telegrams
Favoring TEXTILE AND FoOTWEAR QUOTAS

R. E. Coleman, Executive Vice President, Riegel Textile Corp.,
Shoals, S.C.,

C. Callaway, President, Crystal Textiles, Inc., Chickamauga, Ga.

L. P. Greer, Jr., Vice President, Coats & Clark, Inec., Atlanta, Ga.

L. P. Greer, Jr., President, Georgia Textile Manufacturers Association,
Atlanta, Ga.

D. H. Morris 111, President, Geneva Cotlton Mills, Inc., Geneva, Ala.

Leonard Moretz, President, Carolina Mills, Inc., Maiden, N.C.

A.NW. Bell, President, Ameridan & Efirds Mills, Inc., Mount Holly,

.C.
C. A. Cannon, Cannon Mills, Kannapolis, N.C.
C. I{IJ Little, President, Little Cotton Manufacturing Co., Wadesboro,
.C.

Donald Cover III, President, Cowikee Mills, Eufaula, Ala.

Brady Rogers, Executive Vice President, Cowikee Mills, Eufaula, Ala.

Archie Clark, Executive Vice President, Cowikee Mills, Eufaula, Ala.

James Harrell, J. P. Stevens & Co., Inc., Greenville, S.C.

Charles R. Sayre, President and general manager, Staple Cotton
Cooperative Association, Greenwood, Miss.

Opp & Micolas Cotton Mills, Gaines R. Jeffcoat, Opp, Ala.
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Welsford Bishopric, President, Spray Cotton Mills, Eden, N.C.

H. Cl P. Eldred, Manager, Bemis Co., Inc., Bemiston plant, Talladega,
Ala,

E. B. Borden, Jr., the Borden Manufacturing Co., Goldsboro, N.C.

Marshall Y. Cooper, President and Treasurer, Harriett & Henderson
Cotton Mills, Henderson, N.C. .

New York Clothing Manufacturers Association, Inc., Herman Soifer,
President, New York

Jules Goldstein, Secretary, National Outerwear & Sportswear Asso-
ciations, Trousers Institute of America, New York, N.Y.

Thomas H. Crudup, Jr., vice president, Harriett & Henderson Yarns,
Ine., Henderson, N.C.

E. J. Bock, President, Monsanto Co., Washington, D.C.

Donald Comer, Jr., Executive Vice President, Avondale Mills, Syla-
cauga, Ala. .

D. W. Brooks, Chairman of the Board, Cotton Producers Association,
Atlanta, Ga. s

J. M. Cheatham, President, Rushton Cotton Mills, Griffin, Ga.

E. M. Loyless, Reeves Bros., Inc., Eastman division, Eastman, Ga.

J. Craig Smith, President and Treasurer, Avondale Mills, Sylacouga,
Ala.

C. B. McCoy, President, Dupont Co., Wilmington, Del.

Sol Green, Manager, Knitgoods Workers Union Local 155, ILGWU,
New York, N.Y. .

Jack Childers, President, Erlanger Mills, Inc., Lexington, N.C. o

George McQuilkin ITI, Vice President, Kendall Co., Charlotte, N.C.

Minor S. Gray, President, Delta & Pine Land Co., Scott. Miss. ”

G. L. Seitz, Executive Vice President, Calcot, Litd., Bakersfield, Calif.

Marian C. Benham, cotton producer, member of board, New Mexico
Farm & Livestock Bureau and National Cotton Council, Loving-
ton, N. Mex. .

C. L. Denton, Jr., Chairman, Producer Steering Committee, Cotton
Council 1918, North Parkway, Memphis, Tenn. .

Harris 8. Swayze, President, Delta Council, Greenville, Miss.

Joseph Schwartz, Manager, Knitgoods Union, Philadelphia, Pa.

W. L. H. Griffin, President, Brown Shoe Co., Chairman, America
Footwear Manufacturers Association, St. Louis, Mo.

Oklahoma Cotton Ginners Association, Oklahoma, City, Okla. - "

Mike Maros, President, Supima Association of America, 603 Firs
National Building, El Paso, Tex. _ lai

Huberta M. Patterson, Secretary, West Virginia League, 521 McClain
Avenue, Morgantown, W. Va. re Textiles, footwear, glass. h

Robert S. Lockridge, President, Craddock Terry Shoe Corp., Liynch-
burg, Va., re footwear, )

E.fM. G. White, Vice President, Genesco, Inc., Nashville, Tenn., re.
ootwear, v

Ethel Lay, Financial Secretary, Garment Workers of ILGWU Local
584, Harrodsburg, Ky. kG

Margaret Wilkerson, President, Local 519, ILGWU, Brunswick, %-

Fr%nk Tryokoski, Manager, Locals 141 and 147, ILGWU, Bridgeport,

onn.
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M%fy B. Cameron, State Director of Tennessce ILGWU, Nashville,

enn.

George H. Irvine, Manager, ILGWU, New York, N.Y.

E. Howard Molisan, Manager-secretary, Local 48, ILGWU, New
York, N.Y.

Edg(vard Schneider, Manager-secretary, Local 91, ILGWU, New York,

T‘Sf‘ .

Matty Verrilli, President, Carmella McCarthy, Secretary, ILGWU in
Hudson and Bergen Counties, Local 133, Union City, N.J.

Irvin Astrow, Manager, Local 129, ILGWU in Queens, Nassau, and
Suffolk Counties, N.Y. .

I. Stenzor, General Manager, Los Angeles Cloak Joint Board,
ILGWTU, Los Angeles, Calif.
Jerry Perlstein, Manager, Northern Missouri, Minnesota, and Towa
Distriet Council, ILGWU, St. Charles, Mo. .
Sam Schwartz, Manager, Los Angeles Dress & Sportswear Joint
Board, ILGWU Locals 84, 96, 97, 266, 482, 451, 496

Sa(n)n1 Janis, Regional Director, Vice President, ILGWU, Cleveland,

110,

Christine Speck Cope, chairman, officer, and members of Local 408,
ILGWU, Fayetteville, Tenn.

Morris, Kovler, Manager, Local 35, ILGWU, New York, N.Y.

William K. Woltz, Mount Airy, N.C.

Ja{nefi C(%}I;mody, President, Cleveland Joint Board ILGWU, Cleve-
and, Ohio.

H%bert Pokodner, Manager, Local 98, ILGWU, Local 98, New York,

Y.

L.D. Hammer, Manager, National Association of Blouse Manufac-
turers, 450 Seventh Avenue, New York, N.Y.

Ruth Keeling, Secretary, Local 472, ILGWU, Lebanon, Ky. )

Mr. Primack, Manager, Local 154, ILGWU, Local 150, Bay Station,
Staten Island, N.Y.

Julius Ramierez, Manager, Corset & Brassiere Workers Union, Local
232, ILGWU, New York.,, N.Y. .

Ruby Hunter, President, Local 562, ILGWU, Bucyrus, Ohio. .

H. Dorothy Rhodes, President, Local 545, ILGW U, Woodsfield, Ohio.

Ruth Keene, President, Local 590, ILGW U, Bellaire, Ohio.

Mrs. Alta Young, President, ILGWU, Bardstown, Ky.

Howard Simon, President, Alabama Apparel Industries, Montgomery,
Ala.

Marjorie Fluharty, Local 540, ILGWU, Barnesville, Ohio.

C. G. Morrison, Secretary, Local 481, ILGWU, Galsgow, Ky.

Matthew Schoenwald, Manager, Local 62, ILGWU, 101 West 31st
Street, New York, N.Y. i

Richard R. Cerbone, Manager, Locals 57, 77, ILGWU, Jamaica, N. Y.

William Ross, Manager, Philadelphia Dress Joint Board, ILGWTU,
Philadelphia, Pa.

Shelley Appletin, Vice President, ILGW U Manager-secretary, Locals
23-25, 275 Seventh Avenue, New York, N.Y. .

Joann Hutras, Local 500, ILGWU Dover, Ohio, Cleveland, Ohio.

R. I. Aldo Panetta, Manager, Southern Missouri-Arkansas District
Council ILGWTU, Little Rock, Ark.

51-8T73—-T0wmmmn3
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J.. E. Coker, President, Local 308, Cartersville, Ga. . ‘

Sidney Good, Manager-secretary, Dress & Waist Pressers Union, Dress
Shipping Clerks, Union Local 60-60A ILGWU, New York.

United Textile Workers of America, Roy S. Whitmire, South French
Broad Ave., Asheville, N.C. . . o

Israel Breslow, Secretary-Manager, Dressmakers Union Local 22,
ILGWU, New York..

The District Couneil Local 217-228 ILGWU, Anthony Morgano,
District Manager, Trenton, N.J. .

Mrs. Lillian Kolwyck, Vice President, State Labor Council, Jackson,
Tenn,
Nat Boriskin, Executive Director, Popular Priced Qress Manufac-
turers Group, Inc., 1440 Broadway, New York, N.Y. ]
Joe Dolgen, Manager-Secretary, The Cutters Union Local 10, ILGWU,
New York, N.Y. .

Nat Windman, Manager-Secretary, Moe Zimmerman, Chairman, The
Cloak & Suit Operators Union, Local 117, ILGWU, New York.

Philip Kramer, Manager, Boston Joint Board, ILGWU, 33 Harrison,
Boston, Mass. ; .

A. Frank Gatti, Manager, Local 64, ILGWU, New York, N.Y.

Richard B. Leavy, Manager, N.Y. Coat & Suit Association, Inc., 225
West 34th St., N.Y.

Lucille Senkbell, President, ILGWU, Toccoa, Ga. i .

Sara Bowen, President, Local 574, ILGWU, Elberton Manufacturing
Co., Elberton, Ga.

Southern District Council, JLGWU, Mildred Wade, manager,
Dugquoin, Tl i

Canton Textile Mills Ine., Louis L. Jones, Jr., president, Canton, Gai.

Will}iam Schwartz, Manager-Secretary, Local 1, ILGWU, New York,

Y. _

Douglas Levin, Manager, Office and Distribution Employees Union,
Local 99, ILGWU, New York. .

G. C. Rochmond, U.S. Plastic & Chemical Corp., 122 Railroad Ave.,
West Haverstraw, N.Y. Lo )

Waunita Platt, President, Missouri-Kansas-Nebraska District Council
ILGWU, Ottawa, Kans. )

Alex Redin, Executive Director, Affiliated Dress Manufacturing, Inc.,
1440 Broadway, New York, N.Y. N }

Josilrluzi,{ I*i%ge%l, Manager, Local 82, ILGWU, 340 West 28th St., New

ork, N.Y. )

Angela Bambace, Vice President, ILGWU, Baltimore, Md.

Officers and members of Local 444, ILGWU, Madlsonyllle, Tenn. .

Arnold Schwedock, Executive Director, Popular Pride Dress Con-
tractors Association, Inc., New York.

Orrosing Texmine aAnD FoorwmBar QueTas

Richard D. Hoffman, on behalf of Joseph B. Hoffman, ]'nc..: Thibf‘
company is a manufacturer of woven textile fabrics compobe(i 0
manmade and synthetic fibers. They own and operate a mill in
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Shippensburg, Pa., with over 300 employees. The corporation opposes
the Trade Act of 1970, and believes it should not be added as an
amendment to any pending bill. The company exports its woven
and manmade synthetic fibers. It argues that foreign governments
will retaliate against American exports if the quota legislation went
into effect.

The Footwear Group of the American Importers Association: The
Footwear Group consists of 26 firms who import footwear from all
countries, ranging from high-priced shoes from Switzerland to rubber
sandals from Hong Kong. The group argues that everything that
ought to be done for sectors of the footwear industry that may be
affected by import competition can be done just as quickly under
the Trade Expansion Act. A Tariff Commission investigation under
the escape clause is now being made, and the report will be before
the President at the end of this year. He will have power, where
injury is found, to do anything he could do under title IT of the
Trade Act of 1970 but will have more tools: higher duties and ad-
justment assistance as well as quotas. The group argues that the
President’s task force on nonrubber footwear found that the footwear
market was in a state of rapid change, that some firms and workers
have been in trouble, but that it is extremely difficult to sort out the
many separate possible causes. The group argues that the conclusion
of the task force; that is, that the information available so far does
not indicate a case of injury to the overall footwear industry, but
selected injury to some segments of the industry, is a strong indict-
ment against overall legislative quotas to solve the footwear problem.
The group also comments on the difficult administrative problems
assoclated with quotas. It argues that there are only three ways of
administering quotas: (1) on a first come first serve basis, (2) by the
use of foreign cartels, (3) by a system of licensing. All three courses
tend to destroy competition.

John W. Scott, Master of the National Grange: The National Grange
embraces 7,000 local community granges in 40 States, and repre-
sents 600,000 residents of rural and suburban America. The Grange
favors a liberal trade policy and is opposed to the protective features
of the House proposed trade bill. It argues that the Common Mar-
ket will likely impose a use tax on soybean products to the detri-
ment of the American agricultural exports. It also states that the overly
protectionist system of the Common Market is already hurting
American agricultural exports.

British-American  Chamber of Commerce: The British-American
Chamber of Commerce, 8 New York based trade association represent-
ing over 1,200 United States and British firms argues that the Trade
Act of 1970 involves some $8 billion of foreign trade and would trigger
“massive foreign reaction.” It argues that the discretionary and
exemption authority in the Trade Act could not be exercised ‘“‘without
doing violence to the MFN principle.”
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The Honorable Charles H. Percy (Republican, Illinois), U.S. Senator:
Opposes legislative quotas as artificial props for adjustment problems
certain industries may be experiencing.

The Honorable Walter ¥. Mondale (Democrat, Minnesota), Us. Sena-
tor: The statement opposes import quotas as a negative isolationist
solution to the problems of American trade. He argues that quotas
would be a direct violation of the GATT and would invite foreign
retaliation against American exports, particularly agricultural exports
which last year totaled $6.6 billion. He opposes HR 18970; in
particular, the section dealing with the national security provisions
and the section dealing with the DISC provisions.

Milo G. Coerper, on behalf of the German-American Chamber of
Commerce, Ine.: The German-American Chamber of Comimerce
opposes a provision of the Trade Act of 1970, particularly the provision
which would impose import quotas and liberalize the escape clause.
The paper points out that Germany generally has few nontariff
barriers and that United States exports to Germany in 1969 rose by
23 percent while German exports to the United States showed a
decline of 3.7 percent. Germany has cooperated with the Umted
States in financing its balance-of-payments deficit and its unilateral
action to revalue the D-Mark was clearly of indirect benefit to the
United States.

Albert Lannon, Washington representaiive, International Long-
shoremen’s and Warehousemen’s Union: Opposes provisions of H.R.
18970.

Charles B. Shuman, President, American Farm Bureau Federation:
The Bureau favors (1) new Presidential tariff reduction authority, (2)
liberalization adjustment -assistance, (3) time limit provisions for
Tariff Commission findings, (4) liberalization of escape clause provi-
sions, (5) elimination of ASP, (6) strengthening the Antidumping Act,
(7) more flexibility in applying countervailing duties. The Farm
Bureau is opposed to (1) textile import quotas, (2) import quotas on
shoes, (3) mandatory quotas on oil.

J. M. Roche, Chairman of the Board, General Motors Corp.: Mr.
Roche is opposed to the protectionist features of the Trade Act of
1970. He argues that “protectionist measures, established for the
benefit of selected industries having problems in competing adequately
at home against imports, would tend to invite penalties against the
many businesses who do compete effectively abroad. As a result, all
industry in the United States could suffer in the long run, and dimin-
ished export trade and associated job losses here will outweigh any
temporary gains by adoption of retrogressive trade policies. He argues
for an aggressive attack on nontariff g?:oarriers to trade.

Milo G. Coerper, on behalf of the European Teatile Industries Co-
ordinating Committee: The group argues for the exemption from textile
quotas of the European textile exports to the United States.
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Arthur A. De Santis, executive secretary, Italy-America Chamber of
Commerce, Inc.: Expresses opposition to the Trade Act of 1970, with
particular emphasis on the footwear and apparel quota provisions.

Irving W. Allerhand, on behalf of CITC Industries, Inc.: A firm
engaged in the sale and distribution of imported footwear throughout
the United States. It argues against the quotas on imported footwear.
It alleges that the profitability of domestic footwear manufacturers
is quite respectable and cites a Fortune Magazine article which states
“largest industrial companies had a return on invested capital of 11.7
percent, publicly owned footwear manufactures had a return on
capital of 15.9 percent, and footwear suppliers had a return of 12.4
percent.”

The Honorable George McGovern (Democrat, South Dakota), U.S.
Senate: Opposes provisions of Trade Act of 1970. Specifically opposes
trigger mechanism in escape clause, national security provision, and
DISC and textile quotas. Supports continued authority for the
President to negotiate teriffs, repeal of American Selling Price, and
relaxation of adjustment assistance provisions.

American Association of University Women: Opposes the quota
provisions in the Trade Act of 1970.

Hilton Davies, legislative action general manager, Chamber of Com-
merce of the United States: Supports Finance Committee’s decisions
to reject the House-passed welfare bill, H. R. 16311, but urges rejection
of legislative quotas in Trade Act without an injury test.

ReqQuesTing AMENDMENT TO THE TEXTILE AND FooTWEAR PROVISIONS

Thomas M. McCrary, on behalf of the Huyck Corp.: The Huyck
Corp. is a relatively small company specializing in the manufacture of
certain synthetic fiber materials used in paper machines. The corpora-
tion’s net sales in 1969 were $40,608,600; it employs some 2,546
workers. The company imports polyester filament yarns and has
recently built some plants in the anticipation that it can expand such
imports of such years. It requests a specific exemption from the textile
and apparel quotas in the bill since it feels that its imports do not dis-
rupt the American textile industry market.

H.B. “Doc” Hughes, Hughesco Inc., Importers and Distributors:
Opposes inclusion of athletic provisions in footwear quotas.

Gary Dietrich, President, Van Dervoort’s Athletic Equipment: Sup-
ports the House report language dealing with the nondisruptive
nature of certain athletic shoes.

Orrosing Excrusion or Tie Fasrics FroMm tar TexTiLE QUOTA
C. M. Smith Fabrics, Inc., C. M. Smith, president, Allentown, Pa.
Lova Textile Co., Allentown, Pa.

C & V Fabrics, Inc., John Phillips, manager, Wilkes-Barre, Pa.
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Advance Pierce Dye Works, 112 River Road, Delawanna, Clifton, N.J.

New Jersey Tie Fabrics Manufacturers, Dyers, and Finishers Associa-
tion, Paterson, N.J.

Curtis Stevens, Raxon Fabrics Corp.: Mr. Stevens supplied a brief
for the record which details the tie fabrics opposition to the exclusion
from the textile import quotas of tie fabrics.

George Bromz, atiorney for the Fabric Importers Association: Sup-
ports the tie fabric exemption in the House bill but suggests certain
modifying language. Suggests that the actual use test in the House
bill would place “an intolerable burden on importers.”

VI. Submissions on Behalf of Other Industries Seeking
Import Protection

The Honorable William Prozmire (Democrat, Wisconsin) U.S. Sena-
tor: Senator Proxmire recommends that the quota on minks be 1educed
from 4.6 million pelts to 3.6 million pelts, and that the quota be
allocated on a quarterly basis. He also urges the Committee to delete
from the bill the repeal of the embargo on seven types of fur from
the Soviet Union and Communist China.

Alfred  Fuchs, President, American Fur Merchants’ Association,
Ine.: Opposes Trade Act of 1970. Specifically opposes section 343(a)(1)
of the bill which would provide a tariff quota on imports of mink fur
skins.

Walter G. Taylor, representing the National Board of Fur Farm
Organizations: The association represents 2,500 domestic mink pro-
ducers in 52 States, which generally supports the Trade Act of 1970
but requests the following changes in the present bill: (1) retention
of the embargo against seven furs from Comraunist China and Russia;
(2) reduction of the amount of free-entry mink pelts from 4.6 million
to 3.6 million; (3) requests that no more than one-thn'd of the per-
missible entries during a calendar year be admitted in any calendar
quarter.

Roy D. Harman, Chairman, National Board of Fur Farm Organiza-
tions, Inc.: Opposes the removal of the embargo on seven species of
furs from Communist nations and recommends that the quota on
mink furs be reduced to 3.6 million skins per year and allocated on a
quarterly basis.

Frank N. Ikard, President, American Petroleum Institute: The gen-
eral testimony describes the problems inherent in national produe-
tion of oil and the practical difficulties of a tariff mechanism to regu-
late oil imports. Suggests that assumptions and omissions n tarift
proposal make it. unworkable. Supports the present oil import control
pI'OgI' am,
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. Brice (’Brien, Vice President, National (Coal Association: Supports
limitations on total energy consumed in this country which would be
allowed to be supplied by imports.

A. Lloyd Phillips, President, American Aniline Products, Ine.:
On behalf of Ad Hoe Committee on U.S. Dyestufl Products. Opposes
repeal of ASP. Argues that U.S. dyestufl industry would be par-
ticularly hard hit by repeal of ASP.

George Collins, assistant to the president, International Brother-
hood of Electrical Workers; International Association of Machinists;
and Eugene L. Steward, special counsel, World Trade Commiltee, parts
division, Electronic Industries Association: Supports import guotas on
consumer electronic products.

Frederick Hunt, Cast Iron Soil Pipe Institute: In general supports
the quota provisions of the bill but feels that the bill should be amended
to protect heavy products through recognition of the fact injurious
imports may be concentrated in one or more regional marketing areas.

James D. Williams, Jr., on behalf of certain Domestic Manujfoc-
turers of Fish Netting and Fishing Nets: Supports provisions of the
Trade Act of 1970. Specifically the escape clause provisions. Describes
the domestic fish netting industry which has aggregate employment of
300.

James D. Williams, Jr. on behalf of American Dinnerware Emer-
gency Committee: Supports text of Trade Act of 1970.

Thomas F. Shannon, Secretary Tool and Stainless Steel Industry
Commitiee: Expresses support for the Trade Act of 1970.

Howard P. Chester, Executive Secretary, Stons, Glass and Clay
Coordinating Committez: The committee is composed of seven inter-
nationa! unions, all affiiated with the AFL-CIO with a combined
membership of 250,000. The committee supports the Trade Act of
1970, as an amendment to the social security legislation. The com-
mittee recommends invoking article XII of the GATT which provides
for the use of quotas whenever a country has serious balance-of-pay-
ments deficits. The committee also recommends the repeal 'of section
807 of the Tariff Act which provides for special lower duties on 1m-
ported articles which have American content. The commistee also
recommends that we report our imports on a cost, insurance, and
fireight basis and withdraw Government subsidies in reporting export

gures.

J. F. Farrington, President, National Association of Stissors and
Shears Manufacturers: Supports continuation of section 251(b) of the
Trade Expansion Act which provides for procedures to reserve from
future tariff negotiations any article found by the Tariff Commuission
to be sensitive to import competition and seeks an amendment to the
Trade Expansion Act which would reserve from tariff negotiations
scissors and shears valued at over $1.75 per dozew.
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The Honorable Gaylord Nelson (Democrat, Wisconsin) U.S. Senagbor:
The statement generally favors a program to establish freer tradef ut
he would advocate import quotas on dairy products, mink, and foot-
wear.

National Milk Producers Federation (Patrick B. Healy, Secretary):
The federation represents American dairy farmers and the cooperative
dairy plants that they own. Opposes exemption from the counter-
vailing duty statute of articles subject to import quotas. Argues thgt
such action would give a licensing to unfair trade practices by our trad-
ing partners.

Robert C. Liebenow, president, Corn Refiners Association, Inc.:
The principal products of this industry are cornstarch, corn Syrup,
and corn sugar. This group argues that the duty-free status of Laploia«,‘
tapioca flour, and cassava which were bound into our GATT schedules
in 1947, coupled with the increasing protectionism of the European
Common Market which has raised new barriers to taplocg‘starclh
imports, has put domestic producers in an_untenable position. 1t
argues that foreign countries should reduce their barriers to our exports
In this area, but strongly urge the imposition of duties on tapioca
imports unless this is achieved.

Robert H. S. French, on behalf of the Tanmners’ Council of America,
Inc.: Supports the Trade Act of 1970.

Bicycle Manufacturers Association of America, Inc.: Support for
the Trade Act of 1970.

The Honorable George D. Aiken (Republican, Vermont), and the?
Homnorable Winston Prouty (Republican, Vermont), U.S. Senators:
On behalf of the Vermont Marble Co. The company strongly supports
H.R. 18970, the Trade Act of 1970.

W. DeVier Pierson, Counsel for Duval Qorp.: The statement supports
the Trade Act of 1970, and 'S. 4075 which would establish import
quotas on sulphur. The Company also recommends expanding
existing statutory authority to include a provision that imports
should not be allowed if they are selling at a below-cost price.

' VII. Submissions Against Protection for Specific Industries

Oil: The Honorable Senator Edward M. Kennedy (Democrat, Massa-
chusetts), U.S. Senator: Strongly opposes the House’s attempt to
“freeze Into law” a quota system of o1l import controls. He cites t}llle
report of the Cabinet task force on oil imports as indicating that the
oil import program costs the American consumer $5 billion a year in
higher prices and will cost over $8 billion by 1980.
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The Honorable Kenneth M. Curtis, Governor of Maine: Governor
Curtis favors iraport quotas for the shoe and texfile industries but is
opposed to quotas for any other industry.

Steel: Alan D. Hutchison, general counsel, Independent Wire Drawers
Association: Mr. Hutchison’s statement generally opposes the escape
clause provisions of the Trade Act of 1870 and requests that pro-
vision be made in the bill for protection of small nonintegrated
businesses which are in competition with large integrated corporations.
Such provisions should include, he suggests, an amendment to the
Trade Act of 1970 setting forth provisions similar to those in Joint
Resolution 124.

. The American Institute for Imported Steel: Strongly objects to steel
import quotas, arguing that the voluntary restraint program of foreign
producers has already caused inflated domestic prices for steel.

Electronics: H. William Tanaka, on behalf of the Electronic Industries
Association of Japan: Opposes the enactment of the Trade Act
of 1970. The brief argues that United States-Japan trade in elec-
tronic articles is a perfect example of the classic theory of com-
parative advantage in action. U.S. technology contributes toward the
development of Japanese consumer electronic products which have
opened a vast new market potential in the United States, and offer
a much wider range of preducts for the U.S. consumer. The association
also strongly opposes the time limits imposed on the Secretary of the
Treasury mn processing antidamping complaints.

Charles N. Hoffman, vice president for Consumer Electronic Groups,
Electronics Industries Association: The Consumer Electronies Group
of the Electronic Industries Association opposes the enactment of
any legislation which would impose guantitative lmitations on
imports of consumer electronic products.

Meat: Jokn E. Ward, Chairman of the Meat Importers’ Council of
America, Inc.: Expresses opposition to incorporating the Trade Act
of 1970 as part of the social security legislation, and is further opposed
to proposals designed to restrict meat imaports. The Meat Importers
Couneil opposes the Trade Act of 1970 as it would “represent a giant
step in the direction of making the import quota a basic modus oper-
andi of U.S. trade policy. The submission describes imported meat as
“frozen manufacturing grade beef.” It says that the beef does not
directly compete with high quality grain-fed table beef produced by the
domestic beef industry. On this question, it cites the fact that the U.S.
Tariff Commission is currently investigating under section 332 of the
Tariff Act of 1930, to determine to what extent what imports enter
into manufacturing of meat products in the United States. It argues
that the domestic supply of manufacturing beef has been in general
decline for the last 5-years, and except {or radical short-term fluctua~
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tions it has not changed materially for 25-years, despite the fact that
our population has increased by well over one-third. The Meat Im-
porters’ Council claim that meat imports, far from injuring domestic
beef producers by direct competition, actually benefit U.S. producers
of table beef, by supplying lean material which is necessary for their
fat trimming or “belly cuts” to be up-graded into salable products. It
further argues for the repeal of Public Law 88-42 which establishes
meat import controls,

Ira H. Nunn. Washington counsel, National Restaurant Association:
Opposes any further restrictions in imported beef.

Glycine: M. L. Rosenthal, Vice President, ROBECO Chemicals, Inc.:
Opposes glycine quota since there is only one producer.

Sulfur: K. F. Lundberg, President, CF Industries, Inc.: CF Industries
is a cooperative serving farmer-owned organizations throughout the
United States. The statement opposes import quotas on sulfur
because:

(1) Sulfur is a key raw material in the manufacture of phos-
phate fertilizers; .

(2) Approximately 50 percent of all sulfur consumed in the
United States is used in the manufacture of phosphate fertilizers
for agriculture; o

(3) Restricting sulfur imports would be an attempt to maintain
artificially high sulfur prices; )

(4) Because of ample sulfur reserves in the United States and
because of our country’s potential for recovered sulfur production
there is no need to provide a protective, legislative, ghield around
the domestic sulfur industry; and ) .

(5) Attempting to maintain artificially high sulfur prices can
only add further quotas to the fertilizer industry.

National Council of Farmer Cooperatives: Expresses opposition to
the Trade Act of 1970 but strongly supports section 22 of the
Agricultural Adjustment Act which provides import quotas whenever
imports of agricultural commodities threaten to endanger domestic
price supports.

Footwear: Irving W. Allerhand, on behalf of CITC Industries, Inc.:
This firm is engaged in the sale and distribution of 1mported.footweac11'
throughout the United States. [t argues against the quotas onimporte
iootwear. It alleges that the profitability of domestic footwear manu-
facturers is quite respectable and cites a Fortune magazine article
which states ‘largest industrial companies had a return on invested
capital of 11.7 percent, publicly owned footwear manufacturers had
8 Teturn on capital of 15.9 percent, and footwear suppliers had a
return of 12.4 percent.”
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Chemcals: Karl A. Hochschwender, Chairman, Organic Chemicals
Group o{ the American Importers Association, Inc.: Statement favors
the abolition of the American Selling Price system of valuation.

VIII. The DISC Proposal

Summary of DISC proposal.—The proposal would provide a system
of tax deferral for a new type of U.S. corporation known as a Domestic
International Sales Corporation, or a “DISC”, and its shareholders.
Under this tax system, the profits of a DISC are not to be taxed to the

DISC but instead are to be taxed to the shareholders when distributed
to them. The House proposal would provide a 3-year phase in period
during which only a portion of a DISC’s profits are relieved of current
taxation. In the first year (1970), 50 percent of a, DISC’s profits are not
currently subject to taxation, and in the second and third years, 75 per-
cent are not subject to taxation. In the fourth year and thereafter, 100
percent of a DISC’s profits are not currently subject to taxation.

The deferral of tax accorded to profits earned by DISC ends not
only when those profits are distributed to the DISC’s shareholders
but also when the DISC fails to continue qualifying as a DISC (in
this case the profits are taxed to the shareholders as “‘deemed” dis-
tributions). When a DISC’s profits are distributed to a corporate
shareholder, he is treated in most respects as if he were the initial
recipient of the profits: as a result, no dividends received deduction
is available for these profits, but instead the profits are to be treated
as foreign source income and the shareholders is to be allowed to
credit against its tax liability on these profits any taxes paid to a
foreign country (by the DISC if the taxpayer is on the ‘‘per country”
limitation or by the DISC or on income of the shareholder from other
foreign sources if he is on the “overall limitation”).

To qualify as a DISC, at least 95 percent of a corporation’s gross
receipts must arise from export sale or lease transactions and other
export-related investments or activities. In addition, at least 95
percent of the corporation’s assets must be export related. Included
In export-related assets are “producers loans” which are loans (sub-
ject to certain restrictions) made to the U.S. parent producer (or
any other U.S. exporter) to the extent of his assets used for export
business. These loans by a DISC are not eonsidered a distribution
and do not give rise to taxation of the DISC or the parent.

Although generally the income of a DISC is not to be subject to
current taxation, each year a DISC is to be deemed to have distributed
to its shareholders certain types of its income, thus, subjecting that
income to current taxation in the shareholders’ hands. The principal
type of income falling in this category is the interest realized by the
DISC on its “producer loans.” .

Generally, present law requires sales between a parent corporation
and its subsidiary to be made on an arm’s length basis; that is, at the
price the parent company would have charged an unrelated third
party. Special pricing rules in the proposal permit a DISC to earn a
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larger relative amount of the profits arising on sales by the DISC of its
parent company’s export products. Under these pricing rules, a DISC
may earn an amount of profits up to the greater of 4 percent of its
sales or 50 percent of the combined income arising from the manu-
facture and sale of the products sold through the DISC. In either case
a DISC also is to be allowed to earn an additional amount equal to
10 percent of its export promotion expenses.

Government witnesses

Under Secretary of the Treasury, Paul A. Volcker—*The effect of
this provision would be to remove impediments to exports from the
United States that exist in our present system of corporate taxation.
This would be accomplished by making available to our exporters tax
treatment more comparable to that available to exporters in many
foreign countries and to the treatment accorded subsidiaries of U.S.
companies operating overseas. This objective would be achieved, by
permitting the deferral, within carefully defined limits, of corporate
Income tax on profits arising from exports, so long as those profits are
employed in support of export efforts.

“The basic purpose of this proposal is to remove one obstacle to a
more effective competitive effort by our exporters in world markets.
It thus will provide important support to the balance of payments and
to the external financial position of the United States.

“We believe the salutary effects of this legislation will extend beyond
the immediately identifiable impact on the profitability of exporting
implicit in the removal of an unwarranted drag of taxation. In combi-
nation with our parallel efforts to improve export facilities, it will, I
am convinced, help direct the attention of American industry—
particularly smaller and medium-sized firms—to the opportunities
available in foreign markets. It should induce fresh corporate planning
and marketing efforts to develop those markets, and its impact will be
reflected in such basic corporate decisions as plant location.”

Assistant Secretary of Treasury, Edwin S. Cohen.—We make this
recommendation because the U.S. tax system presently results in
an income tax disadvantage to U.S. export sales as contrasted with
foreign production by subsidiaries of U.S. companies, or by foreign-
owned companies. At a time when the United States is making every
effort to improve its balance of trade, this disadvantage should be
removed. .

““The DISC proposal provides for deferral of U.S. tax for a domestic
corporation engaged in export sales similar to that presently provided
for foreign manufacturing subsidiaries of U.S. companies.

“The U.S. tax on the export income derived through such a corpora-
tion would be deferred as long as it is either used in the corporation’s
export business, is loaned to export producers or invested in obligations
issued or guaranteed by the Export-Import Bank and thus is not
distributed to the DISC shareholders. )

“Upon the distribution of dividends from the DISC, the income
would be fully taxed through corporate tax rates in the case of cor-
porate shareholders and a full personal income tax rate in the case
of individual shareholders,



25

“The qualification requirements are that » DISC must be a domgs’clg
company, must have 95 percent of its receipts in the form of qualifie
export receipts, must have 95 percent of its assets in the form of
qualified assets, must have only one class of stock and a minimum
capitalization of $2,500, and must have made an election to be treated
as a DISC,

“Exports are determined by a destination test rather than a passage
of title test as presently in the Internal Revenue Code.

“To qualify as an export the property must be sold or leased for
direct use, consumption or disposition outside of the United States
or sold to an unrelated DISC for export by the Iatter. To qualify a,sf
export property not more than 50 percent of the fair market value o
the property exported can be attributable to articles imported into
the United States. The President will be authorized to exclude from
export property any property determined to be in short supply
domestically. ‘

“A DISC may reinvest its export earnings in the export business.
This would include investments in warehousing, assembly and trans-
portation facilities used in its export business, and also investment in
foreign branches or sales subsidiaries under specified circumstances.

“We have in essence viewed the DISC as a partner with the U.S.
producers exporting to foreign markets. Therefore, a principal pro-
vision of the proposal permits a DISC to invest its accumulated export
income by way of loans to domestic producers whether or not related,
to finance the producers’ export-related assets used in the production.

“Thus if a producer exported 20 percent of his production the pro-
ducer would be entitled to have loans from the DISC outstanding at
any time equal to 20 percent of the producer’s assets. )

“Present rules for pricing between related companies represents
substantial problems for taxpayers and the Internal Revenue Service
in the administration of the tax law, and are far harsher than those
enforced by many forcign countries.

“In formulating our DISC proposal, we have contemplated that &
substantial volume of sales will occur between manufacturing com-
panies and related DISC corporations.

“In order to deal with these problems, the proposal contemplates
that transfer pricing on the intercompany sales used to determine
foreign source export income will be accepted where the result allocates
income on export sales to the DISC up to 4 percent of qualified ex-
port receipts plus 10 percent of the DISC export promotion expenses
or allocates up to 50 percent of the combined taxable income of the
DISC and a related supplier plus 10 percent of the export promotion
expenses, whichever of these two calculations results in a higher
amount. .

“Similar rules would be prescribed in the case of comiuission and
rental agreements. .

“In_order to insure that ordinary income is not converted into
capital gains, any gain on the sale of DISC stock would be treated as

ordinary income to the extent of accumulated DISC income.

“While the provisions of the DISC bill are not identical to the
original proposals of the administration, we give our full support to
these provisions as now contained in the bill.””
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Private witnesses

Nathamniel Goldfinger, Director of Research, AFL~CIO .
The AFL-CIO objects to the DISC proposal for the following

reasons: L

1. DISC would create immediately a new tax loophole which in the
main would benefit large corporations. )

Under present law, profits from export sales are subject to U.S.
income taxes in the year earned. U.S. income taxes on profits of foreign
subsidiaries are deferred—they do not have to be paid until such time
as dividends are brought back to the United States. e

Through the DISC proposal the Treasury seeks to achieve “equity
through extending and widening the existing tax-deferral loophole to
profits from exports sales of domestic corporations. The Treasury
would therefore widen an existing loophole, entrench it further into
the law, and postpone or preclude any opportunity to eliminate this
preference. .

Although offered as a means to help small companies, about half—
according to the Treasury—of the total manufacturing exports can be
attributed to 93 companies. Furthermore, these companies tend to be
the large integrated operations which perform many stages of %he
manufacturing process. The Treasury proposal would permit profits
to be earmarked for DISC benefits at each stage through the integrated
process of production.

2. The DISC provides no added incentive to increase U.S. exports.
The benefits of tax deferral would flow to all firms exporting goods—
regardless of whether their export sales increase, decline, or remain
stable.

3. The DISC proposal would be a windfall tax bonanza to corpora-
tions already engaged in export trade. Their exports need not change—
only their bookkeeping system would. . .

4. The DISC proposal would open opportunities for tax avoidance
through bookkeeping gimmickry between the DISC and its parent
corporation. The Treasury’s proposal would permit tax-frec reorgani-
zations into DISCs and provide additional opportunity f.o.r corpora-
tions to accumulate tax-free funds. Moreover, the provision wou d
permit DISC to lend these tax-free accumulations to the parent
corporation which, in part, could go to subsidiaries operating in
foreign cotuntries. .. s

Finally, it should be pointed out that the administration’s
DISC proposal is being offered at the same time that another admlllll-
Istration tax proposal is being considered by the Congress—the
recommendations of the President for continued consumer excises on
automobiles and communication services and higher consumer levulas
on gasoline. The combination of these proposals suggests to us a doulile
standard in tax philosophy-—a philosophy which says that, where the
low and middle-income "American is concerned,' the s’plck of tax‘
increases is to be used in the hope of forwarding national goals;
however, when large corporations and their wealthy stockholders
are involved, the carrot of tax cuts is the appropriate phl'IOSOphy
and the risk of further budget imbalance is worth the taking. We

reject this philosophy.

The already overburdened U.S. taxpayer should not be called upon

to underwrite the administration’s willingness to use every occasion
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possible to reduce the share of wealthy corporations and their stoek-
holders in the Nation’s tax burden. And we insist that the American
worker not be the instrument of sacrifice in the battle of the huge
corporations for overseas profits.

Writfen statements
Favoring DISC

F. Perry Wilson, President, Union Carbide Corp.: The Union
Carbide Corp. strongly supports the DISC proposal. It did an analysis
of the potential effect of DISC on 23 major export products repre-
senting 80 percent of Union Carbide’s current exports. This analysis
indicated that over 10 years the company’s exports would be $370
million greater with DISC than it would be without it. The com-
pany’s analysis revealed that when DISC is fully operative 1t would
materially increase Union Carbide’s exports by enabling it:

(1) To meet, lower overseas sales prices’ .

(2) To exert more intensive selling and promotional efforts;

(3) To provide a combination of lower prices and more active
promotion; and . .

(4) To justify expansion of domestic manufacturing facilities
in some cases in order to make goods available for exports, and
to substitute for expansion of overseas facilities.

Charles Stewart, President, Machinery and Allied Products Institufe:
Supports the DISC proposal and argues that it should be strengthened
y:
(1) Making it permanent; .
(2) Not balancing any increase in other foreign tax areas to
offset the loss of revenue by the DISC; _
(3) Removing the income limitations in the DISC proposal;
(4) Promptly putting the whole proposal into effect now rather
than phasing it in over a 4-year period
(5) Lowering the 5-percent standard in the proposal;
(6) Extending the concept of export income to service income
and making various other suggestions.

L. E. Kust, Vice President and general tax counsel, Westinghouse
Electric Corp.: The Westinghouse Electric Corp. stron ly endorses
the DISC provisions of the Trade Act of 1970. The brief argues that
our tax structure disadvantages our exports. Believes that the DISC
proposal will stimulate exports in two ways. First, if the tax effect
18 large enough to justify significant price reductions, U.S. exports
will be more competitive. The second effect of the DISC proposal
according to Mr. Kust will be to give a great impetus to Increasing
the export effort, by reason of the effect of doubling the after tax
profit on export sales subsidiaries. Mr. Kust believes that the esti-
mated revenue loss from the DISC proposal has been ove_zrsi:ated.
He believes that for each dollar of increased exports which will result
in loss of revenue with respect to the income of the DISC of some 2
cents there will typically be an increase tax base by reason of the
added represented by the export sale of some 90 cents, producing a
revenue of about 18 cents. On this basis an export increase of $3
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billion, or 734 percent will offset the initial revenue loss and increases
in exports of over $3 billion will yield a net revenue gain.

W.. J. Driver, President, Manufacturing Chemists Association:
Supports the DISC proposal in the Trade Act of 1970.

Dr. N. R. Danielian, President, International Economic Policy
Association: Generally opposes the provisions of H.R. 18970, and
stresses that the problem is not that we are importing too much but
that we are exporting too little. Supports an expanded DISC to give
tax concessions on exports of services; such as, income derived from
encouraging travel and tourism from the United States. He also makes
recommendations to achieving reciprocity by adopting a conditional
most favored nation principle involving changes in sections 211 and
251 of the TEA. He also suggests an amendment to chapter 4, section
331, of the House bill which would eliminate ASP only if other coun-
tries include an easier binding on U.S. exports of vegetable oils, oil
seed, and cake.

Neal P. Gillen, Vice President and General Counsel, American Cotton
Shippers Association: This association strongly supports the DISC
proposal.

International Engineering and Construction Industries Council:
This organization which is composed of the associated general con-
tractors of America of some 9,000 general contractors, and the Con-
sulting Engineers Council of the United States with some 8,000 con-
sulting engineers of the National Constructors Association with some
33 firms of engineers and constructors, generally supports thq DISC
proposal but offers several suggestions for broadening it to include
certain service income not, presently covered and for relaxing some of
the qualifying language in the proposal dealing with income limitations.

Oprosing DISC

Stanley Surrey ( former Assistant Secretary of the Treasury)

I. Proposal eliminates an entire activity—exporting—ifrom income
tax.

IT. Proposal involves a revenue loss of $1 billion over the next 3 years
and more than $1 billion annually thereafter—$2 billion in 1971-74.
This is at a time when the Treasury is seeking to raise taxes el§eWhere
and to restrict expenditures in important social and urban legislation.

IIT. This sweeping exemption of export income, with its resulting
large revenue loss, is taken without any presentation by the Treasury
of any economic study or data to demonstrate why, where, and how
this step will increase our export trade. Indeed, the revenue loss will
far exceed any possible benefits to our export trade. )

IV. Proposal involves tax reduction for our largest corporations.
This is at a time when the Treasury is seeking to raise taxes on all
others—taxes on telephones, automobiles, gasoline.
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V. While proposal is phrased in terms of “‘deferral of tax’” and for
“export profits”—it becomes complete exemption and for much more
than export profits, reaching into manufacturing profits.

VI. Proposal provides corporations with tax-free money for domes-
tic use—or foreign investment—having nothing to do with exports.

VIL. Proposal, though described in terms of domestic export sub-
sidiaries, will in reality encourage foreign subsidiaries and bring back
tax-haven operations.

VLI. Proposal is inconsistent with our other tax rules and does
not find any parallel in the tax rules of other countries. .

IX. Proposal is likely to cause foreign retaliation and emulation
which will hurt our trade balance.

X. Proposal is complex, with many surveillance problems and many
inroads on existing rules, so that its weaknesses and further loophole
potential will be fertile hunting ground for tax avoiders.

XI. Proposal is contrary to 1969 tax reform efforts.

Tom Field, Taxation With Representation: Taxation with Repre-
sentation is a nonprofit-nonpartisan public interest tax lobby that
deals solely with Federal tax issues. The brief of this erganization
opposes the DISC proposal on the following grounds: .

(1) There is no evidence that DISC will significantly stimulate
U.8, exports;

(2) ’IPhe cost of the DISC proposal is excessive;

(3) DISC will create major tax windfalls; .

(4) DISC tax benefits are equivalent to complete tax forgive-
ness;

(6) DISC’s administrative costs will be high;

(6) DISC provides unnecessary benefits in the case of U.S.-
financed exports; . .

(7) DISC provides incentives for investment in foreign
subsidiaries;

(8) The DISC proposal overcompensates for the tax problems
inherent in existing law; . .

(9) The Treasury’s revenue laws and export gain calculations
have not been subjected to public scrutiny; . .

(10) DISC will immensly complicate trade relations with
Canada;

(11) The DISC proposal has no time limit;

(12) DISC imitates the deficiencies of foreign tax systems;

(13) Better means of solving the U.S. balance-of-payments
problems are available; and

(14) Tax discrimination against U.S. exports can be ended more
cheaply.

Professor Alan Schenk, professor of law: Generally opposed to the
DISC proposal because it:

(a) Isextraordinarily complex;

(b) Would treat tax windfalls without any assurance that
exports would increase;

(¢) Would benefit primarily big business;

(d) Tax benefits of DISC could be negated by changes of tax
laws in foreign countries:

() Does not cure inequities in the basic GATT rules; and

(f) The balance of payments calls for a more direct approach.
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IX. Communications Generally Opposed to the Trade Act of 1970*

Clifford B. ’Hara, Representative, The American Association of
Port Authorities, and North Atlantic Port Association: Expressing
opposition to Trade Act of 1970.

Willis C. Armstrong, President, United States Council of the Inter-
national Chamber of Commerce: Mr. Armstrong expresses opposition to
the Trade Act of 1970, arguing that it will invite retaliation on the
part of our trading partners.

Statement submitted by Senator Philip A. Hart on behalf of the Greater
Detroit Chamber of Commerce: The Detroit Chamber of Commerce
expresses its strong opposition to the protective features of the Trade
Act of 1970.

D. Leslie Tindal, American Soybean Association: The American
Soybean Association expresses the view that a favorable eXPOITt
climate is necessary, and is opposed to any restrictive action by ng
Congress. Soybean exports during this past marketing year totale
429 million bushels. Soybean meal exports increased by 25 percent
to approximately 4 million tons, or the equivalent of an additional
173 million bushels. U.S. negotiators did receive a binding on duty
soybeans and meal in most of the major markets during the Kennedy
Round which has prevented the Europeans from increasing their
tariffs or taxes on this imported product.

N. Gorenhart, on behalf of the Presidents of Orgalime, representtglg
the European Engineering Industries: The European mechanical,
electrical, and metal-working industries are greatly conce}'ned that
the passing of this legislation would result in a trade conflict that 1s
liable to endanger the progress made in the liberalization ol inter-
national trade.

R. James Nuiting, President Oakland World Trade Club: %"11116
Oakland World Trade Club expresses its opposition to the Trade bill.

American Institute for Imported Steel, Inc.: The United States
steel industry does not need quota protection. Steel imports have
benefited even the steel industry as well as the fight against mﬂatlonf.
Domestic jobs have not been lost because of imports but because o
automation of imports within the steel industry. The American Instl;
tute for Imported Steel opposes the provisions of the Trade Act o
1970.

Kurt Barnard, Executive Vice President, Mass Retailing Institute:
Mass retailing depends substantially on imported products. They
provide a wider range of choice for the consumer. The organization
opposes any restrictive trade legislation.

Ben E. Nuiter, Executive Director, Port of Oakland: The Port of
Oakland is opposed to the Trade Act of 1970.

Los Angeles Area Chamber of Commerce: The Board of Dlrecciisotrs
of the Los Angeles Area Chamber of Commerce strongly opposed to
textile and foolwear quota legislation.

*Senators MeIntyre and Kennedy appear on page 5 in opposition to oil import quotas.

Senators Mondale and Percy appear on page 16 in opposition to legislative quotas in general i
Senator McGovern appears on page 17 in opposition to the trigger mechanism and the quota provisions:
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- Dr.. Elliott R. Morss, Eeconomic Consultant: Dr. Morss opposes
quotas, opposes the DISC provision, opposes the national security
provision.

Peter Apel, President, Upholstery & Decorative Fabrics Association of
America ‘

Al H. Mathe, Vice President, Corporate Planning, Levi Strauss & Co.
San Francisco, California

Giuseppe Fantacci, Acting President, American Chamber of Com-
merce in Ttaly

George A. Duff, Exec. Vice President, Seattle Chamber of Commerce,
Seattle, Wash.

Cyril F. Brickfield, Legislative Counsel, Nat’l Retired Teachers Asso-
ciation, American Association of Retired Persons, Washington, D.C.

Jerry Wurf, Int’l Pres., American Federation of State, County &
Municipal Employees AFT~CIO, Washington, D.C.

Robert B. Hudson, President, Foreign Trade Assn., of Southern
California, Los Angeles, California

Mrs. Leonard H. Weiner, Nat’l President, National Council of Jewish
- Women, One West 47th St., New York, N.Y.

Walter Sterling Surry, Washington, D.C.

Russell J. Thor, Russ Thor Volkswagen, 20410 Hawthorne Blvd.,
Torrance, Calif.

Raymund Kathe, Chairman, APCAC, Box 108, Tokyo

Twi-Ropa Mills Agency, Inc., 327 Tchoupitoulas, New Orleans, La.

Dr. Michael S. Mege, Rochester, Michigan

The National Council of Farmers Cooperatives, the National Farmers
Union, The National Federation of Grain Cooperatives, the Na-
tional Grange, New York.

H. R. Gibson, Sr., Dallas, Texas

Robert M. Morris, President, National Foreign Trade Council, Inc.,
10 Rockefeller Plaza, New York, N.Y.

Henri A. Abt, General Manager, German American Chamber of
Commerce, Inc. 666 Fifth Avenue, New York, N.Y.

Robert D. Hudson, President, Foreign Trade Association of Southern
California, 700 Wilshire Blvd., Los Angeles, California
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Dwight Havens, President, Greater Detroit Chamber of Commerce,
150 Michigan Street, Detroit, Michigan

J. H. Binger, Chairman, Honeywell Inc., Minneapolis, Minnesota

Roy Green, Jr., President, Sacramento Metropolitan Chamber of
Commerce, Sacramento, California

A. A. Wood, M.D., President, Mobile Area Chamber of Commerce,

and Fred L. Reuter, Chairman, World Trade Committee, Mobile,
Alabama

Indianapolis Chamber of Commerce, 320 N. Meridian Street, World
Trade Club of Ind. Indianapolis, Indiana

Ralph S. Johnson, P. O. Box 2045, Cheyenne, Wyoming

Trent R. Dames, Dames & Moore, Los Angeles, California

David A. Meeker, Chairman of Board, Hobart Mfg., Co., Troy, Ohio
AMCHAM, Sgravenhage, The Netherlands

Kenneth M. Spang, Chairman Int’l Committee, U.S. Chamber of
Commerce, N.Y

William Reidgr, President The American Chamber of Commerce in
France

Derek A. LeP, President, Arthur H. Lee, New York.

Richard Petska, Secretary, Int’l Trade Bureau, Chamber of Commerce
Cedar Rapids, Towa.

Ralph C. Gross, President, Commerce & Industry Association of
New York, N.Y.

Willard L. Thorpe, Professor of Economics, Amherst College, Amherst,
Mass.

Thorsten V. Kalijarvi, Barnstable, Massachusetts

Wendel S. Clough, President, American Chamber of Commerce,
London, England

X. Communications Generally In Favor of the Trade Act of
1970

Neal Miller, Chairman, Public Affairs Committee, Port Arthur
Chamber of Commerce, Port Arthur, Texas

Roy B. Davis, Plains Cooperative Oil Mill, Lubbock, Texas
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Bryan Houck, President, Executive Committee Gaston County,
Chamber of Commerce, Gastonia, North Carolina

Boswell Stevens, President, Mississippi Farm Bureau Federation,
Jackson, Miss.

J. (})I I}Iume, President, Basic Vegetable Products, Inc., San Francisco,
alif.

R W. Twitty, President and Treas., Marion Manufacturing Co.,
Marion, N. Carolina

R. M. Dale, Vice President, The Arrow Company, Division of Cluctt
Peabody and Co., Inc., New York, N.Y.

Norman A. Shane, Chairman, Shane Mfg. Col, Inc., Evansville,
Indiana

George P. Byrne, Jr., Secretary U.S. Wood Screw Manufacturers
Service Bureau, New York, N.Y.

Howard Levy, President, Lehigh Valley Needle Trades Association,
Allentown, Pa.

Donald G. Volimer, President, Allentown-Lehigh County Chamber of
Commerce, Allentown, Pennsylvania

Charles H. Sommer, Chairman of Board, Monsanto Company, Wash-
ington, D.C,

Robert M. Dubow, Counsel, National Board of the Coat and Suit
Industry, New York, N.Y.

Associated Corset & Brassier Manufacturers, Inc., New York, N.Y.
John Mazzacea, 126 Osage Road, Wayne, New Jersey

R. Brown, U.S. Plastic and Chemical Corp., 328 Kennedy Drive, Put-
nam, Conn.

J. M. Medeura, 31 Charlotte Drive, Spring Valley, New York

G. D. Arndt, Gen’l Manager, Carolinas Cotton Growers Association,
Raleigh, N. Car.

Salvatore Noto, Mer., Gen’l Secy, Local 89, Ttalian Dressmakers
Union ILGWU, New York, N.Y.

Joseph L. Rubin, Executive Director, 450-7th Ave., New York, N.Y.

Manuel T. Hildalgo, Chairman Regional Export Expansion Council
for Puerto Rico and Virgin Islands, San Juan, Puerto Rico
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R. C. Thatcher, Jr., President, American Yarn Spinners Association,
Box 99, Gastonia, North Caroling

C. J. Uhrmann, President, Imperial Glass Corp., Bellaire, Ohio

Albert Ettelson, President, Philadelphia Clothing Manufacturers
Association

Joffre David, Secretary-Treasurer, Florida Fruit and Vegetable Asso-
ciation

Edward Levy, Executive Director, National Handbag Association

Herman Soifer, President, New York Clothing Manufacturers Asso-
ciation

C. B. MeCoy, President, Du Pont Co.

W. L. H. Grifin, Chairman, American Footwear Manufacturers
Association

Huberta Patterson, Secretary, Glassworkers Protective League of
West Virginia o



