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8. 306 AND THE CURRENT SITUATION OF THE
U.S, AUTOMOBILE INDUSTRY

MONDAY, MARCH 9, 1981

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

The subcommittee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 9:80 a.m,, in
room 2221, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. John C. Danforth
(chairman) gx;esiding. . '

Present: Senators Danforth, Chafee, Wallop, Grassley, Symms,
Baucus and Boren. . A

[The press release announcing the hearing and S. 896 follows:]

(Press Release No. 81-107)

FINANCE SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL TRADE SErs HeARING

Senator John C. Danforth (R, Mo.), Chairman of the Subcommittee on Interna-
tional Trade of the Committee on Finance, announced today that the Subcommittee
hold a hearing on March 9, 1981 on 8. 896 and the current situation of the
domestic automobile industry.
B 'll‘}:ﬁ hearings will begin at 9:830 a.m,, in Room 2221 of the Dirksen Senate Office

uilding. .

On Jgnuary 14-15, 1981 the Subcommittee held hearings on the problems of the
U.8. automobile industry. Testimony was received concerning the impact of ‘lm;txxrt-
ed automobiles on the domestic lnduat?, the effect of (Government regulation,
structural and technological changes, and mechanisms for aiding workers, produc-
erg, dealers, and related industries, including parts saggliers.

n February 6, 1981 Senator Danforth, together with Senator Lloyd M. Bentsen
(D., Tex.), the ranking minority member of the Subcommittee, introduced S. 396, a
bill to restrict importation of\automobiles from Japan for a temporary period. In
statements accompanylrag the slation, Senators Danforth and Bentsen empha-
sized the need to consider the problems of the industlgr as a whole, Temporar
import restraints were descri as a necessary '‘breathing-spell” while thé U.S.
industry retools, and while capital formation and regulatory reform measures take
effect. They announced their intention to work closely with the Administration, and
specifically the President's Task Force on the Problems of the Automobile Industry,
to develop tax and regulatory legislation which along with 8. 896, will form a
somprehensive package. )

ese hearings were originally planned for late February. However, the Task
Force is expected to submit its recommendations to the Presldent at the beginning
of March, Therefore, at the request of Secretary Lewis and Ambassador Brock, the
hearings have been moved to March 9. ‘

Witnesses testifying at the hearing or submitting testimony should direct their
estimony to possible solutions to the problems of the U.S. automobile industry,
ncluding but not limited to the following:

(1) 8. 896, or other forms of import restrictions,

(2) Taxatlon and regulatory changes, and

(8) Assistance for workers, dealers, and related industries, including parts suppli-
’u.

Requests to testify.—The Committee rec}::sted that persons desiring to testify
luring this hearing make their requests to testify in writing to Robert E. Lighthizer,
hief Counsel, Committee on Finance, Room 2227, Dirksen Senate Office Building,

¢))
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Washington, D.C. 20510, not later than Tuesday, March 3, 1981, Persons so request-
ing will'be notified as soon as possible after this date whether they will be sched-
uled to appear. If for some resson a witness is unable to appear at the time
scheduled, he may file a written statement for the record in lieu of the personal
a ance. ‘

F nsolidated testimony.—The Committee urged all witnesses who have a common
poeition or with the same general interest to consolidate their testimony and desig-
nate a ulnﬁe spokesman to present their common viewpoint orally to the Subcom-
mittee. This procedure will enable the Subcommittee to receive a wider expression
of views than it might otherwise obtain. The Committee urges very strongly that all
witnesses exert a maximum effort to consolidate and coordinate their statements.

Legislative Reorganization Act.—The Committee observed that the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946, as amended, and the rules of the Committee require
witnesses appearing before the Committees of Congress to file in advance written
statements of their proposed testimony and to limit oral presentations to brief
summaries of their arguments.

The Committee stated that in light of this statute and the rules, and in view of
the large number of persons who desire to appear before the Subcommittee in the
limited time available for the hearing, all witnesses who are scheduled to testify
must comply with the following rules:

(1) All witnesses must include with their written statements a one-page summary
of the principal points included in the ctatement,

(2) The written statements must be ty&o;g on letter-size (not legal size) paper and
at least 100 copies must be delivered to Room 2227, Dirksen Senate Office Building,
not later than noon of the last business day before the witness is scheduled
appear.

) Witnesses are not to read their written statements to the Subcommittee, but
a{:tew co?ﬂne their oral presentations to a summary of the points included in the
statement.

(4) Not more than 6 minutes will be allowed for the oral summary.

Witnesses who fail to comply with these rules will forfeit their privilege to testify.

Written statements.—Persons requesting to testify who are not scheduled to make
- an oral presentation, and others who desire to present their views to the Subcom-
mittee, are urged to prepare a written statement for submission and inclusion in the
printed record of the hearing. Statements submitted for inclusion in the record
should be typewritten, not more than 256 double spaced pages in length and mailed
with five (b) copies to Robert E. Lighthizer, Chief Counsel, Committee on Finance,
" Room 22217, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 20510, not later than
Wednesday, March 8, 1981,



9711 CONGRESS
18T SERRION " 396

To impose quotas on the importation of automobiles from Japan during 1981,
1982, and 1983,

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

Fenrvary b (legislative day, Janvary b), 1081
Mr. Danrorti (for himself, Mr. Benrsen, Mr. Rigong, Mr. GQLENN, Mr,
BaaLETON, Mr. LEvIN, Mr. Luaar, and Mr. MET2ENBAUM) introduced the
following hill; which was read twice and referred to the Committee on
Finance

A BILL

To impose quotas on the importation of automobhiles from Japan
during 1981, 1982, and 1983.

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-
2 tives of the United States of America in Congress ussembled,
3 SECTION 1. DEFINITIONS,
* 4 For purposes of this Act—
b (1) The term “‘automobile’” means an on-the-high-
A | 6 way, four-wheeled, passenger automobile provided for
7 in item 692.10 of the Tariff Schedules of the United
8 States (19 U.S.C. 1202).
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10
11
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18
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2

(25 The term ‘“‘entered’’ means entered, or with-
drawn from warehouse, for consumption within the
customs territory of the United States,

(3) The torm “Secretary” means the Secretary of
the Treasury or his delogate.

SEC. 2. QUANTITATIVE RESTRICTIONS DURING 1981, 1982, AND
1983, ]

During each of calendar years 1981, 1982, and 1983,
the aggregate quantity of automobiles that may be entered
from Japan may not exceed 1,600,000. The quantitative lim-
itation imposed under this section for each of such calendar
years may be applied by the Secretary on a calendar quarter
or other intra-annual basis if the Secretary determines that
such application is necessary or appropriate to carry out the
purposes of this Act.

SEC. 3. ADMINISTRATION,

The Secretary shall take such action as may be neces-
sary to ensure that the quantity of passenger automobiles
which may be entered during calendar years 1981, 1982, and
1988, or any intra-annual period therein, does not exceed the

limitation established for that year or period under this Act.

)
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Senator DANFORTH. The hearing will come to order. ,

The U.S. auto industry is facing the greatest crisis in its history.
On January 14, I began a series of hearings on the problems of the
industry. That same day, newspapers reported that General Motors
had lost more than three-quarters of a billion dollars in 1980, the
company'’s first annual loss since 1921,

In mid-February, Ford announced 1980 losses of $1.6 billion, the
largest single-year loss ever recorded by an American corporation.
Ford’s claim to this dubious distinction ended just a few days later
when Chrysler announced an annual loss of $1.7 billion.

Thanks to rebates, several U.S. automakers experienced in-:
creased sales in late f"‘ebruary. But despite this increase, domestic
sales of Amerian cars were down 4.2 percent from February of last
year. '

Meanwhile, import sales set a February record of some 220,000
cars, winning a record share of the U.S. market for the month of
28.7 percent. -

Moreover, the February rall{) was a costly one for U.S. compa-
n’%%lb General Motors’ initial rebate offer ranged between $500 and

In spite of Ford’s 10 percent rebates, the company still suffered a
year-to-year sales decline in late February, a period when other
companies’ sales were improving.

en the rebates expire, industry analysts are reportedly ex-
pecting another slump. Clearly, there is no way that U.S. auto-
makers can depend on rebates to srur sales and also meet their
commitment to invest $70 to $80 billion in retoovling over the next
several years.

In addition to chairing hearings before this subcommittee in mid-
January, I have also chaired hearings before the Senate Subcom-
mittee on Surface Transportation, and held hearings in the State of
Missouri. I have discussed the auto problem with Senate 'col-
leagues, members of the administration, labor, the auto manufac-
turers, dealers, and senior officials of the Japanese Government.

I admit that I do not have all the answers. 1 continue to explore
possible relief measures in the tax and regulatory areas. But I
stroggly believe that the bill which Senator Bentsen and I have
introduced is an important step in the right direction. This bill
would temporarily limit imports of Japanese cars to the annual
average of the last 4 years, A

As much as I believe in free trade, I also believe automobile
import restraints are necessary for the health of this basic Ameri-
can industry.

It has been argued by some that we should let market forces
resolve the problems faced by our auto industry and not interfere.

- But in this case, past Government intervention in the marketplace

hellj)ed create the mess we find ourselves in today. ,
nfortunately, Senator Dole could not join us today because he
is still recovering from his recent illness. He is recovering well, I
might add, and Senator Bentsen is honoring a longstanding com-
mitment in Texas. ‘

Senator Bentsen's prepared statement is of critical importance to

this issue. There are copies available at the press table and I
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commend them to all who are following the state 6f the U.S. auto

industry.
e prepared statements of Senators Danforth and Bentsen

follow:]

OPENING STATEMENT OF JOHN C. DANFORTH

The United States auto industry is facing the greatest crisis in its history. On
January 14, I began a series of hearings on the problems of the industry. That same
dagr new?a{)ers reported that General Motors had lost more than three quarters of
a billion dollars in 1980—the company'’s first annual loss since 1921. In mid-Febru-
ary, Ford announced 1980 losses of $1.5 billion, the largest single-year loss ever
recorded by an American corporation. Ford’s claim to this dubious distinction ended
just a few days later when Chrysler announced an annual loss of $1.7 billion,

Thanks to rebates, several U.S. automakers experienced increased sales in late
February. But despite this increase, domestic sales of American cars were down 4.2
percent from February of last year. Meanwhile import sales set a February record
of some 220,000 cars, winning a record share of the U.S. market for the month of
28.7 percent. Morgover, the February rally was a costly one for U.8. companies,
QGeneral Motors' initial rebate offer ranged between %500 and §700. Chrysler offered
7 percent rebates on most of its cars. In siie of Ford's 10 percent rebates, the
company still suffered a year-to-year sales decline in late Februar‘y, a period when
other companies’ sales were improving. When the rebates expire, ndustrt"analym
are reportedly expecting another slump. Clearly, there is no way that U.8. auto-
makers can egend on rebates to spur sales and also meet their commitment to
invest $70 to $80 billion in retooling over the next several years.

In addition to chalring hearings before this Subcommittee in mid-January, I have
also chaired hearings before the Senate Subcommittee on Surface Transportation,
and held hearings in the State of Missouri, I have discussed the auto problem with
Senate colleagues, members of the Administration, labor, the auto manufacturers,
dealers, and senior officials of the Japanese government. I admit that I don’t have
all the answers. And I continue to explore ible relief measures in the tax and
regulatory areas. But I strongly believe that the bill which Senator Bentsen and I
have introduced is an important step in the right direction. This bill would tempo-
rarily limit imports of Japanese cars to the annual average of the last four {:ars.
As much as ] believe in free trade, I also believe automobile import restraints are
necessary for the health of this basic American industry. It has been argued by
some that we should let market forces resolve the problems faced by our auto
industry and not interfere. But in this case past government intervention in the
marketplace helped create the mess we find ourselves in today.

Unfortunately Senator Dole could not join us today because he is still recovering
from his recent illness—he is recovering well I might add—and Senator Bentsen is
honoring a longstanding commitment in Texas. Senator Bentsen’s prepared state-
ment is of critical importance to this issue. There are copies available at the press
;;agle tano:l I commend them to all who are following the state of the U.S. auto
ndustry. -

Today 1 am pleased to welcome three diatingicshed members of the new Adminis-.
tration to this panel. Ambassador Brock and Secretary Baldrige should be arriving
shortly and I am anxious to hear their views on the problems facing the U.S. auto
industry, and on what the Congress and the Executive Branch can do together to
resolve some of thoae problems.

Before we begin, however, I would like to say that I understand that the Adminis-
tration, which will have to negotiate these matters with the government of Japan,
may not be in a position to offer a definitive program to this Subcommittee today.

e ask that the witnesses limit their prepared remarks to summaries of their
written statements, which will be made a part of the record so that as much time as
possible can be left for discussion, .

STATEMENT OF SENATOR Lroyp M. B'xlz‘nmm, SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL
k ADE .

I regret, Mr. Chairman, that a long-standing commitment in Texas prevents me
from attending the subcommittee meeting on automotive imports this morning. 1
want to assure you and other subcommittee members, however, that I remain
committed to the provisions of S. 386, which would limit the number of Japanese
automobiles imported into this country during the next 8 years. A
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I am sure you have noticed that editorial reaction to this legislation has tended to
be critical of any action that might interfere with “free trade,” Newspapers, of
course, do not have to contend with competition from abroad which may help
exg’lain the tenor of comments on 8. 396. In consideringotg\e merits of this legislation
1 think it is important to understand that there are 200,000 auto workers without
Jobe and hundreds of thousands unemployed in related industries who cannot afford
the luxury of righteous indignation.

Without the hammer of S. 896 I am convinced there would be a real danger that
the problem of automobiles would be treated as just another item on the platter of
United States-Japanese trade issues. We would voice our concern and the Japanese
would acknowledge there might be a problem. Then they would negotiate for as
long as ible and give up as little as possible. By the time we had a joint
communique the industry most important to our economy and our national security
might be battered beyond repair, sacrificed on the altar of free trade.

recently read in the Washington Post about a great new breakthrough in United
States-Japanese trade. After years of hard work and millions of dollars in expendi-
tures, a major American firm finally won permission to market somewhere between
60,000 and 200,000 pocket pugers in Japan. The Japanese, of course, have been
marketing their pocket pagers in this country for years.

I welcome that breakthrough, because it is an issue I have followed personalld' for
some time. However, the fact that it has taken us this long to crack the multibillion
dollar NTT monopoler rgarket in Japan says a great deal about the continuing lack
of symmetry in our trading relationship. I really find it difficult to understand wh

is only natural for the Japanese to market close to 2 million vehicles in th
country but it is a triumph of vast dimensions for America to win a special
dispensation to sell a strictly limited number of pagers in Japan.

is apparent, Mr. Chairman, that the problem of ayto imports will not go away
bg itself. Last month imports accounted for a record 27.8 percent of all cars sold in
% is country, and it is no secret where the vast majority of those cars are coming

rom.

We have both stated on several occasions that the provisions of S. 896 do not
constitute an answer to the groblems plaguing the domestic automobile industry.
Anyone familiar with the problera knows it is far bigger than simple import pene-
tration and will not be solved with a quota, particularly one as generous as we have

proposed.

As we have stressed in the past, the sole purpose of our legislation is to give the
domestic auto industry, currently in a very precarious condition, time to make the
corrections and huge investments necessary to compete and prosper in the future.

I sincerely hope that this hearing will contribute to that process and appreciate
the opportunity to have these comments included in the record.

Senator DANFORTH. Today I am pleased to welcome three distin-
ﬁ‘iqshed members of the new administration who will be testifying,
bassador Brock, Secretary Baldrige, and Secretary Lewis. I am
anxious to hear their views on the problems facing the U.S. auto
industry, and on what Congress and the executive branch can do
together to resolve some of those problems.
fore we begin, however, I would like to say that I understand
that the administration, which will have to negotiate these matters
with the Government of Japan, may not be in a position to offer a
definitive program to this subcommittee today.

We ask that the witnesses limit their prepared remarks to sum-
maries of their written statements, which will be made a part of
t?e record so that as much time as possible can be left for discus-
sion.

Senator Chafee.

Senator CHAFEE. Thank you Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, members of this committee, today’s Trade Sub-
committee hearing signals the beginnir:ig of a misguided retreat
from support for freer international trade and a venture into the
dangerous waters of protectionism.

Once begun, the slide toward higher tariffs, special quotas and
other forms of protectionism will not easily be reversed. The ulti-
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mate loser will not only be the American consumer, but also the
ve%‘ industries these practices are meant to benefit.

e legislation currently before this subcommittee attempts to
make a sc&f»egoat of the Japanese auto industry, and to blame
current difficulties of the American automobile industry on its
Japanese counterpart. The implications of what is being pro
here today go far beyond autos and trade, for what is involved here
is nothing less than the basic position of the United States as the
world’s foremost proponent of freer international trade.

Two points trouble me, Mr. Chairman, They are:

First, the attempt to divorce the consequences of protectionist
legislation benefiting the U.S. auto industry from its mﬁact upon
the broader spectrum of U.S. trade, both as it affects the cost of
other imports and as it affects the competitive position in our own

exports.

g:cond, the attempt to resolve one basic policy question, how to
deal with the deteriorating position of the U.S. auto industry here
"at home, by focusing not on legitimate questions of productivity,
excessive wage rates and marketing decisions of U.S. automakers,
but by wreaking havoc upon another basic policy; namely, the
American position of leadership in moving the world toward freer
international trade generally.

On the first point, proponents of auto import protection show-

. little comprehension of the complicated interdependence of the
American, European, and Japanese economies.

The Japanese must export to finance their near total dependence
upon imported oil, raw materials and a substantial amount of their
food. Lost automobile export revenues nust be made up elsewhere,
through reduced Japanese imports of American agricultural prod-
ucts, and we should recall that Japan is our single largest customer
for the bounty of our farms, through expansion of other Japanese
exports to the United states, or through greater competition with
our own exports in European and other markets.

The American export surplus we e%io in our trade with Europe,
for example, will this year equal our deficit with Japan, :

Import %rotection for the American automobile industry, in
short, is robbing Peter to pay Paul. It would simply force a reshuf-
fling of trade, and any increased profits for Detroit would come at
the expense of other, more efficient U.S. producers and their em-

ployees. ,

T‘;\is, of course, would inevitably lead to new demands for other
trade barriers. Import restrictions are as contagious as the common
cold, and they would not stop with automobiles, but would quickly
spread to other commodities and manufactured goods.

Since the early 1960’s, under six different administrations of
both political parties, the United States has convinced other na-
tions to dismantle trade barriers and to open markets to interna-
tional trade and commerce. These achievements have not come
:iasily, but only after the most patient and time-consuming negotia-

Ons. ’ ‘

I think members of this committee are aware of that, those
efforts, as members of any committee in this Congress.

The most notable and most diligently fough for efforts have
been agreements with Japan to move toward a position of freer

«©
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trade. In large measure, we have succeeded because of our own
example; it is precisely because the United States offers one of the
most open markets in the world that we have had success in
gonvjncing the Japanese and others to join us in lowering trade
- barriers,

This brings me, Mr. Chairman, to my second major point of
disagreement with this legislation, the confusion of policy objec-
tives that this bill entails.

The crux of the problem with the American automobile industry
is not how open or how closed the Japanese economy is to foreign
imports. In fact, the Japanese are taking significant steps to open
their markets to more abundant imports from the United States
and other countries. :

For example, Japan's tariffs on industrial products are generally
lower than those of the European community on the United States.

The real issue here is the deteriocating position of the U.S.
automobile industry and what brought Detroit to its present pre-
carious position.

I will not take the time here to detail the abundant evidence
which shows that imports of Japanese automobiies are not the root
- cause of Detroit's problems. Suffice it to say that excessive wage
settlements, failure to keep pace with producctivity, and marketing
decisions which led American automakers to continue to emphasize
large, fuel-inefficient automobiles just as the buying public had
cauﬁht up with the economic necessity of switchinq to smaller cars,
all :Zse ad a more important bearing on Detroit'’s problems than
lm L]

hese were the findings of the International Trade Commission,
the ong independent, nonpartisan economic adviser on trade
issues. Clearly, the current recession has added to these problems.

But, I wish to make mention of the wage costs in this industrg.

In 1980, the average hourly wage of major assemblers in the U.S.
auto industry was $9.26, without fringe benefits, with fringe bene-
fits the average wage of the U.S. automobile worker has been
estimated to be around $19 an hour.

But, I took major assemblers, the less skilled workers,

These average hourly wages of these less skilled workers in the
automobile industry are 50 percent higher than the averafe wage
of a production worker in the United States, and nearly 100 per-
cent higher than the average wage of a production worker in my
State of Rhode Island.

Detroit's extraordinarily high auto workers’ wage levels are in
part res%msible for its current 'problem.

“The United Auto Workers,” said Robert J. Abernathy, of the
Harvard Business School, in testimony last April, before the Senate
Banking Committee, has “positioned the industry costwise to $500
to $600 per car level difference between the UAW wage and the
average wage,” in the United States. |

When we are asked to restrict Japanese imports, Mr. Chairman,
we are in fact asking the U.S. workers and Rhode Island workers
to pay hundreds of dollars extra for an efficient car in order to -
Krotect the job of an auto worker, whose salary is nearly twice as

igh as those workers who are paying the price.



10

Under this legislation, Mr. Chairman, the rich get richer, and

the poor get poorer.
Mr. Chairman, I submit for the record a New York Times’ edito-

rial. of March 5, 1981 on this subject.
Thank you.
Senator DANFORTH. The editorial will be included in the record.
[Statement of Senator Chafee and the newspaper article follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JOHN H. CHAFEE

Today’s Trade Subcommittee hearing signals the beginning of a misguided retreat
from support for freer international trade and a venture into the dangerous waters
of protectionism.

nce begun, the slide toward higher tariffs, special quotas and other forms of

protectionism will not easily be reversed. The ultimate loser will be not only the

l?eme;"iitcan consumer, but also the very industries these practices are nieant to
nefit.

The legislation currently before this Subcommittee attempts to make a scapegoat
of the Japanese auto industry, and to blame current difficulties of the American
automobile industry on its Japanese counterpart. The implications of what is being
pro here today go far beyond autos and trade—for what is involved here is
nothing less than the basic position of the United States as the world’s foremost
prg&ment of freer international trade.

o basic points trouble me, Mr. Chairman, They are:

First, the attempt to divorce the consequences of protectionist legislation benefit-
ing the U.S. auto industry from its impact upon the broader spectrum of U.S. trade,
both as it affects the cost of other imports and as it affects the competitive position
of our own exports.

Second, the attempt. to resolve one basic policy question—now to deal with the
deteriorating position of the U.S. auto industry here at home—by focusing not on
legitimate questions of productivity, excessive wage rates and marketing decisions of
U.S. automakers, but by wreaking havoc upicn another. basic policy, namely the
American position of leadership in moving the world toward freer international
trade generally.

On the first point, proponents of auto im‘)‘ort Xrotection show little comprehension
of the complicated interdependence of the American, European, and Japanese
economies. The Japanese must export to finance their near total dependence upon
imported oil, raw materials and a substantial amount of their food. Lost automobile
export revenues must be made up elsewhere, through reduced Japanese imports of
American agriculture products—and we should recall that Japan is our single
largest customer for the bounty of our farms—through expansion of other Japanese
exports to the United States, or through greater competition with our own exports
in European and other markets. The American export surplus we enjoy in our trade
with Europe, for example, will this year equal our deficit with Japan.

Import protection for the American automobile industry, in short, is robbin
Peter to pay Paul. It would simply force a reshuffling of trade, and an increaseg
profits for Detroit would come at the expense of other, more efficient U.S. producers
and their employees.

is, of course, would inevitably lead to new demands for other trade barriers.
Import restrictions are as contagious as the common cold, and they would not sto
with automobiles, but would quickly spread to other commodities and manufactur

g N -

Since the early 1960’s under six different Administrations of both political parties,
the United States has convinced other nations to dismantle trade barriers and to
open markets to international trade and commerce. These achievements have not
come easily, but only after the most patient and time-consuming negotiations. The
most notable and most diligently fought for have been agreements with Japan to
move toward a position of freer trade. In large measure, we have succeeded because
of our own example; it is dprecisely because the United States offers one of the most
open markets in the world that we have had success in convincing the Japanese and
others to join us in lowering trade barriers.

This brings me, Mr. Chairman, to my second major point of disagreement with
this legislation—the confusion of policy objectives that this bill entails.

The crux of the problem with the American automobile industry is not how open
or how closed the Japanese economy is to foreign imports. In fact, the Japanese are
taking significant sieps to open their markets to more abundant imports from the
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United States and other countries. For example, Japan's tariffs on industry products
ar%generally lower than those of the European community on the U.S.

e real 1ssue here is the deteriorating position of the U.S. automobile industry
and what brought Detroit to its present precarious position. .

I will not take the time here to detail the abundant evidence which shows that
imports of Japanses automobiles are not the root cause of Detroit’s problems. Suffice
it to say that excessive wage settlements, failure to keep pace with productivity, and
marketing decisions which led American automakers to continue to emphasize
large, fuel-inefficient automobiles just as the buying Pubhc had caught up with the
economic necessity of switching to smaller cars, all have had a more important
bearing on Detroit's problems than imports. These were the findings of the Interna-
tional Trade Commission, the only independent, non-partisan economic advisor on
trade issues. Clearly, the current recession has added to these problems.

But, I wish to make mention of the wage costs in this industry.

In 1980, the average hourly wage of major assemblers in the U.S, auto industry

. was $9.25, without fringe benefits, 50 percent higher than the average wage of a

production worker in the United States.

Detroit's extraordinarily high auto workers’ wage levels are in part responsible
for its current problem.

“The United States Auto Workers” (UAW), Robert J. Abernathy of the Harvard
Business School testified last April before the Senate Banking Committee, has
“positioned the industry cost-wise to $500 to $600 per car level difference between
the UAW wage and the average wage” (in the United States).

When we are asked to restrict Japanese imports, we are in fact asking a Rhode
Island worker to pay hundreds of dollars extra for an efficient car in order to
protect the job of an auto worker, whose salary is over twice as high.

The rich get richer, the poor get poorer under the proposals to restrict imports.

[From the New York Times, Mar. 5, 1981)

WHY REWARD FAILURE IN DETROIT?

Detroit is panting for import controls on Japanese cars. Lest anyone doubt it, one

oup of auto workers made the point in front of the cameras this week by smash-
ing a Toyota with sledgehammers. And slowly but surely, the Reagan Administra-
tion is moving to accommodate them.

The President has taken no official position, but to judge by the unofficial com-
ments of Transportation Secretary Drew Lewis and Trade Representative Bill
Brock, the political attractions are almost irresistible—and delusive. One hopes that
the President thinks carefully before committing his administration to some sort of
guota system whether formal or “voluntary.” A lid on imports might relieve imme-

iate political pressures. It would also undermine the long-term prospects for-eco-
nomic recovery.

Undeniably, Detroit has been badly hurt. All four auto companies suffered record
losses in 1980, and at least a third of the work force is on indefinite layoff. Ford is
reeling; Chrysler and American Motors are being kept alive only with the aid of
financial respirators. In the next few years, the American industry must invest tens
of billions in retooling to regain its competitive position in world markets. But no
;)tx;e is very eager to lend it the money, and only mighty GM has enough resources of

own.

In flush times, the industry might be able to raise some of the money in WashinF-
ton, perhaps disguised as refundable tax credits. But Congress cannot afford to help
much. In fact, as part of its economic recovery program, the Reagan Administration
is asl:;ing for sharp cuts in special “trade adjustment assistance” to unemployed auto
workers. .

That is why the import quota idea is so seductive, It would cost the Government
nothing. Indeed, it might help balance the budget by generating tax revenue and
reducing unemployment peyments. And a quota would appeal to Americans’ sense
of fair play: The Japanese won’t buy our cars, why buy theirs?

But mﬁort protection would be felt in higher lprices. With less competition from
Toyota, Honda and Datsun, Detroit could free dy pass on price increases to car
buyers. President Carter’s council of Economic Advisers estimated the cost of quotas
at an incredible $50,000 a {ear per re-employed worker.

The intangible costs could be even greater. America’s auto companies have a huge
rroblem, but with the exception of Chrgsler they have not been forced to look
nward for solutions. Labor makes up the bulk of the cost of making cars. Yet
workers in this deeply troubled industry still earn half again more in pay and
benefits than the average American worker. Giving the car makers the quota they
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“want wduld be an open invitation for every ailing industry to turn first to Washing-

ton for aid or protection.

. Only ideological purists believe that Government should avoid any part in the
auto makers’ recovery. The industry matters too much. Government might help by
deferring safety and air pollution requirements. Or it might permit develorment of
common parts for future vehicles. But aid must act as a catalyst to productivity, not
as a reward for failure.

. Senator DANFORTH. Senator Grassley, do you have an opening
statement?

Senator GRASSLEY. Yes.

‘Seniator DANFORTH. Proceed. -~

Senator GrRAssLEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Any move to restrict world trade by congressional action must be
carefully examined. A compelling national interest should be estab-
lished before any hasty congressional action is undertaken. )

For that reason, these hearings are of great importance to the
tenor of America’s role as an international business partner.

The Congress must not frivolously erect trade barriers. While

- such action might benefit our Nation in the short run, the longrun

consequences of such action would be disastrous.

The United States can no longer prosper in isolation. We are
dependent upon other nations of the world for raw materials,
equipment, and other commodities.

“We are also dependent upon foreign markets to attempt to better
our balance-of-payment deficit caused in part by our large pur-
chases of foreign oil.

I look forward to hearing the testimony of these witnesses, and
gil[ carefully weigh their testimony, before making this important

ecision. :

A situation in my district probably expresses best the ironyof
the issue that now confronts us in these hearings. The UAW mem-
bers of the John Deere Co., in my State of Iowa, express their

~.concern for the plight of their Detroit brethern with a sign placed

outside of the parking lot of the UAW meeting hall and headquar-
ters in Waterloo, Iowa. That sign says, “Park your foreign cars in
another parking lot.”

In that sign, as well as also in these hearings, there is obviously
an attempt and a concern to help the UAW workers in Detroit, to
help the city of Detroit, to help the car manufacturers like Ford,

- General Motors, and Chrysler.

But the irony of this issue is also a concern of mine when we
look at what passage of this legislation and the restricting the
importation of cars might do to Midwestern America if retaliation
occurred. ..

For instance, those same UAW members in Waterloo, Des
Moines, Ottumwa, Dubuque, Moline and Bettendorf, Iowa, that
manufacture John Deere tractors must realize that Japan is the

largest foreign importer of John Deere products. Ten to 20 percent

of John Deere’s overseas business is with J?’pan.
The prosperity of those workers in the John Deere plants obvi-.

~ ously rests upon trade peace between Japan and the United States.

The prosperity of workers at the John Deere plant also depends
upon the prosperity of the American farmers who see Japan as the
largest importer of soybeans from the midwest.
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We must be careful in our efforts to help a small segment of the
economy which needs a respite from the present detrimental
impact of imJ)orts fashion that is going to help one segment of the
economy, and potentially not to hurt an even larger segment of the
economy. A solution must be carefully crafted. It must be done
after careful analysis and negotiation at the bargaining table, not
within the Congress of the United States.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator DANFORTH. Senator Symmes. '

Senator SymMms. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the
committee. I look forward to hearing our witnesses this morning.

I think what this really boils down to, Mr. Chairman is, we have
two questions that have to be answered. We can have quite a
discussion here about .-free trade and the virtues of it, which I
happen to philosophically, for the long term, think free trade is in
the best interest of not only the United States, but the world.

But the question has to also underline, do we have a fair trade
partner with the Japanese under the present circumstances?

Are we getting fair cooperation back and forth, both ways?

Those are questions that I hope we can get answered this morn-
f}ng with respect to how our exports are treated when they go to

apan.
he other question is, we have suffered for many, many years,
under an adversarial relationship between the Federal Govern-
ment and the producers of this country, not only with excessive tax
laws, but excessive regulatory activities that have put the auto
industry and other industries in a very bad situation because of
this adversarial relationship.

So, I think the question is, are we really going to have a Govern-
ment now that will be a cooperator to producers as our trading
partners in Japan have, and if so, how long does it take for this
new era of cooperation to have an impact so that our own auto
industry can once again be competitive with our foreign imports.

I look forward to these hearings and for the progress of what
mgﬁ‘come from this activity this morning.

ank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator DANFORTH. Senator Wallop.

Senator WaLLop. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I want to thank you for holding these hearings. I think it is fair
to say that the plight of the auto industry did not happen because
Detroit had a better idea. Competitively, they have not turned out
the, sort of automobile that a%peals to the American consumer not

only from a price standpoint, but from a quality standpoint as well.
: troit’s problems have also come about because of an inherently
self-indulgent work force. Governments, Republican and Democrat-
ic, have been only too quick to push the industry and the unions
into wage settlements because of economic needs.

So, everyone shares a little bit of blame in the process that
arrived at the situation described so ably by the chairman in his
opening remarks. ‘ '

It still seems to me that for the time being an interim é)eriod of
negotiated limits would aplpear necessary from the standpoint of
our own national security. It would also allow the new Administra-
tion which has pledged to relieve some of the limits and restric-

17-112 0—81——2
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tions created by unnecessary regulation to become a partner in the
productive sector in the society which it seeks to represent.

I would say with regard to the remarks from my friend from
Rhode Island, that freer international trade is a chimera, especially
with Japan. One needs only to ask somebody who has been in the
business of trying to sell them beef what that involves and how
their limits are set and how access to the United States is so simple
to achieve.

It is true that with agricultural products like soybeans and
~others, we have free access, because they have high needs and they
do not have substitute places to achieve those. .

I think American citrus growers would be interested to know
how free the access has been to Japan.

Especially Japan which is said to be so high in the free trade
world and has negotiated remarkable limits on its exports of auto-
mobiles to Europe, and has yet decided to increase their production
with the idea in mind, obviously, that no one in the United States
is going to demand the same trade restrictions as the European
trading partners have.

I just don’t understand how the people can claim that Japan is a
free trade leader.

I think it is fair to say, Mr. Chairman, that negotiated settle-
ments are not trade war, nor do they imply an abandonment of the
concept of trade peace. I think that they are necessary as a concept
to save a domestic American industry. I think the more temporary
that that is, the better off both nations will be.

Thank you.

Senator DANForRTH. Thank you.

The first witness will be Senator Levin.

STATEMENT OF HON. CARL M. LEVIN, U.S. SENATOR

Senator LeEviN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and other
members of the committee. I appreciate the opportunity to be here.-
Because you are familiar with my remarks, I will keep them brief.

This legislation takes an important philosophic step by modifying
and refining our traditional support for a total free trade system.
That step, I would suggest, is unavoidable, since we are the rare
free trade nation in what is a restricted trade world. 4

If Japan, for example, sees its lumber industry outcompeted by
American exports, they call for restraint on the part of American
lumber firms. I would refer the committee to last Thursday’s Wall
Street Journal for a description of how Japan is now protecting its
lumber industry or seeks that protection against us.

This is in total support of what Senator Wallop has just said.

When we, however, see our auto industry injured by a flood of
imported cars, while the industry is trying to modernize so they
can compete, we only begin to wonder if the situation is serious
enough to allow us to consider maybe asking the Japanese if per-
haps they might be willing to sit down and talk with us about some
of the problems that we are having. l * ‘

The difference between our policies and the policies practiced in
the rest of the world, in Japan, has produced a sad legacy. Rising
unemployment, the attendent cost to our Treasury and to our
‘people, a declining industrial base which threatens our jobs and
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our national security, and a decimation of basic industries such as
steel and automobiles. A ,

But, Mr. Chairman, if we do accept the fact that we need to
provide temporary protection for our industrial base and our eco-
nomic future, the question we confront is what level of protection
gives us the greatest gain for the least cost.

Here I am sorry to say I have some problems with the legislation
that you are considering. I believe that the line needs to be drawn
at a lower number. Given the current stockpile of Japanese cars
now on our borders and given the possibility that there may be a
food many more of them here than we know about now, it is
mportant to recognize that whatever the limit we set, the number
of units available for sale will be greater, at least 160,000 units
greater, according to at least some of the estimates that I have
seen. |

Given the current economic climate and the projected demand
for new cars, a 1.6 million limit simply will not bring the kind of
sales and employment return that we deserve to get.

If we are going to make the shift in philosophy represented by
this bill, then we ought to set the permitted sales volume at a level
which gives our domestic economy the greatest boost. We should
not just say we will set these temporary quotas and our job is done.
We should set them at the right level.

_A level of 1.6 million is going to involve all of the political pain
associated with a philosophic shift, without getting us much of the
practical reward that we made the shift for.

I urge you to come closer to the 1 million unit level which would
represent meaningful restraint and offer us a major chance for our
domestic industry to get back on its feet.

I would like to make one closing statement, Mr. Chairman. This
weekend I met in 8 town meetings with 1,600 Michigan citizens.
There is tremendous anger and deep.hostility at having by far the
highest unemployment rate in the country. -
: ere is tremendous anger and deep hostility, because at the
same time the administration is proposing major cuts in protection
for the unemployed. There is tremendous anger and deep hostility
that the President is now apparently wavering on the commitment
he made in Michigan, during the campaign that: :

Government has a responsibility to convince the Japanese that in one way or

another the deluge of their cars into the United States must be slowed while our
industry gets back on .its feet.

The people know they are not going to easily get back to where
they once were: Even if we totally banned the sale of imports in
}gh:ts country, my home State will not soon return to its former
ortune.

The people do not have unrealistic expectations, They know what
they have lost. But they also know that a meaningful import bill,
with these temporary quotas, can help them begin the process of
their recovery, : '

It would be foolish and cruel, in my opinion, to tempt them with
quotas, but deny them the relief that they really need. .

-It would be foolish to come so far and then stop before we reach
the kind of restraint which would help return the industry and its
workers to their feet. ‘ .
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- Mr. Chairman, we have come a long way to get to the point of
holding these hearings on this subject. Your leadership has been
instrumental in bringing us this far.

Mr. Chairman, you have taken truly courageous steps on what I
know is a very difficult road. .

I thank ityou very much, and I would be happy to answer any
questions if there are any.

Senator DANFPORTH. Senator Chafee.

Senator CHAFEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Levin, the legislation proposes an import limit of 1.6 million.
Is that correct?

iSenator LeviN. I think that is the effect of the approach at this
time.

Senator CHAFEE. You would like that limited to 1 million?

Senator LevIN. I think it should approach the limit which I
think will provide more effective relief which is 1 million.

Senator CHAFEE. One million?

Senator LEvIN. That is a limit which I believe would approach
and provide more effective relief. I don’t think that is a magic
figure. I think that is a more appropriate figure if we are goinf to
make the philosophic modification which is implied in this bill, I
think we ought to have the kind of temporary relief which really
makes a bite in the problem.

Senator CHAFEE. For how many years?

Senator LEvIN. I leave that up to the good discretion of the
committee and to the peOJ)le in the agencies who have to adminis-
ter this bill and to the industry. I have heard figures range from 2
to 6 years. I don’t know whether there is any magic number
between them.

Senator CHAFEE. Thank you.

Senator LEvIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator DANFORTH. Let me just make a couple of points. The
first is that the number in the bill is 1.6. I have frequently pointed
out that selecting the right number, at least at the time that the
bill was introduced, was more an art then a science.

My view at the time the bill was introduced was that 1.6 was
probably about right. Since that time and after numerous discus-
sions with a lot.of people, I personally feel that a figure somewhat
lower would probably be better, somewhere in the neighborhood, I
would say, of about 1.4. * '

But, the fact that 1.6 is in the initial form of the bill would
certainly not lock us in to that permanently, and should not limit
the scope of our discussion. , -

Second, clearly from my standpoint, and I think from the stand-

point of most of the cosponsors, negotiated restraints would be
preferable to legislated restraints. The position I have taken with
the administration is to draw their attention to the story of the
tortoise and the hare. I think that the legislated approach should
be the tortoise in this race and if the administration wants to
nefotiate restraints, fine. .
. If, on the other hand, the administration does not seek to negoti-
ate restraints, then Congress will proceed with this legislation as
we are doing today. ' ,

Senator Grassley.
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Senator GRassLEY. Mr. Chairman, I have no questions.

Senator DANFORTH. Senator Symmes.

Senator Symms. Mr. Chairman, I just have one brief question.

-Senator, it goes back to v‘;y'our town meetin%? that you held this
weekend. I read from the Wall Street Journal here. I just happened
to open the page to it. It said, “Ford to slash steelmaking oper-
ations by June if UAW doesn’t accegt pay cut.”

I will just read the first paragraph. ,

Ford Motor Company said it plans to sharply cut its steel making operations here
in Dearborn, Michigan, unless 6,000 steelworkers agree to pay cuts. Ford said it
asked the United Auto Workers Local Union 600, for a percent reduction in

incentive pay for steel workers that ranges from $9.00 an hour to the top regular
wages of $11.00 an hour. : .

Did they talk about that at the town meetings at all?

Senator LEvIN. Sure. They are very much aware of the contribu-
tion that they are being asked to make, that they already made
particularly with the Chrysler workers. They realize that much o
this pain is going to have to be carried by various segments, and
gzxey are not going to be excluded. They are very much troubled by
i

. Senator Symms. Are they willing to go ahead and do this? Did
you get that impression? ‘

Senator LEVIN. In many cases they have already done this in
terms of the Chrysler workers, and they are willing to bear a fair
share. They want to make a contribution. They are anxious to
make a contribution. They want to work. They have 14.2 percent
unemployment, in Michigan. They want to work.

Senator Symms. Thank you Mr. Chairman.

Thank you, Senator.

Senator DANFORTH. Senator Wallop? -

Senator WaLLopr. No questions, Mr. Chairman.

" Senator DANFORTH. Senator Boren. ,

Senator BoreN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator Levin, I commend you on your good statement today. I
am very sympathetic with what you have had to say. Normally, I
do not favor trade restrictions, but in this situation, I think when
we look back at the contribution which our own Government has
made to the problems of the automakers, and when we look at
some of the unfairness that exists in trade policies between our
countries and particularly Japan, at the current time, it does make
me sympathetic to a temporary action of this kind. Although I
agree with what the chairman has said, if it could be negotiated, it
would of course be preferable.

But, I think the beginning of the process of these hearings should
be a message to the administration that there are many of us who
are very, very rerious about providing some breathing room to our

. domestic industry so it can have a recovery, .

I was curious about your figure of 1 million, which you suggest-
ed. I didn’t follow in detail how you arrived at that figure, and why
you think the 1.6 million figure set in the bill is inadequate.

Could you go back over that again? : ‘

Senator LevIN. I would agree with the chairman, that this is not
science, but art. It is an estimate of what will really provide some
relief. The best estimate we can make in our office is that 1.6 will

_ not provide a substantial relief for the problem, and that a figure
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closer to 1 million would. It is just a matter of computing the
difference.

Senator BoreN. What do you assume will be the level of imports
and units if no action is taken? If there is not a negotiated or
legislated solution?

nator LEVIN. Somewhere between 1.6 and 2.0, depending on
the market. A lot depends on interest rates and the state of the
economy, and there is no certaing.

Senator BoOreN. In fact, the first month of this year the rate
would be even higher than the two continued through a yearlong
average. Because, wasn't it over 200,000, I believe in the first——

Slienator LeviN. Indeed, it was, and was over two last year, as
well.

Senator BoReN. So, you are assuming that you would need what
order of magnitude in terms of reduction over the past year? How
many units freed w) that the domestic market. could target for?

Senator LeEvIN. Well, I would hope up to 1 million over last
year's level.

Senator BoreN. Thank you very much.

Senator DANFORTH. Senator Baucus.

Senator BaAucus. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator Levin, I think you provided this country with a great
service by testifying, as has the chairman of this subcommittee. I
don’t think any of us are really clear as to how far we should go in
the United States to impose these kinds of barriers to trade. Most
of us are ambivalent about it. It is a very delicate question. It is a
very difficult question.

I personally, though, am a cosponsor of this resolution for two
reasons. One, to get the dialog goin%. We can’t sit back and do
nothing in this area. I think the very least, the introduction of this
resolution will help to achieve a very positive result.

Second, I come from a State which tries to export a lot of
agricultural products. As you know, some Governments, includin
th:s Japanese Government, pose fairly high barriers to our prod-
ucts. )

I understand that under GATT and under the multilateral trade
negotiations, the United States and the Japanese Governments
have worked out an agreement.

‘It is, however, my belief that we should go further in encourag-
ing various countries to lower their barriers to our products. 'l'i)at
is the second reason I am supporting this resolution, to send a
message to the Japanese Government, so that they know that we
:oodare serious about encouraging them to lower their barriers to

rade. .
I hope as a result of this, the resolution, this hearing, that we
willl1 observe some reduction in their barriers to our products as
well. - :

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. :

Senator DANFORTH. Thank you, Senator Baucus. '

Senator Levin, you and any of the other Senators who would like
to ioin us on the committee, as the hearing proceeds, are certainly
welcome to do so. o ‘ “

. Senator LEvIN. I thank the chairman. Again, I want to point out
that I think he has really taken some courageous steps. And again,
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the road which I know is difficult for you, for the committee, for all
of us, and the Congress, who believe in free trade in principle, but
who want it to be a two-way street, and have seen it not become
that, but instead have watched others take advantage of our open
doors, while doing to us in the beef industry, in the lumber indus-
gry, in the tobacco industry, what the Jgpanese and others have
one. : :
I thank you. ‘ '
[The prepared statement of Senator Levin follows:]

STATEMENT OF SENATOR LEVIN

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to be here today. Since my views on
{’hisfissue are well known to the members of the Committee, 1 will keep my remarks

rief.

Mr. Chairman, this legislation takes an important philosophic step by modifyi
and refining our traditional support for a total free trade system. %‘hat step is?g
would suggest, an unavoidable one since we are the rare free trade nation in what is
a “restricted trade” world. When Japan, for example, sees its lJumber industry out-
competed by American exports, they call for restraint on the part of American
lumber firms, as reported in the Wall Street Journal, When we, however, see our
auto industry injured by a flood of imported cars, while it is tris;ing to modernize 8o
they can compete, we only befin to wonder if the situation 1s serious enough to
allow us to consider maybe asking the Japanese if they might be willing to sit down
and talk with us about some of the problems we are having,

The difference between our policies and the policies practiced in the rest of the
world has produced a sad legacy: rising unemployment and the attendant costs to
our treasury, on people, a declining industrial base which threatens jobs and our
security, and a decimation of basic industries like auto and steel. But once we have
accepted the fact that we need to provide temporary protection for our industrial
base and our economic future, the question we confront is what level of protection
gives us the greatest gain or the least cost.

Here, I am sorry to say, I have some g:oblems with the legislation you are
considering. I believe that the line needs to be drawn at a lower number. Given the
current stockpile of Japanese cars now in our borders, and given the ibility that
there may be a good many more of them here than we know about now, it's
important to recognize that whatever the limit we set, the number of units available
for sale will be greater—at least 160,000 units greater according to at least some of
the estimates I have seen. Given the current economic climate and the J:r(?ected
demand for new cars, a 1.6 million limit simply will not bring us the kind of sales
and employment return that we deserve to get.

-If we are going to make the shift in philosophy represented by quotas, then we
ought to set the permitted sales volime at a level which gives our domestic econom
the greatest boost. We shouldn’t just say, “well we set quotas, our job is done.” We
have to set the quotas at the right level. ,

A level of 1,6 million is going to involve all the political pain associated with a
&aj:rhgl&ilfosophic shift without getting us as much of the practical reward we made

at shift for.

I urge you to come closer to the 1 million level which would represent meaningful
;es:ramt and offer us a major chance for our domestic industry to get back oa its
eet.

Let me make one closing comment. This weekend I met in three town meeti
with about 1,300 Michigan citizens. There is tremendous anger and deep hostility at
having by far the hlﬁhest unemployment rate in the country. There is tremendous
anger and deep hostility because, at the same time, the administration is proposing
major cuts in protection for the unemployed.

ere is tremendous anger and deep hostility that the President is now apparent-
ly waivering on the commitment he made in Michisan during the campaign that
“government has a responsibility to convince the Japanese that, in one way or
another, the deluge of their cars into the United States must be slowed while our
industry gets back on its feet.”

The peoplé know that they are not going to be able easily to get back to where
they once were. Even if we totally banned the sale of imports in this country, my
home state will not soon return to its former fortunes. The peéﬁl)e don’t” have
unrealistic expectations. They know what they have lost. But they know that a
meaningful import bill can help them begin the process of recovery. It would be
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cruel to tempt them with quotas but deny them the relief theg' need. And it would
be foolish to come so far and then stop before we reached the kind of restraint
which would help return the industr{ and its workers to its feet,

Mr. rman, we have come a onf way to get to the point of holding these
hearings on this subject. Your leadership has been instrumental in bringng us this
far. You have taken truly courageous steps on what I know is a difficult road.

Senator WaLLop. Mr. Chairman, could I just make a comment on
what Senator Levin has just said?

Senator DANFORTH. Yes, Senator Wallop.

Senator WaLLop. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

It is all well and good to be a leader of free trade in the world.
But, to be a leader frou have to have a few followers. So far, I see
us going over the hill all by ourselves.

nator DANFORTH. Senator Quayle.

STATEMENT OF HON. DAN QUAYLE, U.S. SENATOR

Senator QUAYLE. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

I would ask my statement be inserted in the record and in the
interest of time, I will summarize. ,

First of all, I would like to commend you for holding these
hearings. I hope they lead to a serious communication and a dialog
with Japan.

Foreign Minister Ito is going to be visiting this country on March
21 to March 24. Hopefully we can negotiate a voluntary restraint
and a voluntary situation that will be satisfactory to all parties.

There has been a lot of talk about free trade. We are for fair free
trade. Senator Wallop brought up the beef problem that he has. I
am sure it would also affect Senator Boren an' his State, and
others, including my own State.

The facts need to be pointed out when we talk to Japan that we
have, as of now, a $10 billion trade deficit with that country.

Japan is not the war-torn nation of the mid 1940’s. This is not
1950. This happens to be 1981, and Japan is the third most success-
ful industrialized nation in the world today. :

Along the same lines with Japan coming into the industrial-
world, a number of -us are concerned about its share and burden of
defense spending. :

The United States, today, is prepared to increase its defense
budget authorité bg 25 percent in 1982. That will represent over 6
percent of our GNP, yet Japan retains a Maginot Line attitude of
onll{ less than 1 percent of its GNP on defense spending.

ut, today, Mr. Chairman, you have focused our attention on the
auto industry, and coming from the State of Indiana where one of
five of my fellow Hoosiers are employed in the auto industry, it is
of f'reat and serious importance to me.

t seems that there are basically three alternatives. ‘

One, we can go ahead with the legislation proposed by you on the
mandatory quotas, which all of {ou have expressed a serious prob-
lem of getting into protectionist legislation.

Two, we could do nothing, which would be wrong.

Or, three, I think we could offer a tax credit for the purchase of
new American-made automobiles and light trucks.

Mr. Chairman, when I first talked about a tax credit, my ques-
tion, as the question of all of you would be, was: “What is going to
be its drain on the Treasury?’ If we are going to get into a tax
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credit for the purchase of new American-made automobiles, isn’t
this going to be a severe adverse effect on the revenues, in this day
of scarcity of revenues?
have done a study and used some assumptions. I would like to
go through it with you, on a chart, that will show and make the
argument that we could, in effect, not have a loss of revenues, but
the net effect, particularly by ui:tinf1 back to work 440,000 feogle
in a period of a year and a half—by the end of December 31, 1982—
that the net effect to the Treasury would be an actual increase.
Let me just go through the chart with iyou on the sales side. We
are now at selling 7.5 million cars and light trucks. Assume you -
have a tax credit which I propose of $750. According to the CBO
estima:es, any 10-p._cent decrease in prices increases sales by 26
percent.
A 25-percent increase over a period of a year would generate 2
million additional sales. In a period of a year and a half, which this
tax credit would cover, 3 million additional sales would be generat-

One job is created for each additional 4.6 units sold. I think this
is fairly common knowledge with the auto industry on the impact
of additional sales on employment.

If you have 2 million additional units sold you are talking about
440,000 jobs.

This breaks down—and these again are industry figures—120,000
jobs directly, and indirectly through the suppliers another 320,000.

Now, let us look at the Treasury and the impact of this plan on
the return and the costs.

According to present figures, with unemplogement compensation,
TAA, food stamps, the loss of revenues b ing tax consumers
rather than tax producers, it costs the Treasury about $14,000
annually for each unemployed auto worker.

Over a period of a year and a half, that would be $21,000. You
multiply that times 440,000, and you get $9.2 billion.

In addition, there would be an additional tax on the ¢ompanies
that would be into a 'Brofit mode. You can add $2.2 billion. ’

The drain on the Treasury of a straight tax credit of $750 multi-
plied by, we estimate, 4.2 million cars and light trucks being sold, .
comes to $10.7.billion.

So, in conclusion, Mr. Chairman, even if there is an ment
reached with Japan, I would say that perhaps we should proceed
with this tax credit. We did it for the housing industrﬁ, in the
recession of 1973-74, for the purchase of new residential homes. It
would be temporary, and it is something that if you take these
costs and say, “We are going to continue this unemployment,” that
the net effect is not as serious as some may believe.

Thank you for allowing me to testify.

Senator DANFORTH. Thank you, Senator Quayle.

Senator Chafee. ‘ ‘

Senator CHAFEE. I have no questions, Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator DANFORTH. Senator Quayle, I think this idea is certainly
worth exploring. There are a number of things we can do to help
the automobile industry in the tax area, with regulatory. reform,
and so on. I think we are going to have to proceed on a number of
fronts at the same time. , o
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I would only point out that it is my view that import restrictions
are a necessary ingredient. They are the sine qua non of trying to
help the automobile industry regain its strength. They are not the
only thing we can do, but an absolutely essential part of what we
can do. We must at least achieve this.

Senator QUAYLE. I would only say that it seems everyone we talk
to about restraints or mandatory quotas through the legislative
route, that most people anguish over the thought of having to do
that. They really don’t want to do it, but we have no alternative.
As you said, it may be essential that we do, but nobody really
wants to do it.

Well, if we don’t really want to do it, I am simply offering an
option that may tfet to the same result, particularly if we can point
out to Japan, and I commend you for bringing this to the attention
of e\t'eryone, that we could have. some sort of voluntary arrange-
ment.

Senator DANFORTH. Thank you very much.

Senator Grassley. o

Senator GrassLEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator Quayle, I obviously agree with the apf)roach that you are
taking. Last year, as a Member of the House, 1 drafted legislation
creating a tax credit for the purchase of domestic cars up to a
certain amount of money.

Senator QUAYLE. There have been suggestions and during the
research that fuel economy should be the prime issue. There are all
gorts of requirements that you could put on to qualify for a tax
credit to use this as an incentive orientation.

But when you get down to the bottom line of trying to write
something like that and trying to have the public understand it,
the best approach we felt was just simply a tax credit for the
" purchase of a new American-made automobile or light truck. -

Senator GRASSLEY. I ran into the problem of trying to justify a
tax credit for very, very expensive cars. Also, because most or at
least a large share of the small, fuel-efficient cars are in the
cheaper price range, a price limit has the beneficial effects of
‘justifying it for those who feel the purchase of luxury cars should
not be subsidized promoting fuel efﬁciem;:iv. :

So, I am only throwing these two additional considerations out
for your consideration as you pursue this bill through the legisla-
tive process. )

Senator QUAYLE. Yes.

Senator LEvIN. Thank you.

Senator DANFORTH. Senator Symms. «

Senator Symms. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. : -

Thank you, Senator Quayle, for bringing your idea to the coni-
mittee this morning. I just have one question. According to your
ﬁFures here, where there won't be any drain on the Treasury, why
did you limit it to $750? : o

hy not $1,000, or $1,500? - ., ‘ .

Senator QUAYLE. Well, we picked $750. There are those who
advocate a higher tax credit and, of course, if you have a higher
tax credit you would have perhaps more sales. R ‘

If you would like to go higher, I would welcome you aboard.

Perhaps they might compromise at the Quayle point of $750. =
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Senator Symms. How did you come up $750?

- Senator QuAYLE. Well, we looked at anywhere from $250 to
$1,000. Where we came up with the $7560 was basically an in-
" between figure.

Senator Symms. In your research you must have thought about
this from: the rebate programs of some of the major auto suppliers
you have run. What has happened to their sales after the rebate
comes off? '

Senator QUAYLE. Well, this would be an additional incentive.
Tl}ey can’t continue to give rebates and expect to retool and recapi-
talize. - )

They have to be taking some of that money and putting it back
into capital formation. No matter what happens to the arrange-
ment with Japan, and if they can come to some sort of voluntary

“arrangement, fine. But I think legislation like this for a fixed
period of time to help the auto industry out and get it back on its
feet would be perfectly proper. _

You have to realize that the Government was certainly a contrib-
uting factor in the demise of the auto industry in this country of
ours. I am not going to say that the management in Detroit didn’t
make some disastrous decisions, because they are culprits also. But-
our tax golicies, our regulatory policies, our Government action
toward the auto industry, and an entire industry, certainly has
contributed to the situation in which it finds itself today.

So, for a short period of time, since we are so dependent and
interrelated to the auto industry, that a tax credit would be proper.

Senator Symwms. In other words, you would prefer to have this
passed by legislation than you would to have a volunteer agree-
Smtgnt gettled by the trade negotiators from Japan and the United

tes -

Senator gUAYLE. Actually, I hope we can have both.

Senator Symms. You would like to have the voluntary restraint
and this to get it going?

Senator QUAYLE. I think Japan is going to have to realize that
they just can’t open up their markets or flood our markets while
they restrict our markets over there.

e are for free trade. You go back to even Adam Smith, who
said that whenever a government subsidizes an industry there is a
way for another government to retaliate.
here is no doubt that there are trade barriers and there are
institutional barriers in Japan to our businesses here. It is time to
" come to grips with this problem on a bilateral basis with Japan,
which would result in voluntari'1 restraint, voluntary agreement.
But even on top of that, which I hope we can achieve, I think a tax
credit for a short period of time is simply desirable and would
definitely be beneficial to the auto industri;. ‘
. Senator Symms. Thank you very much. Thank you for being
ere. ‘
"~ Senator DANFORTH. Senator Wallop. '

Senator WaLLor. No questions, Mr. Chairman.

Senator DANFORTH. Senator Boren.

Senator BoreN. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman.

Senator DANFORTH. Senator Baucus.

Senator Baucus. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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Senator Quayle, did I understand you correctly to say that these
are CBO estimates? '

Senator QUAYLE. Some of it is.

Senator Baucus. Which is and which is not?

Senator QuayLE. CBO is the additional sales, where the credit
assumes a 25-percent increase in sales, with a 10-percent decrease
in price. That is a CBO estimate.

nator Baucus. Is that a matter of general principle or is that
for American cars and light trucks?

Senator QUAYLE. That is a matter of principle.

Senator Baucus. So CBO has not said, “OK. If this were to
become law that this would be the result in terms of American cars
and trucks.” Is that right?

Senator QuUAYLE. What they are saying, and their assumption
says that if you reduce the price by 25 percent, which in effect a
8750 tax credit would average, because the average cost of the——

Senator Baucus. I know. That is speaking generally.

Senator QUAYLE. We took basic assumptions from credible
sources and then applied it to our factual situation.

Senator Baucus. But does CBO say that if the $7560 tax credit
were passédp-that there would be 2 million additional cars pur-
ch in America? ‘

Senator QUAYLE. No. As a matter of fact, their actual case, and I
don’t have it here, was a tax credit I think of $1,300, and was
much, much higher. They said it would show it would have these
additional effects.

Senator Baucus. So this is not a CBO estimate.

Senator QUAYLE. I am not saying that this, all of this together.
What I am saying is the CBO estimate, is their assumption and
statement here that if you reduce the price by 256 percent you will
get a 10-percent. increase.

Their actual assumption was a much higher tax credit.

Senator Baucus. Thank you. ‘

Senator DANFORTH. Senator Quayle, thank you very much.

Senator QuayYLE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Senator Quayle follows:]

STATEMENT BY SENATOR DAN QUAYLE OF INDIANA

Mr. Chairman, the auto industry, which has provided employment for one in five
of my fellow Hoosiers, is laboring under a heavy burden of high interest rates,
aaﬁ‘in%sales, huge capital expenditures and Frowing foreign imports.

e Big Three automakers lost over $4 billion in 1980 and Chrysler made history
posting a loss of $1.7 billion, the largest ever for an American firm.

The situation in the auto industry is critical, not just for my home State of
Indiana, but for the Midwest, where 90 percent of automotive parts are manufac-
tured, but the entire nation as well.

Although sales have improved somewhat in recent weeks, sales of domestic cars
and trucks remain severely depressed—approximately three to four million vehicles
below normal. ‘

Some employees have been recalled, but more than 200,000 hourly-related work-
ers continue on lay-off. Add to these the unemplogment and reduced hours among
auto supervisory staff and workers in related industries and you have painted a
statistical picture of the economic costs of lower car sales. We have all seen and felt
the human costs behind these statistics.

I see it we have three options: We can do nothing and h?lpe that it all works
out in the end. It might work out but the costs in human suffering would indeed be

great.
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The second choice, which will be discussed at length today, is to restrict imports
of Jgssnese automobiles to 1.6 million units a year for the next two years, a drop of
800,000 units from 1980 Japanese imports.

Forced restriction of imports is not the answer to restructuring domestic auto-
motive demands. Even if Japanese imports were cut back to 1976 levels, the resul-
tant increase in U.S. domestic sales would be less than one million units annually
under the most optimistic assumption of switching buyers to U.S, made autos. The
auto industry would be helped just enough to encourage other industries to seek
import restrictions without restoring the basic level of demand the industry needs.

third alternative is a tax credit. This proposal would increase sales b{ granting
a $760 tax credit to purchasers of domestically produced cars and light trucks,
excluding fleet sales. This credit would last for onl;l" 18 months.

The effects of the tax credit are illustrated in the chart before you. Without the
credit, domestic nonfleet car and truck sales are likely to continue at 7.6 million
units annually. The credit would reduce prices bg an average of 10 percent, raising
sales b, roughl?' one-fourth, to an annual rate of 9.5 million units.

The two million additional units sold, shown by the hash marks in the first panel
will create—more accurately restore—an estimated 440 thousand jobs. The secon
panel shows the number of restored jobs, about 120 thousand in the auto industries
and the remainder in supplier and service industries. These figures are based on the
generally accepted ratio of one fob for every four to five additional units sold.

The substantial cost of the credit (estimated at $10.7 billion for the credit eligibil-
ity period from July 1, 1981 to December 31, 1982) will be more than offest by the
returns to the government in the form of increased tax revenues from employed
workers and reduced payments for unemployment compensation, trade adjustment
assistance and other government transfer payments. The value of these tpayments
we estimate, would be in excess of $11 billion for the 18 month period if auto and
truck sales remained at 7.5 million units.

The net return to government, which we estimate at nearly three-quarters of a
g(illlion ccti{)llars, obviously depends on a number of responses that can not be project-

exactly. ]

The reverse side of the chart contains the specific assumptions used in our
estimates, They are similar to those used by the auto industry and in a cross section
of independent studies. The net return may turn out to be somewhat smaller or
larger. On balance, however, we believe that the tax credit will be at least matched
by the return. Certainly restoring the jobs of 400,000 workers must be given consid-
erable weight in addition to the monetary gain to the Treasury. .

Likewise, an increase in auto and truck sales of 2 million units during the next
year and a half would give the industry the aid it needs to get through this difficult
transition period. At the same time it offers a real opportunity to attract American
buyers to American-made products. *

urge the members of this Committee to give serjous consideration to a tax credit
for purchase of American made vehicles as an alternative to placing restrictions on
foreign imports.
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ASSUMPTIONS AND CALCULATIONS FOR $750 TAX CREDIT

Credit applies to domestically produced cars and light trucks
purchased between July 1, 1981 and December 31, 1982
(excluding fleet sales)

Projected level of unit sales: (annual rate for second half '8l
‘ »and full year '82)

with credit 9.5 million cars and light trucks
without " 7.5 million cars and light trucks
2.0 milITon additional sales per year
(3 million for credit period)
Additional sales with credit assumes approximately a 25% increase
in sales for a 10% decrease in price*
One job is created (or restored) for each additional 4.5 units sold
2 million units = 440,0000 jobs / 120,000 direct(automotive workers)
/ 320,000 indirect(suppliers & other)
Return to Government (from reduced unemployment; trade adjustment
assistance, other transfer payments, increased tax revenues)
rh .
$14,000 annually per worker ($21,000 for 1 1/2 yr credit period)
440,000 reemployed workers x $21,000 = $9.2 billien -
3 million additional units sold for credit period
provides $2.2 billion more in corporate taxes from
auto and truck firms.

3 million units x $740 per unit = $2.2 billion

Total Return to Government:
$9.2 billion + $2.2 billion = $11.4 billion

Cost of tax credit

14.25 million x $750 per car = $10.7 billion
(9.5 million units per year for 1 1/2 years)

Net Return $0.7 billion

*Assumes an average price of $7500 and a short-term
price elasticity of -2.5; these assumptions are the same as
those used in a Congressional Budget Office staff paper on the
auto industry (July 1980)

L]
: Annual average for auto and related supplier worker
based on data from The U.S. Automobile Industr 1980, Department
of Transportation, January 1981 (data adjusted to 1981-82 wage levels)
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Senator DANFORTH. Senator Riegle.

STATEMENT OF HON. DONALD W. RIEGLE, JR., U.S. SENATOR

Senator RieGLE. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate your leadership on
this issue. This is a tough, strategic problem for this country. You
have helped bring it into focus. I am grateful for that.

I might say, too, that the three members of the administration -
who are here, Secretary Lewis, Trade Representative Brock and
Secretary Baldrige, have all done fine work in the early days of
this administration to understand this problem and develop an
approach to solve it.

f I may, I will summarize my prepared statement.

First, the level of auto imports is an urgent problem. It inflicts
significant costs to our economy in terms of unemployment, a
tremendous drain in our balance-of-payments deficit, and a sub-
stantial increase in the Federal deficit. Something has to be done
about it. If left alone, the problem will not solve itself, it will get
worse. :

I want to show you how the Japanese market penetration has
developed by ‘State. Most public reports talk about a Japanese
market penetration of about 22 to 23 percent now. Some have
claimed that such a penetration rate is artificially high, and will
recede. However, the national rates actually understate substan-
tially the trend line we are on.

Referring to map.]

he Japanese auto industry’s entry into the American market
has followed a two-coast strategy. The States colored bright purple,
on the west coast and on the east coast, are States where the
market penetration by the Japanese is greater than 21 percent.

In California, the market penetration by the Japanese is almost
39 percent; 38 percent in Oregon, 36 percent in the State of Wash-
ington, 30 percent in Idaho, and 29 percent in Utah. Similarly high
rates are found in a number of other Western States

The same thing is found on the eastern seaboard. In Maine the
ggrcentage penetration is nearly 24 percent, about 23 percent in

uth Carolina and so forth all along the coast. X

- Where the Japanese have concentrated their efforts, they have
captured very high percentages of total sales. They have not yet
completed the expansion of their distribution network into the
center of the country; it is only a matter of time before they do.
Mr. Toyoda, and many others, have made that clear.

So, there are no natural forces that will drive down the market
penetration rate. Unless there is effective national action, Japanese
penetration nationally will continue to rise.

I think there is no surer way for the United States to lose its
basic economic strength and its ability to profect leadership around
the world, both economically and militarily, than to have the-
American industrial base essentialli cut in half.

That is the threat that is brought by the invasion of the Japa-
nese cars and trucks. It hits our auto industry now, but it has its
spillover effect in the steel industry and rubber and glass and the
machine tool industries. The impact will fall across a number of
key sectors of the economy. -
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In short, if nothing is done the problem will get worse, and there
will be grave consequences for our country.

Now, some have claimed that to do nothing would uphold the
principle of free trade. That is an outrageous proposition.

I have seen that position set forth in editorials in the Wall Street
Journal and the New York Times and the Washington Post. They
all sound as if they are written by the same writer. They all urge -
the United States to uphold the virtues of free trade in auto-
mobiles. Where do we find a free world market in automobiles? We
don’t have free trade in automobiles. We have not had it for 20
years.

The Japanese market has alwag's been closed to American cars
for all practical purposes. That is how Japan built its auto industry
into a tremendous corporate colossus.

That is why Japan this year will send 2.2 million cars into the
United States, take back less than 20,000 of ours. In fact, no
country has been allowed to penetrate the Japanese auto market.

So, the notion that we have free trade is outrageous on its face.
‘The powerful barriers to trade are seen in the fact that the price of
an American car in Japan is three times its retail price here in the
United States.

I would like to make the following suggestions for working out
import relief here.

irst, any limitation must be effective. It can’t be fuzzy and
ephemeral. It can’t rest on gentlemen’s agreements that aren’t
verifiable. .

Whatever arrangement is worked out, whether it is an orderly
marketing agreement, a voluntary restraint agreement, or a legally
imposed quota, has to be precise and it has to be something that we
can monitor.

Second, the U.S. Government must develop the capacity to care-
fully monitor the number of cars coming into the country under
any agreement. There have been many reports that cars have been
stockpiled here in the United States over the last several months
and that Japanese companies have been underreporting their ship-
ments and sales. Any agreement must include those cars that are
currently in the inventory. .

Third, the level must not be set at a level that is too high.
Legislation that is now pending would establish quotas at 1.6 mil-
lion units. That is much too high for a starting point of negotia-
tions. I think the final agreement must reach a level between 1.2
and 1.6 million units.

Finally, the agreement must span the period needed by the U.S.
auto industry to adjust to new conditions of international trade. I
don’t think a 1- or 2-year agreement will be sufficient. Breathing
room must be provided for at least 3 years, and it may have to be
longer than that. ‘

But, even the highest limits that have been discussed here in
Confress would still be very generous to the Japanese. In fact they

~would be more generous than those any other nation in the world
has offered the Japanese. I should think that they would be de-
lighted to have the most stringent agreement we have considered.

Mr. Chairman, we may face a surge in auto sales this spring. I
hope there will be. I hope interest rates will come down enough so

7-12 0—81--3
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geople can afford to buy cars again in large numbers. Sales will
ave to rebound sometime during the next year or two. ‘

But if the Japanese walk away with the increased sales, that is
going to be a tremendous additional setback to all the American
producers. Each company is running massive deficits at this time,
as you well know.

Mr, Chairman, I hope this committee will act forcefully. I think
we can solve the import problem responsibly. I think we can work
it out either in law or at the administrative level, but it is essential
that something be done before we find ourselves with permanent
damage that we are unable to repair.

Senator DANFORTH. Senator Riegle, thank you very much.

Senator Chafee.

Senator CHAFEE. Mr. Chairman, in your opening remarks you
said part of the problem of the U.S. auto industry has been caused
by the U.S. Government. :

Could you amplify on that a bit?

Senator DaNrForTH. Well, I think that this is clearly the case. I
think that therefore, when, as Senator Riegle pointed out, the
editorial writers write on this subject, they clearly have it back-
wards. I do not believe that laissez-faire economics means that the
Government is free to make a mess and then walk away from it.

It is clear that governmental policy has contributed greatly to
the problem that we now face. I am sure that there is a lot of
blame to go around. You pointed the finger at the industry, at the
UAW and so on, but I think Government has also played a sub-
stantial role in this. :

How? First, governmental energy policy. We have artificially
restrained the price of gasoline, for the best of purposes, namely,
compassion on the part of Government, but the effect was created
in the minds of the American people the sense that they could
afford to buy large cars.

In the minds of the automobile manufacturers it created the
notion that they could afford to continue producing large cars.

Then, when the OPEC cartel began raising the price of gasoline,
when governmental energy policies led to the fuel lines which were
created in early 1979, suddenly, very suddenly, there was a rush on
Japanese automobiles, because the Japanese were in the business
of producing small cars. Until that rush, the Japanese cars were
not very widely sold in the United States. But, between 1976 and
19i81i)_, total Japanese sales went up from about 900,000 to about 2
million. '

Second, regulatory policy has not fallen equally on the Japanese
and on the United States, and again, for the best of purposes, we
have placed all kinds of restrictions on American manufacturers;

-environmental restrictions, safety restrictions, and so on. ‘

- Even the way we wrote the air bag restrictions the burden fell

~ first on the large cars which were made in the United States,
which I might add, are the safest cars. Then they fell on the small

cars, the Japanese cars, despite the fact that statistically, the six

'rrnost dangerous cars sold in the United States are produced in

- Japan. . V . :

nator CHAFEE. Thank you.
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~ Senator DANFORTH. Finally, with respect to the need to invest in
new plant equipment, which l3;'qu pointed out so eloquently in your
opening statement, I think that it is clear that our governmental
tax policies are not the kind which make it possible for industry to
riecgiup the replacement cost of plant and equipment through depre-
ciation. ~

Basically, we have provided inadequate incentives in this country
through governmental policies for the sort of retooling which we
need to save this industry.

I think that the Government is up to its elbows in this problem
and that Government therefore, can’t just walk away from it

Senator CHAFEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would point out
that the air bag legislation never took effect.

Senator Riegle, on the first major point you made about U.S,
energy policy artificiallg restraining the low price of gasoline you
congxstently voted for the limitations on the prices of oil, did you
no

Senator RiEGLE. That's correct.

Senator CHAFEE. Thank you.

Senator, why are the Japanese cars selling so formidably? Why
are the American consumers buying them? Are they forced to buy
or do they Rrefer the Japanese cars

Senator RigGLE. I think Senator. Danforth summarized that quite
well. We had a tremendous change in market demand in the
United States, Senator Chafee, and it came very suddenly. There
was a very rapid shift when oil supplies were short and prices went
up through the roof.

As a matter of fact, the shift was so dramatic that in a period of
2 weeks’ time, almost all the traffic that was in the showrooms of
domestic groducers just moved across the street into the show-
rooms of the foreign car producers.

Before the oil shock hit us, the cars that were not selling were
the small foreign cars. Larger American cars were preferred by
most of the buyers in the United States. '

Now, we can sit there and say the American automakers were
wrong. And perhaps, in retrosgect, they were wrong. It is always
easy to be right in retrospect. But there was a radical change that
no one had anticipated. It has given the Japanese a great windfall.
They have enormous profits to finance the expansion of their
dealer network and the modernization of their products.

We are kidding ourselves if we think that there is little danger
that all States will show a much higher level of foreign car sales.

All we are asking for is to give the American industry and its
workers the chance to get back on their feet and compete. If we do
nothing, we are going to drain the lifeblood right out of this indus-
try and the industrial power is going to end up in Japan. I think
that would hurt America.

‘Senator CHAFEE. Senator, is price a problem?

- Senator RIEGLE. It is part of the problem.

- Senator CHAFEE. Is it not true that price is a problem as indicat-
ed by the rebates offered by the U.S. auto manufacturers; thus,
stimulating the sales of U.S. cars? :

. Senator RIEGLE. Price is part of the problem. Some people feel
‘that the rebates are offsetting the high interest rates. -
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That may be the case. I am not sure whether the problem is the
interest rates or the base price of the car. Clearly, if we could move
the prices down lower that would be better. :

I might say, however, in response to your point on airbags, that
huge amounts of money were spent by this industry on airbag
research and airbag tooling. That cost is reflected in the price they
must charge for cars. Hundreds of millions of dollars were spent.
That is part of the price burden that we are referring to here.

Senator CHAFEE. What are the United Auto Workers doing to
contribute to this? Let us take the Ford workers. I am not talking
abct)sut giving up future pay raises, I am talking about immediate
cuts.

As you know, in the testimony received, the United Auto Work-
ers are the highest gaid workers in the Nation.

Senator RieGLE. That is not exactly true. I mean, they are cer-
tainly not higher gaid than the airline pilots or many of the people
of the Teamsters Union. :

Senator CHAFEE. I don’t think we want to compare an airline
pilot to a production worker on the Ford line. .

Senator RiEGLE. Well, you said organized workers who were orga-
nized under a labor contract. .

Senator CHAFEE. Yes. Industrial production workers. The indica-
tions are that with fringes, wages are around $19 an hour.

Also indicated is that they are about 50 percent higher than the
average industrial worker in the United States.

Now, are they taking cuts? I don’t mean giving up future bene-
fits, I mean immediate cuts?

Senator RieGLE. Well, I think you raise an important issue. It
should be discussed in a serious way. Wage differentials amon
industrial sectors within the United States or between U.S.
autoworkers and Japanese workers are difficult to measure precise-
ly and result from complex causes. Those differentials will have to
be understood, but we must see them in a broad context.

We have seen a reduction of wage rates in the Chrysler situation,
as you know. The Federal loan guarantee package forced that

adé:stment.

nator CHAFEE. | will be interested in the testimony, but I don't
believe any Chrysler worker took a cut. I believe Chrysler workers
took a reduction in future benefits. But I don’t believe the testimo-
ny will show any of them took cuts. So, they remain the highest
paid workers in the country.

What bothers me, Senator, is that you are askin%the workers in
my State, who are earning half of what a Chrysler worker or a
Ford worker is earning, to be restricted in the type of automobile
he can buy and to be forced to pay a higher price in order to
su{) rt your workers.

ave great difficulty believing this to be fair.

Senator RiegLE. Well, first of all, they are Americans. Whether
they happan to work in Rhode Island or work in Michigan, I would
hope that we in Congress would think of them as working in the
United States. R

I think the question of comparative wage rates is an important
one. I would hope that the committee would look at that. :
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You know, part of the UAW wage package that you refer to
includes the cost of the health care program that the UAW has
ne%otiated for its workers. _

here is a national health care system in Japan. So that the cost
of those same benefits are not calculated into the wage rates of the

Japanese workers. That is a substantial factor.

ow, gou may not want to treat that as an important considera-
tion. I think it is. I think we ought to look at such issues carefully
before we firm up our opinions on wage rate differentials.

The waﬁe differences are discussed in the DOT report. I would be
happy to have that issue put on the table and discussed, along with
all the other items. I don’t think we can side-step that question.
. Senator CHAFEE. Thank you. '

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator DANFORTH. Senator Grassley.

Senator GraAssLEY. Mr. Chairman, I have no questions. Thank
you, Senator Riegle.

Senator DANFORTH. Senator Symms. ,

Senator Symms. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have no questions.

Senator DANFORTH. Senator Boren.

Senator BoreN. I have no questions. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator DANFORTH. Senator Baucus.

Senator Baucus. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Will prices of American cars go up if this resolution passes?

Senator RieGLE. I think that, as part of the understanding, there
should be price restraint by the American producers. If we go
forward with some kind of import limitation which I think would
be sound for the country and help rebuild the industry, I think it is
reasonable to expect price restraint by domestic producers.

Senator Baucus. On the face of it, if there is a limit on imports,
one would expect prices of American products to go up.

Senator RIEGLE. I don’t think we should accept that premise.

Senator Baucus. Apart from any restraint. You are saying you
would expect some restraint on the part of the industry. That may
be the case, and that is fine, but apart from that restraint, on the
face of it, that would be the first reaction, wouldn’t you think?

Senator RieGLE. Well, I would hope that we can continue to keep
downward pressure on prices. I realize it is difficult to do that. But
it is important to keep the prices at a reasonable level.

. We should not accept an artificial increase in prices as a result
of a reduction in foreign imports. .
Bear in mind, all the domestic producers now have small car

models available and they have unused productive capacity. There

is competition now among all the American producers with four-

cylinder, front wheel drive, high-mileage cars. .
We have production lines sitting idle for K cars, for the new

Ford entries, the Lynx and the Escort, for the GM cars, for VW of

Amezica, and for American Motors small cars. That is hurting this

country.

I think that will provide price competition. I think some moral
persuasion can help here also.

Senator Baucus. We all agree this is a pretty complex problem. I
frankly think that part of the reason for the apparent decline in
the American automobile industry is the failure of American man-
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agement to aggressively try to market our products, in this case
cars, overseas. .

Certainly Japan has tried to market its cars in our country. That
is why we are here.

Senator RiegLz. Senator Baucus, you really can’t get into the
Japanese market.

nator BaAucus. That is the point I am getting at.

So, what efforts has the industry undertaken to try to lower
some other trade barriers in Japan?

We hear the industry coming up here and they want to limit the
number of cars that come into the United States. It seems to me
part of the problem is what Japan is doing to us. So, what efforts is
the industry takilzg to try to encourage Japan to lower its barriers
of trade so that American companies can begin to market their
products overseas as aggressively as other countries have marketed
their products in our countri.

Senator RIEGLE. I don’t think the auto companies can get that
job done for us. I think that is a Government-to-Government issue.

Senator BAucus. We don’t see the auto industry coming up and
asking usg——

Senator RiEGLE. Oh, yes they are.

Senator Baucus [continuing]. But now you don’t see them
coming up in a steady stream as effectively as they are on this,
tryintg to lower the amount of Japanese cars coming into our
country.

Senator RIEGLE. That is right, but there is a reason for that., If
the Japanese today said they were going to lower their indirect
barriers tomorrow morning, that doesn’t solve the problem for us.
They would have had to do that 5 or 7 years ago to be of any help
over the next year or two. In fact, in a sense, that is a ploy used by
some Japanese in debate.
th-?»enlaltor Baucus. That would help us 5 to 7 years from now,

ough. :

Senator RIEGLE. Yes, but our problem is today. We are trying to
craft a remedy that deals with a desperate emergencK.

Senator BAucus. I understand that, but I think we are also
trying to craft a somewhat middle-term, long-term resolution, as
well, in addition to an immediate short-term resolution.

Senator RIEGLE. I know an auto dealer in Detroit who is pre-
pared to open a retail dealership in Tokyo within the next 2
months if he can get the Government approval to set up shop and
start selling cars. He can’t get the approval. That is how open the
Japanese market is, ‘

nator Baucus. Thank you.

Senator DANFORTH. Senator Riegle, thank you very much. Since
the outset of this problem you have been the foremost leader in the
Senate in trying to establish a better climate for the American
automobile industry. I appreciate your presence. If you would like
to join us, you are welcome to do so.

nator RIEGLE. Thank 'you very much. I would like to. Maybe I
can git next to Senator Chafee. [Laughter.&

[The prepared statement of Senator Riegle and chart follow:]
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Testimony of Senator Donald W. Riegle, Jr.
before the Senate Trade Subcommittee
March 9, 1981

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you for this opportunity to share
my views on the need for limiting the importation of Japanese cars
into this country.

I am convinced that these hearings are an important part of what
may be our last good chance to avoid serious, lasting damage to
this Nation's most basic industry. Hundreds of thousands of Ameridan
jobs will be affected by the public action =« or inaction -~ that °
ultimately results from this subcommittee's work.. : .

Mr. Chairman, the problem of rising Japanese imports has been
the subject of Congressional hearings for months. Strongly worded
warnings have gone out again and again to Japanese carmarkers. Time
and again, Japanese officials have assured us that they are sensitive
to our concerns and that they will ease off. 1Instead, the Japanese
have continued their predatory market strategy.

8ix months ago I testified on this problem before the International
Trade Commission. I ask that my testimony at those hearings be
included in the record.at the close of my remarks. Last November,
thgiITc concluded that current U.S8. law did not permit them to offer
relief.

Since then, the import problem has only gotten worse. The latest
reports indicate that the Japanese captured a 23.7% share of the U.S.
market in February. That is an annual rate of 2.2 million units.

All imports accounted for 28.8% of U.S. car sales.

The U.8. industry can't sustain that loss of market share. No
other nation would permit the damage that we have already suffered.
The numbers are staggering:

= Over 360,000 workers laid off in auto manufacturing and related
industries. . ) -

~ Tens of thousands more who have fallen off the unemployed rolls
and no longer counted.

= 1607 auto dealerships closed in one year.

= Auto companies with over $4 billion in losses Just when they
2285 finance the most massive capital investment program in
story. -

=~ Thousands of supplier firms with financial positions stretched
to the breaking point.

Mr. Chairman, we are near the point of no return in slowing down
foreign auto imports.

Bome have claimed that if we do nothing, the import share will in
time drift from 29y back to their historic levels of about 15%. X
believe that is just whistling in the dark. In fact, the national
import figures mask how serious the threat has become.
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(Map attach@d)

The Japanese have been carrying out a two coast strategy - estab-
lishing and expanding their distribution system. The potential for
market penetration is demonstrated by looking at the state figures.
There are no natural forces that will draw the Japanese back to 15%
of the market. As you can see, they have a 368 or greater share
in :he three Pacific Coast states and sizeable share in many other:
states.

-gome have claimed that we should not treat Japanese companies
unfairly. I believe that the Japanese have taken unfair advantage
of America%sopen markets more than any cther country. American products
are shut out whenever the Japanese think they will disrupt their
markets. The problem of the lumber industry was recently in the
. news, (Include article in the record.)

Some have claimed that U.8. auto companies should compete in
the free markets with Japanose companies. I believe that this
premise indicates a fundamental misunderstanding of the world auto
market. The Japanese auto industry grew behind massive trade barriers.
Japanese auto exports still benefit from powerful government assistance
that we are only beginning to understand.

Mr. Chairman, it is clearly in the national interest that the U.8.
auto industry over the next four years be brought back to full
international competitiveness and technological excellence. This
need was clearly outlined in the Department of Transportation study
on the auto industry that was released January 11, 1981.

No one suggests that imports are the sole cause of the problomi of
the U.8. auto crisis. And no one believes that import restraint alone
will solve the problems. .

I am convinced that no effort can succeed unless Japanese imports
are reduced, and reduced far below their current levels while the
U.8. auto companies are adjusting to new market conditions. Less
regulation and lower interest rates will help, but even with these,
we will still need temporary import restrictions.

It appears that the Administration is nearing a decision on that
issue. 1 am sure that strong action would receive overwhelming
support from Congress.

1f we are not careful, however, this historic opportunity for
80l1id relief may be lost with cosmetic gestures. I want to
register four concerns.

First, any limits must be effective. News reports indicate
that the Administration may turn to a voluntary arrangement rather
than an enforceable orderly marketing agreement or mandatory quotas.
Reducing the Japanase auto imports is a complex goal, that may be
best achieved by negotiations between the U.S8. Government and the
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Japanese. But we cannot be satisfied with an agreement that does

not include rigorous and thorough monitoring. I ask this subcommittee
to make sure that the U.8. government is given the tools to monitor
any agreement closely and enforce its provisions if neceasary.

Second, limits must be imposed so that Japanese car sales
really are controlled during this transition period. I have been..
hearing from several sources that Japanese companies have for
months been shipping far more cars into this country than the
trade reports have indicated. I have been told that they may be
stockpiling hundreds of thousands of cars'in anticipation of
import limits. I respectfully request that this Committee ask the
GAO, the Commerce Dapartment and the Customs Service to verify
the number of unsola Japanese cars that are now on U.8, soil. Certainly
these ‘'stocks should be deducted from the first year import volume
permitted under any agreement.

Third, the level of the import limits must at the start be set
low enough to be effective. The Danforth/Bentson bill suggests
a quota of 1,6 million vehicles psr year for three years. Perhaps
that level might be too high. 1f U.8. auto sales remain weak - as
most analysts expect - a starting level of 1.2 to 1.4 million Japanese
imports might be far more appropriate. If total U.8. sales recover
sharply, the limit could then be eased in future years.

Fourth, if any legal hurdles stand in the way of an agreement,
COngress should promptly remove them. I understand that the
Administration believes that the President now has authority to
negotiate an import limitation agreement with the Japanese government
and that the Japanese firms would be protected from U.8. anti-trust
suits if the Japanese government establishes the agreement by law.

If it appears that U.S8, anti-trust laws could be used to obstruct
any such agreement, Iwuld be happy to work with you, Mr. Chairman,
and other members of this committee to see that the necessary
exemptions are enacted quickly.

Mr. Chairman, the damage to our auto industry is on the verge
of getting out of control. Our willingneas to tolerate-Japan's
damaging trade policy has gone on far too long. We have to
cut back the inflow of foreign cars firmly ~-- and RIGHT NOW. We
have . to hold down those levels temporarily, while the U.8. auto
industry converts its product lines and production facilities.
Otherwise, Americans are going to pay dearly for the cost of a
destroyed domestic auto industry.

1 commend this committee for its leadership in this issue, and
I look forward to working with you on real solutions.
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Jaran Asks U.S. Lumser FirmMs To Repuce Exrorts IN FURTHER SETBACK TO
THE INDUSTRY -

(By Marilyn Chabe)

SAN Francisco.—The slumping U.S. lumber industry was dealt another blow as
Japanese lumber dealers, in an apparent about face called for the U.S. and Canada
to cut their lumber exports to Japan this year 20 percent.

In U.S.-Japanese trade, the shoe usually is on the other foot, with American
industries asﬁing Japan to limit its exports of autos and other items to this country.
But Japan cited an alarming rise in inventories and domestic prices that have
plunged 16 percent below the cost of imports amid falling housing starts. The
Japanese warned that many of their 43,000 lumber dealers will go bankrupt soon
unless North American exports of finished lumber are swiftly and sharply curtailed.

This came as a surprise to U.S. observers who recalled that last fall's bilateral
talks between U.S. and Japanese industry and government officials had ended with
a consensus that the Japanese would expand—rather than contract—their imports.

“If they're going to keep the good faith generated at those meetings, they should
expand lumber imports as they stated they would last fall,” said Gus Kuehne,
executive vice president of the Northwest Independent Forest Manufacturers.

Mr. Kuehne and other observers admitted to some skepticism at the Japanese
forecast of expanded U.S. imports last fall. However, he said that he wasn't pre-
pared for such a dramatic cutback request either. “We just didn’t think business
would expand quickly,” be said.

“If they're successful and sales do go down, it will mean additional curtailment of
production in the West,” he said. And in view of the industry’s already depressed
state, he warned: “Every drop means that that many more will be unemployed.”

Weyerhaeuser Co. executives noted that most of recent North American increases
in lumber exports have come from Canada, ‘“So if there’s any cutback in lumber
exports, it shouldn’t be from the U.S,” Mr. Kuehne argued. He noted about 90

rcent of U.S. forest products exported to Japan are logs, rather than finished
umber, while about 85 percent of Canadian exports are finished lumber.

Other observers saw Japanese inventory and pricing difficulty as a short-term
problem that arose from overzealous purchases last year. “The Japanese buy like
crazy when business is good, and turn off the spigot when business is weak,” one
analyst said. “And in 1979 and early 1980, they were buying as if there were no
tomorrow.”

“No doubt about it, it is bad right now,” concurred H. A. Roberts, executive vice
president of the Western Wood Products Association. “But it shouldn’t affect poten-
tial product exports to Japan over the long run.”

Negotiations between U.S, and Japanese lumber industries are set to continue in
three weeks in Japan, and Mr. Roberts said he plans to tell his Japanese counter-
parts “that the U.S. group wants to be positive in its outlook, but we uren’t going
over there with great expectations.” “I'm skeptical about how much the Japanese
will upgrade their purchases from lumber to finished products,” he said. “After all,
they have a lot invested in their own finishing plants.

r. Kuehne, however, was adamant. “At a time when we have U.S. mills built to
cut lumber to Japanese specifications, they come out with an announcement that
strikes at the very heart of any effort to increase our exports and improve sales.”

Senator DANFORTH. The next witnesses are the administration

panel, consisting of Secretary Lewis, Secretary Baldrige, and Am-
bassador Brock.

STATEMENTS OF HON. ANDREW L. LEWIS, JR., SECRETARY OF
TRANSPORTATION; AMBASSADOR WILLIAM E. BROCK III, U.S.
TRADE REPRESENTATIVE; AND HON. MALCOLM BALDRIGE,
SECRETARY OF COMMERCE

Senator DANFORTH. Secretary Lewis, I don’t know what your
time situation is. I know that you told me before the hearing
:2a:ited that you hoped to make an 11 o’clock appointment. [Laugh-

r.

Mr. Lewis. Sounds like I am in trouble.
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Senator DANFORTH. It sounds like a tough go, to me. I think that
obviously, the testimony of this panel is the heart of these proceed-
inﬁ this morninf. I would hope that you could stay.

r. LEwis. Will do.

Would you like us to proceed, then?

Senator DANFORTH. Yes.

Mr. Lewis. Thank you very much for having us here today. Our
procedure will be that I would first like to make some Xreliminary
comments, and then call on Secretary Baldrige, then Ambassador
Brock, and then open it up for questions. .

First of all, Mr. Chairman, the statement submitted by me, I
think is self-explanatory, and with the committee’s approval, I
would like to have this be a part of the record of the hearing and
not repeat what has been said there.

[The prepared statement of Secretary Lewis follows:]

TESTIMONY OF SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION DRew LEWIs

\
Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to agpear before this Committee to
discuss the condition of the U.S. auto industry and the work of the Administration's
Task Force on the problems of the industry. I mentioned in mi confirmation
hearings that I considered the health of our auto industry to be the single most
pressing problem that would face me as Secretaay of Transportation. After nearly
two months at the Department, dealing with a wide range of issues, I can make that

~ statement again today with complete certainty that it is true.

I do not think that I need to go into detail on the nature of the auto industry’s
Br;oblems for this Subcommittee. They have been sufficiently documented in the

artment’s recent report on the subject.

s an update to that report, however, I would add some recent developments. The
1980 year-end results are now public and the news was not good. General Motors
lost $763 million; Ford lost $1.54 billion; Chrysler lost $1.71 billion; and American
Motors lost $198 million—record losses for each company. Although sales figures
showed considerable improvement for the last week in February as a result of the
deep discounts offered by all U.S. automakers, 1981 year-to-date sales totals are still
running about 14 gercent behind last years alreadi depressed levels. Layoffs at GM,
Ford, Chrysler and AMC, while declining during the last quarter of 1980 from their
record high levels of last summer, are still Kersistently hovering around 200,000

rsons. Imports continue to cut deeply into the domestic market, with record high

ebruary sales of some 219,000 units, accounting for 28.7 percent of total sales in
the U.S. The turn-down rate for auto loan applications is still runnin%:t roughly 30
percent. Frankly, gives the sluggish start of the new year, I cannot be particularly
sanguine about the industry’s prospects for significant profits in 1981.

ot only is finding a solution to the problems of the auto industry among my top
priorities; it is also among the top priorities of the President. Less than a week after
taking office, President Reagan asked us to form an Automotive Task Force to
address the industry’s serious groblems. On January 28, 1981, I announced the
formation of the Task Force, which in addition to myself, has five other cabinet-
level officials: Secretary of the Treasury Donald Regan; Secretary of Commerce
Malcolm Baldrige; Secretary of Labor Raymond Donovan; U.S. Trade Representa-
gi:e Bill Brock; and Chairman of the Council of Economic Advisors Murray Weiden-

um,

" Since its formation the Task Force has been exploring the full range of alterna-
tives available to Government, industry and labor to help turn the fortunes of the
domestic auto industry around. The members of the Task Force and their staffs
have been and are carefully looking at and actively discussing the industry’s many
problems, including those relating to: Trade policy; capital formation and productiv-
ity improvement; Government regulation; worker assistance; community assistance;
antitrust; and the availability of credit for dealers and consumers.

We are now in the process of pulling together the views of the various members
on these subjects, which we will then synthesize and convert into a decision package
for the President. We hope to be able to present the Task Force’s report to the
President in the next several weeks.

I and other members of the Task Force have met frequently with the parties
directly affected by the auto industry’s current plight to make certain that we have
the benefit of their views and knowledge. In the last few weeks, I have spoken with
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the heads of each of the U.S. auto companies, and with the leaders of the United
Auto Workers; with the Governor of Michigan, the Governors of other hard hit
states and the Mayor of Detroit; with representatives of the supplier industry; with
financially strapped auto dealers; and with many concerned members of the Con-
gress. This communication and the exchange of ideas that accompanies it is critical
to finding a workable, long term solution to the problems of the industry. For if .
anything has been made clear to me during my short tenure as Secretary of
Transportation it is that, just as the finger of blame for the industry's problems
cannot be pointed at Government or labor or management alone, neither can a
lasting solution emerge from the actions of a single party.

I firmly believe that Government, management and labor each have something of
value to contribute to the task ahead; and, furthermore, that each must be willin
to make that contribution if our efforts are to be of lasting value. I must say that
have been encouraged in that respect by the thoughtful and constructive discussions
we have had with all parties.

Although we cannot as yet go into detail on the proposals the Task Force will put
before the President, I can point to a couple of actions on the part of the Adminis-
tration with the Congress that should prove of significant aid to the auto industry.

First and foremost is early Congressional action on the President’s comprehensive
economic program, which is designed to reduce Government’s demands on sources of
capital needed by the private sector, encourage consumer and investor confidence
and bring interest rates down to reasonabl€ levels. The plain truth is that we will
not bring buyers back to the showrooms, we will not return workers to plants, we
will not get production lines operating at efficient levels again, we will not see the
auto companies earning profits to plow back into improved designs and facilities—
until we get the economy back on track. I am convinced that the auto industry
ultimately will be one of the primary beneficiaries of the President’s economic
prolg(ram. Unfortunately, due to their tax loss situations, most of the U.S. auto-
makers will not gain any near-term benefits from the accelerated cost recovery
features of the President’s tax reform program. .

The second thing I can point to is the long needed critical review of Government
regulation of the auto industry that we have underway. There is no question that
the need to meet numerous Government regulations has diverted financial and
human resources from use in the development of more efficient automobile designs
and equipment and has added to the prices consumers must pay. All agencies are
currently reevaluating their regulations. In my own Department, for example, I
have already proposed a one-year delay of the present motor vehicle occupant
protection standard. The Task Force is putting together a comprehensive package of
similar regulatory actions affecting this industry. Even after the Task Force has
completed its work, individual agencies will continue to pursue these types of efforts
to reduce the auto industry’s regulatory burden. .

As you can see, we are making strides to address some of the industry's most
pressing problems. There remains much to be done, however. The auto industry’s
problems will not be easy to solve and they will not be solved overnight. But solve
them we must, for the auto industry is vital to this country’s economic well-being.

We are determined—through a concerted effort by the Administration, the Con-
gress, management and labor alike—to return our auto industry to health and to
strengthen its competitive position in world markets.

Mr. LEwis. In that report I comment on the long-term impact of
the President’s economic package and the benefits accruing to the
industry from regulatory reform. I would like to reemphasize three
points very briefly.

Just look for a minute, if you will, at the condition of the
industry itself.

AMC is 48 percent owned by Renault, which is 99 percent owned
by the French Government. '

Chrysler is basically Government sponsored.

Ford, despite what we m'eI\y read in the Economist, here in Wash-
ington, is in deep trouble. Their sales are $37 billion with working
capital of less than $500 million, working capital down from about
$3 billion in 1978, despite the fact we look at their balance sheet
and see $8.5 billion, this is not a healthy company.

You have nonproductive fixed assets that are not producing any-
thing in terms of a profit.
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Their debt-to-equity ratio is somewhat over 50 percent.

So, I think we should establish the fact that this industry is in
deep trouble, that one out of six people in this country is employed
by the industry, and that what we are reallirl talking about is not
trying to bail out the management and shareholders of these major
corporations, but rather we are talking in terms of people.

he estimates in our Department are that somewhere between
700,000 and 1,000,000 people are unemployed in this industry.

So, I think we should try to keep our discussion in that context.

The second point I would like to make is that it is obvious that
the general level of the economy is the overwhelming source of all
problems in the economic sector, the business sector of our econo-

m . -

¥lowever, to reemphasize Senator Riegle's point: As recently as
1979 there were 100 days of Japanese imports on wharfs, all over
this country. At that point, Ford was rationing V-8 engines. The
subsequent crunch on gasoline and gasoline alone caused the col-
lapse of this industry. Yet despite the economy, as we hit the
lowest point in domestic automobile sales in 19 years, Japanese
imports are increasing.

e third point I would like to make has to do with restraints
themselves. As you are probably aware, it is fairly clear that there
are differences of opinion on the President’s Task Force as they
relate to restraints on imports.

Assuming there will be recommendations to the President that
restraints be used—and I am one of five members of this commit-
tee, with two comembers’ support—we will be pushing in the area
of voluntary restraints.

It is clear to me that the Japanese do understand the problem.
They have voiced views to the three of us indicating that they
would like to work something out. Regardless of where you set the
level of Japanese imports, if you eliminate the overtime car produc-
tion alone, which would not have a significant impact on their
economy, you would have more than enough reduction in imports
to %reatly aid our industry.

hree points are essential in discussing the area of import re-
straints and underlie the reason that I will be one member of the
committee supporting a voluntary or jawboning effort, whatever
you want to call it:

There is no purely “free trade.” That has been recognized, not
just in Japan, but the entire world. -

It is very important, as Senator Chafee pointed out, that we have
some kind of a compromise with the UAW in terms of wages. 1
don’t think there is a prayer that there will be any rollback of
UAW wages unless they see some effort to reduce the present high
flow of Japanese cars into our market. The point being, and it
seems oversimplified but nonetheless the fact, that they would
rather go broke at high wages, as Ford and others displace their
capital into foreign markets, than go out of business at a lower
salary.

Further, I feel very comfortable with some kind of reduction in
Japanese imports, because I do feel, as Senator Riegle pointed out
that the Government is a very important part of this problem. Ha
it not been for the gasoline price supports, had it not been for the
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regulatory problems we have imposed on this industry, they would
have been in the marketplace with a small car at an earlier date.

That is really all I have to say. I will turn it over to Secretary
Baldrige. '

Mr. BALDRIGE. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to
testify here today. I would like to make a brief statement and
submit a longer one for the record.

The U.S. automobile industry lost $4.2 billion last year, the most
any industry in history has lost. It now looks like it is going to lose
pretty close to a half billion dollars in 1981.

I think even more important than annual losses is the cash-flow
icture, because that is what produces the machinery and tools to
eep the people employed in the future. The cash-flow picture is

even worse. It imperils the industry’s ability to finance a vitally
needed program of retooling and modernization.

The auto industry suffered a $9 billion cash-flow deficit last year.
Current estimates indicate further cash-flow deficits of $5 billion
this year, 1981, and $3 billion next year, 1982.

Import sales in the middle of this have remained strong.

I think this is important to note. Japanese penetratiom of the
U.S. market rose to almost 24 percent in February, and total
imports were at a near record 28.7 percent.

apanese car sales may increase even more in the near future,
because there were 204,000 Japanese cars imported in January.

Now, that is 40 percent, approximately, more than were import-
ed in December. If the January import rate were to continue
througout 1971, total U.S. imports of Japanese cars would be 20
percent more than this year. The Japanese are clearly trying to fill
up the pipeline.

If that percentage was maintained, we would probably import 2.4
million Japanese cars this year, 25 percent of the expected total
U.S. market.

I think it is important to note that the low level of U.S. car sales
is hurting small businesses and their employees, not just big busi-
ness. Close to half the components in a car are provided to the
automakers by supplier firms, most of which are small and
medium size.

In addition, some 1,600 U.S. car dealers went out of work last
year. ,

Chrysler lost 1 out of 8.

Ford lost 1 out of 12.

The industry is responding by a massive retooling program cost-
ing some $80 billion. This would put a real strain on the balance
sheets of the industry even if sales were strong. But with the weak
sales and the huge losses being suffered, it makes this situation
extremely precarious.

Certainly the industry should have started this transition to
small cars earlier. Certainly the industry’s management. is not
without its fault. ‘

It has been noted here that the Government has to take a large
part of the blame. The U.S. Government held down gasoline prices
and led consumers to keep on buying large cars and excessive
Government regulations have raised automobile costs significantly.
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The administration’s economic recovery plan is certainly going to
help the industry by providing the return of a more robust econo-
my and by lowering inflation and improving financing conditions.
But, we need more help than that, in g}; opinion, in the short-term -
so that the automobile industry can take advantage of this condi-
tion. - '

The President has not decided yet whether restraint on Japanese
auto exports is a necessary part of a comprehensive package to
assist the automobile industry, but if the administration does
decide that restraint is needed, we believe we should first attempt
to get a voluntary commitment from the Japanese Government.

A legislative quota is inflexible and presents many problems. It
could be contrary to our GATT obligations and Japan could seek
compensation in the form of other trade concessions or by with-
drawing trade concessions from us.

Successful implementation of a voluntary restraint on Japanese
automobile exports would obviate the need for a bill imposing a
quota on imgorts of Japanese automobiles.

On the other hand, if the administration decides to pursue such
a course and it proves unsuccessful, it may then become necessary
to pursue alternative measures.

decision to seek restraint of Japanese auto exports would be
difficult for the costs as well as the benefits. We all know the
benefits. Import restraints wouldn’t solve the problems the U.S.
automobile industry has. Restraints should be part of a package
that would endeavor to assist the U.S. industri to solve its pro
lems by itself. They are not going to do the whole job, obviously.

But, the reemployed automobile workers would immediately stop
requiring unemployment benefits, and instead become taxpayers.

n the cost side, a good many seem to fear that restraint on
Japanese cars would drive car prices up sharply. I do not agree. I
believe existing market forces would minimize any price increases.

I don’t believe, in the first place, the Japanese auto firms would
try and soak the market for all they could during a period of
temporary restraint. I think that would be foolish on their part.
They would be concerned about the effect this would have on their
market position once restraint was ended.

On the U.S. side, a powerful market force that we must look at is
a million units of unutilized capacity to produce fuel-efficient,
small cars that now exists which would hold down price increases.
We have the capacity now in the industry to produce about 3
million of these cars. We are only producing about 2 million.

This means that even if Japanese exports were restrained, there
would be stiff competition amon% U.S. car companies to get the
added sales. It is a fact of business life, in a capital-intensive
industry, you do better by increasing your production, not raising
your prices.

Mr. Chairman, considerations such as these are still being dis-
cussed in the Auto Task Force. We are close to making our recom-
mendations to the President. I believe the administration will
shortly be able to announce an integrated package of actions to
assist the auto industry.

I believe an effort to help the industry by imposing a legislative
quota would be counterproductive at this time.
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May I add, Mr. Chairman, that on this overall issue we have
been subject to a barrage of editorials and comments that any kind
of action, even one taken voluntarily, is anti-free trade. _

Mag I say, free trade is very important to this administration.
The President supports it fully. You have heard him say many
times he is for free trade and fair trade. Free trade is something
that the world is working toward. We do not have it now. We
certainly do not have it in our relations with Japan.

I just simply, as a businessman, would note the fact that it has
been well-publicized that Secretary Lewis and I are on the same
side on this. I would say we are probably the only two who have
been dealing with the Japanese for the last 15 years, in the private
sector. Perhaps that is why we are so strong on these kind of
voluntary agreements.

You cannot argue this question in academia. I do not believe in
unilateral disarmament in our defense posture, and I do not believe
in unilateral disarmament in our trading picture either.

Thank you.

Senator DANFORTH. Ambassador Brock.

Mr. Brock. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I wish to make a few
points very briefly. As I have stated before, the current crisis in
the American automotive industry cannot be explained solely in
terms of imports.

It is a fact that the import share of U.S. auto market rose from
17.7 percent, 2 years ago, to 26.7 percent, in 1980, and was. 28.8
pelrcent last month, despite some recent recovery in domestic car
sales.

It is a fact the Japanese market share rose from 12 to 21 percent
over this same period and was 23.8 percent last month, an all-time

high.

%ut it is also a fact that of the 2.6 million unit sales decline in
U.S. built cars from 1978 to 1980, import substitution accounted for
just 400,000 units. This is but one reason why I have stated that
import restraints cannot be the sole solution to this industry’s
problem.

Reforms in capital formation, tax, and regulatory policies, as
well as those steps which must be taken by the U.S. companies and
labor themselves, are at the heart to the solution to the industry’s
problems and require primary and urgent attention.

As a first step, the President’s economic program must be en-
acted to foster additional capital for industrial expansion, to lower
interest rates, and to put money back in the pockets of our citizens
so that they can effectively purchase new cars, other durable goods
and homes, the demand for which has suffered so much under
previous economic policies. '

Many in the auto industry believe that some form of import
relief could contribute to the industry’s recovery by aiding and
generating additional cash flow in employment and by reducing
dealership losses.

They argue that the current depressed situation in the industry
and related industries is costing our economy billions of dollars in
lost gross national product, tax revenues and transfer payments to
unemployed workers.

71112 O—81——4
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Further, they argue that the U.S. market is the only major auto
market not protected by substantial tariffs or other barriers from
Ja&a‘nese exports. .

erefore,” some have come to the conclusion that the U.S.
market will be used to absorb increasing quantities of Japanese
exports as their manufacturers continue to increase their capacity
for parts, knockdown kits and finished, fully assembled vehicles,
particularly as the Japanese home market demand remains slug-
gish.

There is also concern about increased taxes on domestic Japa-
nese auto consumption which have been proposed, and in some
cases recently enacted, and their effect on trade.

The auto industry and labor leaders with whom I have talked
have agreed that a cutback in imports alone is not the major
solution to the long-term problem.

However, they do feel that something must be done quickly to
reverse the financial erosion in industry and give them time to
accomplish major investment plans that will lead to greater labor
productivity, to higher mileage and higher quality automobiles in
the future.

Others who also want the U.S. industry to become more competi-
tive argue that moderate import restrictions will not accomplish
that goal, and will instead, penalize other groups in the economy,
and possibly the industry itself.

Members of our committee, the Trade Policy Committee, which I
chair, have been and continue to consider seriously whether some
kind of import relief should be a necessary component in the
recovery package.

We have made no definitive suggestion or recommendation to the
President. We do hope, as a part of this process with Secretary
Lewis’ committee, to reach an early decision and to make that
decision public. ‘

I wish to make one reference to the chairman’s bill, S. 896, and
similar legislation which would impose unilateral export quotas on
Japan. In that regard, this administration is opposed to this partic-
ular method of relieving import pressure.

I should sag, parentheticallgf, as I said when this legislation was
introduced, that I welcome the initiative that the bill represents,
because it has raised the level of discussion, and has brought the
urgent problem to our attention, and I think to the Nation’s atten-
tion so that we can deal with it more correctly.

But this legislation as currently drafted does raise serious prob-
lems both with our commitments contained in the General Agree-
ment on Tariffs and Trade and with domestic law which provide a
mechanism for import relief.

It may be lelgsslble to draft legislation that is more consistent
with our GATT obligations and the thrust of the domestic import
relief statutes and removes these decisions from the political arena.

However, if import relief is necessary, negotiations still remain
Egeferable to legislative quotas. I think the chairman has indicated

is own willmgness to pursue that route. I appreciate that willing-
ness very much.

In stating that this administration prefers the negotiation route,
I want to make two points plainly.
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First, this administration firmly believes that the President
clearly has constitutiorally based authority to negotiate govern-
gxent—to—government restraint agreements on exports to the United

tates.

Furthermore, special legislation providing antitrust immunity to
parties involved in this agreement is not needed if such a restraint
agreement is implemented properly by the foreign government.

The Attorney General concurs with my views on this matter.

Second, while no decision has been made on the question of
relief, it does follow that the administration will reach a decision
with in a clear understanding of the law and on the basis of what
is in the best interests of the United States. That is precisely what
our task force is presently attempting to do.

Thank you.

- Senator DANFORTH. Thank you very much.

Senator Chafee.

Senator CHAFEE. Ambassador Brock, Mr. Baldrige a member of
the administration has made a pretty strong statement saying that
we certainly don’t have free trade with Japan. That is a pretty
strong indictment of your office and what your predecessor has
done. Is that an accurate statement?

Mr. Brock. It is very difficult to argue with the Secretary. Until
fairly recent times there were very severe limitations on American
sales of automobiles to Japan.

Senator CHAFEE. Yes, Mr. Brock, but it goes way beyond auto-
mobiles, We have heard testimony and statements from various
?enators saying it applies to beef and to a host of other exports to

apan.

I thought we had a GATT trade agreement with the Japanese.
Are we now hearing evidence from this administration, as Mr.
Baldrige stated, that we don’t have free trade with Japan?

Mr. Brock. Senator, It is important to note that perceptions lag
well behind reality. The Tokyo round in which this Nation and
Japan participated, did result in removal of significant trade bar-
riers, particularly tariffs. When those duty reductions are complet-
ed, the average Japanese tariff on dutiable imports will be 4.3
percent while the U.S. average tariff will be 4.6 percent.

The ultimate product of those negotiations was very constructive.
I think it is fair to say that the Japanese, in that particular round
of negotiations, agreed to more duty reductions than did we-—some
50 percent more reductions, as a matter of fact.

Senator CHAFEE. I don't want to spend too much time on this,
but I do suggest some school be conducted within the administra-
tion on the subject.

Mr. Brock. i,et me complete the thought because I think it is
impor(;;ant that we understand precisely where we are in this
regard.

irst, it is true, that there were huge and almost insurmountable
barriers to U.S. automobile sales in Japan until about 2 years ago.
The first reduction of those barriers occurred early in the 1970’s.
The last removal was in 1978.

Second, there remain today very significant barriers primarily in
such agricultural areas as beef, citrus, tobacco, and so on.
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Third, I think it is fair to say that while the legal barriers to
most manufactured products have been reduced, I imagine what
one might call social barriers remain. It is difficult for American
investors to buy into the Japanese distribution system. It is very
difficult for our manufacturers to sell in those markets because of
internal decisions made by the Japanese business community. That
does remain a problem.

Senator CHAFEE. Thank you.

Mr. Baldrige, you talked about short term limitations. What do
you mean by short term?

Mr. BALpriGE. I would say in the neighborhood of 3 to 5 years,
Senator. I think it would be unwise to go any further out than that
and it would not do much good to go less than that. So, that is the
general area we are talking about.

Senator CHAFEE. You also stated that there is a million units of
unused capacity in the United States for the fuel efficient cars, K
cars, et certera. Did I understand that correctly?

Mr. BALDRIGE. Yes.

Senator CHAFEE. So what is the problem? Why aren’t we selling
them? Is it price or is it quality?

Mr. BaLpriGe. Well, we just built the capacity in the very recent
past, and at a time when Japanese were very strong in the U.S.
market and the retooling effort.

We now have come up with the amount of capacity that we need.
What we have to do is have the U.S. public understand that we can
make small cars as efficiently and as inexpensively. and with as
good mileage as the Japanese do.

Senator CHAFEE. Is there a suggestion that this Nation, which
considers itself the premier advertising nation in the world, is
unable to advertise like the Japanese and sell a car?

Mr. BALbrIGE. Not if we can get off the present base and get
started, Senator. This capacity has come on so recently that we
have not had a chance to market the small cars for more than a
year. And not all of the big three have been able to do it even for a
year. I think that is why they need this short-term period that I
gmﬂt‘alking about in order to be able to demonstrate that they can

o that. ‘

Senator CHAFEE. Did you say 3 to 5 years?

Mr. BaLpriGe. Well, that is an estimate, Senator, yes.

Mr. Lewis. The 3 to 5 years, if I could just elaborate, is based on
the time for the companies to finish tooling up over this whole
product line. As you look at their product lines through 1987, it is
not going to be until 1984 and 1985 that their conversion will be
cgmpleted. Each year you will see more small cars coming on
stream.

Senator CHAFEE. This is where I have a problem with the testi-
mony. You say that they have to tool up to come on stream.
Secretary Baldrige says we have a million car unused capacity.
Which is it?
tool\fr' Lewis. First, I would like to finish my point. We do have to

p.

Th% second point is, to break even we need additional volume for

U.S. manufacturers of somewhere around 2 million units.
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The million units Mr. Baldrige is speaking of is gust coming on
stream. That can be absorbed in the market of 1982, and partially
this year. This is one of the reasons why I feel these restraints,
whether they end up being negotiated or jawboning, will end up -
not having much inflationary impact on our economy. It is very
much to the advantage of the U.S. manufacturers to use the
volume route to absorb this 750,000 to 1 million units and have an
ti\gg‘iltional 1 million or 2 million units coming on in 1982, 1983, and

So it is a combination of the two.

. Mr. Brock. May I add a final comment on this matter before we
move on to the next set of questions?

Senator DANFORTH. Yes.

Mr. Brock. I do not want to leave you with the wrong impression
in one area.

The fact is that with this increased capacity, U.S. manufacturers
will still have exorbitantly high costs. Those cosis can’t be assuaged
until large numbers of cars are sold. What we have is a situation
where an unprofitable industrr, for whatever reasons, has tried to
modernize, and now, as a result does have the capacity for smaller
cars. But those smaller cars are very high priced in relative terms
due to the costs associated with modernization.

Unless we improve the overall economic circumstances in this
country, those cars are not going to be sold. The capacity to pro-
duce such automobiles will not be utilized fulli;.

That is the fundamental problem. That is why the total economic
recovery is essential in any solution to this industry’s problems.

Senator DANFORTH. At the outset I would just like to underscore
what you have said so far.

First, that the American automobile industry is now in very bad
condition; 1980 was a bad year in the American automobile indus-
try. The losses were about $4 billion. '

Now, there were some widely publicized statistics coming out of
the Treasury Department which indicated that the automobile in-
dustry was now turning the corner and that 1981 would be a
profitable year. :

In your judgment, is 1981 going to be a profitable year or not a
profitable year for the American automobile industry?

Mr. LEwis. Let’s look at it manufacturer-by-manufacturer.

First of all, the figures that originally came from the Treasury
Department have been modified. They started out, I think, at $4
billion and it is down to a range of somewhere between a half-
billion and a billion dollars. ‘

Of the major manufacturers, the only one that will make money
in my judgment, in 1981, is General Motors. Their profits will have
to oftset the losses of AMC, Volkswagen, Chrysler, and Ford.

Mr. BALDRIGE. They will not be able to do this. I think Secretary
Lewis and I both agree.

Mr. Lewis. I think we have a better chance of break-even-to-a-
loss than we do of any profit in this automotive industry. This
increases the gap which has to be filled in terms of future tooling
for small cars. '

Senator DANFORTH. Now it is said that the U.S. automobile in-
dustry has got to come up with some $70 to $80 billion over the
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next 5 years for Flant modernization and new equipment. Would it
not be difficult for the American automobile industry to find the
available resources to retool if it is going to have yet another
unprofitable year?

r. BALDRIGE. Yes, that's the whole point, Senator. The profits
are one thing. But in financing for retooling, cash flow is much
more important. The fact is that the 1981 and 1982 cash flows for
t{lxe a:dtomotive industry as a whole are going to be significantly in
the red.

That means that they have to finance on the outside. Getting
financing on the outside depends a great deal on the confidence
that the people who are lending the money have on the future of
the automotive industry. All this ties together.

Senator DANFORTH. Second, it is my understanding from your
testimony is that the tremendous improvements needed over the
next few years in the American car industry are at least in part
the responsibility of Government, and that governmental policy
creatgd or helped to create this situation; is that a correct state-
ment?

Mr. Lewis. That is correct. I think that we have all testified to
that effect, as have most of your other witnesses.

Senator DANFORTH. Third, Secretary Baldrige, it was my under-
standing that your view is that negotiated restraints with the
Japanese would not necessarily be inflationary.

ne of the arguments made against restraints is that it has a
great inflationary effect. Your view is that that is not necessarily
the case and that the effect of restraints would not necessarily be
felt in increased prices for automobiles.

Mr. BawpriGe. I think we are talking about two different cases,
Senator. 1 indicated that in my opinion, voluntary restraints,
simply because they are voluntary and short lived, will not have a
large inflationary effect. It is impossible to guess exactly how
much, but it would be from neutral to a very small one.

I believe legislative restraint would put a ceiling or floor of -
indeterminate length that would tend to create an inflationary
bias. I think there is a difference between the {wo.

And,-in spite of Senator Chafee’s first question about free trade,
the definition is a very narrow one when you just talk about the
GATT restriction.

We have negotiated those tariff barriers down. That is absolutely
true. It is the nontariff barriers I was talking about that have
:ff%ctively blocked trading. That is why I said we didn’t have free
rade.

Now if we go to the legislative quota, all of a sudden we are
{)_utting up our own nontariff barriers which would invite retribu-
ion.

So, what I was testifying in favor of, in effect, was a voluntary
restraint.

Senator DANFORTH. Then, Ambassador Brock, it is my under-
standing that you said that without additional legislation the ad-
ministration does have the legal authority to negotiate restraints
with the Japanese. -

Mr. Brock. Absolutely.

Senator DANFORTH. Senator Symms.
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Senator Symms. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Gentlemen, I want to welcome all of you here to the committee
- this morning. I have five questions I would like to ask, and under
the 5-minute rule, I would appreciate it if you could try to keep
yo(tlu' answers brief. I think you can answer them in a very short
order.

First off, Ambassador Brock, with the GATT safeguard prov’-
sions, under article XIX are the provisions under article XIX, of
the GATT, antifree trade or are they necessary pressure release
mechanisms, in your opinion? _

Sen(tlator DANFORTH. Senator Symms, if you could just withhold a
second.

Secretary Lewis, what is your present situation with respect to
leaving or staying? .

Mr. LEwis. Twenty minutes late for my last appointment, and I
have 10 minutes to the next one. If there are questions I can
answer, you do have three of us here.

. Senator DaANFORTH. It may be that we could direct our attention
to Secretary Lewis.

Mr. LEwis. Just don’t ask me that one, will you? [Laughter.)

Senator Symms. I will ask you this question. Does the Transpor-
tation Department intend to work with the American automobile
industry in an effort to establish realistic and attainable standards
80 t.l?mat the American automobile manufacturers may be competi-
tive?

Mr. LEwis. There is no question about that. We don’t plan to
impose more restrictions on them, but we do plan ‘to work with
them, mainly in the area of safety, of environmental protection
controls, regulatory problems. Also, we would like to encourage
them, if we have a reduction in Japanese imports, to have a re-
sponsible pricing policy. :

Senator Symms. Does the Department intend to work with the
auto industry on also revising the standards on light trucks?

Mr. Lewis. Yes, we do. We will be working on the standards. I
should point out in this whole area that a large measure of this
program will be implemented by the Department of Transportation
and the Department of Commerce.

In point of fact, this study probably should have been in the
g‘epartment of Commerce. We will be working very closely with

em. -

Senator Symms. I don’t have any further questions for Mr. Lewis.
Those are my questions of him. Thank you very much.

Mr. Lewis. Thank you, Senator Symmes.

Senator DANFORTH. Senator Boren.

Senator BoreN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Very briefly, Mr. Secretary. One of the prol;\)osed savings in the
current budget that has been proposed by the administration is
savings in the area of unemployment compensation, trade adjust-
ment assistance and the rest of some $2.5 billion proposed by Mr.
Stockman and others in the administration. Certainly this is a goal
which I strongly support, having served as chairman of that sub- .
committee, last year, and pushed some of these changes myself.

But, as a practical matter, don’t you think we have a much
greater chance of achieving these savings in these areas if it is
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obvious that the administration is going to work toward a fair
trade policy that will not subject us, as Secretary Baldrige has said,
to a unilateral disarmament in the area of trade negotiations.

Mr. Lewis. I don’t think there is any question that that is cor-
rect. If we expect to get concessions out of the United Auto Work-
ers, it is only going to be on the basis that, for some of the things
they are giving up, they see more jobs for their people.

Senator DANFORTH. Senator Baucus.

Senator Baucus. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Secretary, most people today feel that accelerated depreci-
ation is going to help basic American industry get out of some of
its doldrums. The administration is supporting the 10-5-3 plan, as
you know. This committee, last year, passed out a depreciation
schedule called 2-4-7-10.

I am wondering, in the transportation field generally, to what
degree actually, practically, candidly, will 10-5-3 and other similar
depreciation bills help industry, that is, the transportation indus-
try, particularly where they aren’t earning a profit? If you are
going to accelerate depreciation you have to have a profit.

Mr. LEwis. As Ambassador Brock has pointed out, the Presi-
dent’s economic package, long term, will be of great help to this
industry.

In point of fact, probably through 1986, Chrysler will get no
benefit whatsoever from these tax measures.

Ford, at least through 1985.

It is questionable that in either 1982 or 1983, Volkswagen or
American Motors will get any benefit.

The only company that will receive any benefit from these tax
accelerated depreciations, and other tax measures, will .be General
Motors, which really puts them at a competitive advantage over
the four that are already in trouble.

Senator Baucus. So, don’t we have to think through more clearly
what kind of tax program we should pass in order to help indus-
tries that need the help?

Mr. Lewis. That is correct, however, if we do something on
imports and there is a rollback of the wages of the United Auto
Workers, we can reduce the price of cars $150 to $300 and reducing
regulatory burdens will probably add another $50 or $100.

There are ways we can reduce the price of automobiles without
having some kind of direct tax benefit that is highly inflationary.

Senator Baucus. Thank you. :

Senator DANFORTH. Senator Boren.

Senator BoreN. Mr. Lewis, I heard you make reference to over-
time cars, I believe, in your statement. You mention that the cars
being produced eliminate the overtime cars, overtime workers
being produced in Japan that would solve the problem or go a long
way toward meeting the kinds of restrictions on sales in this coun-
try that we think would be helpful.

Could you spell out what you mean by that, because I think it is
very important when we talk about equity in trading relationships
between our two countries, and when we think of the massive
unemployment in this country and the problem we now have, do I
understand you correctly to mean that without throwing people out
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of work in Japan, by simply eliminating some of those cars pro-
duced by overtime workers——

Mr. LEwis. That is correct. In the Japanese production, it is
estimated that somewhere between 400,000 and 800,000 cars dper
year are produced on overtime. If we eliminate that there would be
no impact in terms of unemployment.

In addition to that, they are now planning about a 20-percent
increase in their capacity. You combine that with the overtime,
and we have a real problem, not only now but 1, 2, 3 years out.

Senator BoreN. That comment astounds me. Let me just say I
think it points out we are not here arguing about free trade. We
are here very much talking about trade equity and trade policies
between the two countries. When we think about the fact that
their restrictions cause our cars to cost three times as much sold in
their domestic market, when we think about the restrictions on our
agricultural goods, and then to consider that there has not been
movement toward some self-restraint in this area, voluntarily nego-
tiated with us, I think it makes it clear to all of us it is not a
matter here of free trade, it is a matter of trading equity within
the bounds that we are now working.

I appreciate your bringing that out.

Senator DANFORTH. Senator Chafee.

“enator CHAFEE. Yes.

Senator DANFORTH. We will have you out in 5 minutes. I guaran-
tee that.

Mr. LEwis. No, no, no problem.

Senator CHAFEE. Mr. Lewis, you said in your testimony that 1
out of 6 people are employed in this industry. You weren’t meaning
to give the impression that if Ford, General Motors, and Chrysler
went broke, that 1 out of every 6 people in the country would be
out of a job. Many of these people are involved in service, repairs,
gasoline, spare parts—a host of activity associated with the auto-
mobile industry; am I correct?

Mr. Lewis. You are correct, but I am not just talking in my
comments about Ford, General Motors, and Chrysler. There are
40,000 suppliers at a minimum, to the automotive industry. The
suppliers, which we haven’t even discussed here today, in large
palrt, are in worse shape than the automotive manufacturers them-
selves.

So, a combination of the two, plus some peripheral industries,
means we are talking about 1 out of 6.

Senator CHAFEE. In your testimony, you said one of the problems
giving the U.S. automobile industry difficulties has been the ‘“‘ex-
cessive and costly regulations imposed on the industry by the Gov-
9rgm¢€nt ”have also contributed to the present problems of the
industry.

Are there any regulations imposed on American manufacturers
as fa:ts gs gas mileage, and emissions, that are not imposed on
‘im ?

r. LEwis. No, there are not.

Senator CHAFEE. In other words, the importers meet all the

regulations that the domestic manufacturers do?
r. Lewis. That is correct.
Senator CHAFEE. What do you mean by this statement?
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Mr. Lewis. The added cost to a car, whether it is our car or a
Japanese car is somewhere between $600 and $800, due to regula-
tions. Actually, some of those regulations have been very produc-
tive. Others are at the point where they are counterproductive.

Senator CHAFEE. But are they imposed equally across the board,
and not solely on U.S. manufactured vehicles?

Mr. LEwis. That is correct.

Senator CHAFEE. Did you say that Volkswagen was losing money
or would lose money in 1981 or was that Mr. Baldrige?

Mr. LEwis. Volkswagen, in America, lost money in 1980. It is
tllgsticipated they would either break even or lose a small amount in

1.

Senator CHAFEE. Why is that? This car gets long mileage and
does everything that we say a car should do.

Mr. Lewis. Well, a large portion of Volkswagens are manufac-
tured in Germany and their manufacturing rates are approximate-
ly the same as ours. Therefore, they don’t have the landed cost
advantage of somewhere between $1,500 and $1,800 that the Japa-
nese have.

There are cars that are produced in America, fundamentally, in
western Pennsylvania, and are highly competitive. And, of course
Volkswagen is affected by the generally depressed market, as is
everyone else.

Senator CHAFEE. You have been listening to the testimony today,
and as you know, one of my deep concerns is that the wage work-
ers, the employees of the automobile industry, are among the high-
est paid production workers. I suppose they are the highest paid
production workers in the United States.

But you indicated that there is no reason they should or would
take a cut without some guarantees on the part of the U.S. Govern-

ment.

* I find that a little difficult to accept. You are saying to us that
the U.S. Government has to contradict long-established policy in
order for these people to do something to preserve their own jobs.

Would you explain that a little further?

Mr. LEwis. Yes, I will try to. If you look at the automotive
manufacturers in America and with their competitive disadvan-
tage, it is very much to Ford’s advantage to not invest in U.S. jobs
and plants. If there is not some kind of improvement in this
industry, you can see a fleeing of the Ford investments to Mexico,
to Europe, and wherever they can find a place where they can get
a labor advantage. .

So there is a feeling in the industry, on the part of the industry,
of moving out. If the United Auto Workers recognize that there is
going to be no support from the U.S. Government for this industry,
in my judgment, their inclination will be they might as well sit
there with a high paid job than take a reduction and be out of
work under either case.

This is not something that I am saying is going to be imposed by
the Government. I am saying that this is a practical matter of
labor-management negotiations, has been and will continue to be
in the future.

Senator CHAFEE. Thank you, Mr. Lewis.
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Senator Symms. Thank you very much. Mr. Secretary, I will just
ask you one question, and then I will be through. If this gentleman
ou mentioned or person does get the agency to sell American cars
In Japan this coming year, will they be able to advertise those
same automobiles by Japanese advertisin%?

Mr. Lewis. That point was brought up by somebody else, not me.
Wasn't that brought up by Senator Riegle?

Senator Symms. They won'’t be?

Mr. LEwis. Excuse me. You are talking about somebody going to
Japan to open up a car dealership?

nator SyMms. My question to you is, if your friend does get the
dealershi;» in Japan, will he be able to advertise the American cars
in Japan’

Mr. Lewis. I do not know. That is not my friend that was being
discussed.

Senator Symms. OK. Thank you very much. I appreciate your
being here.

Senator DANFORTH. Secretary Lewis, one comment and one last
question. The comment is this: With respect to Senator Boren’s
point on the administration’s program to try to reduce the budget
deficit, articularly in connection with unemployment compensa-
tion ang trade adjustment assistance, I would think that the ad-
ministration is going to have substantially more difficulty saving
money in that part of the budget if it does not negotiate restraints
with the Japanese.

I don’t think it will be easy for the administration to have it both
ways.

Mr. Lewis. I think that is right.

Furthermore, the inflationary impact that Secretary Baldrige
was talking about is largely offset by a combination of accelerated
investment, because of improved cash flow, the reduction in unem-
ployment compensation and a reduction in trade adjustment assist-
ance, in addition to more people being employed productively in
the economy.

c St?), a large part of the inflationary impact is blunted by these
actors.

Senator DANFORTH. Now, let me just ask you this final question:
I know the President has not made his decision as yet, but do you
believe that import restraints are a necessary part of any recovery
program for the U.S. auto industry?

Mr. Lewis. I feel it would be very much to the advantage of the
automotive industry and the American economy if we had some
kind r(t)f negotiated import restraints. It would be my position in the
report.

nator DANFORTH. Thank you very much.

Senator CHAFEE. Mr. Lewis and Mr. Baldrige, do you believe that
the emgloyment in the automobile industry will ever reach the
peaks that it has in the past?

There has been a good deal of suggestion that those days are
gone forever due to a whole series of steps such as increased
automation and the need for recognition in the UAW of greater
productivity on the part of the individual.

Mr. LEwis. There is no question that we are now entering a
period of a small car, no growth market. We anticipate that 3 or 4
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years from now, there will still be probably 200,000 to 400,000 less
people employed in this industry than at its peak, in 1978,

e do see a significant improvement, however, over the next 4
years, under the conditions we are proposing here today.

Senator CHAFEE. But, with or without legislation or Executive
order, as Mr. Brock suggests, there is still going to be a drain on
the trade adjustment assistance fund. There is still going to be a
substantial drain in the unemployment compensation fund and the
matters you talked about before. Is that not correct?

Mr. BALDRIGE. Yes, there will be Senator. But the main point
here is that we should recognize what you said first, we will never,
probably never, return to the heights of employment that we had
in the past.

The problem we are facing now is not to lose our automobile
industry to offshore production.

It is very possible if things do not improve, that it would make
more economic sense for Ford to go to the Far East, for General
Motors to disperse some more of their plants abroad.

We see Chrysler presently in trouble. If the situation doesn’t
improve, they could be out of business or bought up by somebody
outside our shores.

Now we can say that is well and good and water should seek its
own level. But there have been too many jobs lost, too many
reasons for this situation. It could be cured if we had some kind
of—I emphasize, voluntary restraint.

I think it is too large an issue to just dismiss with a cavalier
statement that a voluntary restraint, for example, is a free trade
problem and so forth.

Senator CHAFEE. Well, I don’t think anybody is being cavalier
around here. I think we see a lot of difficult problems.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator DANFORTH. Secretary Lewis, you are free to leave. I very
much appreciate your presence.

Mr. Lewis. Thank you.

Senator DANFORTH. I would like to ask a few questions of you,
Ambassador Brock and Secretary Baldrige.

Thank you very much.

Mr. Lewis. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Senator DANFORTH. Ambassador Brock, I would like to ask you, if
I might, a few questions. First of all, it is my understanding that
major European countries have had discussions with the Japanese,
or are in the process of discussions with the Japanese in connection
with restraining Japanese automobile imports into Europe.

Is that correct? If it is correct, could you elaborate?

Mr. Brock. It is correct. Today there are severe restraints on the
importation of Japanese automobiles to some European countries.
As I said in my testimony, we are the only country in the world
that does not have some barrier to the importation of Japanese
automobile products.

Even Germany, which is cited as the greatest exponent of free
markets in Europe, has a tariff rate of 11 percent which is well in
excess of three times our own tariff rate of 2.9 percent.

In France, the limit on imports of Japanese cars is at about 3
percent market penetration.
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In England, the limit is about 10 percent.

In Italy, Japanese auto imports are limited to approximately
2,000 cars per year, which is one-tenth of 1 percent market pene-
tration. _

There are serious constraints on Japanese production for these
markets, as a result.

Senator DANFORTH. Have the Japanese been parties to negotia-
tions or discussions with the European countries?

Mr. Brock. Japan and the European nations have had quite a
few discussions. Most of these barriers are unilateral, but some are
by mutual consent.

Senator DANFORTH. Has Japan retaliated against Europe because
of these restrictions?

- Mr. Brock. No, not to my knowledge.

Senator DANrForRTH. Have they sought to take any European
countries to GATT to seek compensation?

Mr. Brock. No, not as far as I know. The possibility has been
raised on the part of one or more European countries that they
would suggest going to GATT under the injury test. But, as far as I
know, there has been no——

- Senator DANFORTH. But the Japanese have not gone to GATT to
seek compensation from Europe as a result of European restraints
on exports of cars from Japan into Europe?

Mr. Brock. No.

Senator DaANFORTH. Has Japan increased, or is it in the process
of increasing, its production capacity?

Mr. Brock. Japan is in the process of increasing its capacity. We
have had discussions with the Japanese officials. They suggest that
most of the present investments are being made in order to go to a
front-wheel drive car. They suggest that most of the production
\évhich will come from that will go to nations other than the United

tates.

But there is an increase in capacity coming in the next 2 to 3
years.

Senator DANFORTH. Have the Japanese signaled to the U.S. Gov-
ernment a willingness to at least consider or to discuss limitations
on exports of automobiles from Japan to the United States?

Mr. Brock. Today, Senator, I have, as has Secretary Baldrige and
others, simply told them that we have a very serious problem. We
have not suggested specific negotiations nor have we suggested any
numerical target.

The Japanese have indicated a willingness to discuss the matter,
if and when we reach our own decisions. But my position has been
:_ha: the most important step is to see what we can do at home
irst.

As I have told you on other occasions, we first must determine
what Government tax and regulatory chanies must take place and
what steps management and labor will take within this country,
gg% then we will be in a position to discuss what else might need to

one.

Senator DANFORTH. Secretary Baldrige, I have raised the ques-
tion with a number of people in the administration as to a specific
tax program for the automobile industry. Now, since the auto-
mobile industry is not profitable, it doesn’t pay taxes.
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So, any kind of tax relief for the automobile industry would have
tc take the form of refundable tax credits or an investment credit
carryback of some sort.

It is my understanding that the chances of that kind of program
being agreed to by the administration is very slim; is that correct?

Mr. BALPRIGE. I would agree with that, Senator. It would set the
kind of precedent that could make the followup very difficult.

Senator DANFORTH. It would seem to me that if the chances of
specific tax relief for this indusiry are remote or nonexistent on
the part of the administration, then the other portions of what we
are going to do for the automobile industry seem to be fairly thin.

I happen to agree that import restraints are not the be-all and
end-all. They cannot stand alone as the answer to the automobile
industry’s problem. It seems to me there are all kinds of things
that Government could do by way of specifically directed tax relief.
But I don’t think the administration is going to agree to that.

There are some possibilities with respect to regulatory relief that
might be possible. In my own view, that would be just a fraction, a
small fraction, of the total answer.

Then, it wcuald seem to me that import restraints—and I would
rather have them voluntary and negotiated too—while only a part
of the answer, are an absolutely essential part of the answer if we
are to save this industry.

Would either of you have any comments on this?

Mr. BALDRIGE. Senator, I think the biggest help the automobile
industry in the United States could get by far is the early success
of the President’s economic recovery program. If inflation is re-
duced and if interest rates are reduced, that will help the United
States automobile industry more than any kind of directed tax
credits, import restraints, or anything else.

What we are talking about here is some temporary running
room until those programs can take effect. Because, when we see
the day that interest rates are btack down to some reasonable
figure again, we will see automobile sales, as well as housing sales,
g0 up.

Senator DANFORTH. That running room is important.

Mr. BALDRIGE. Yes, sir, I think so.

Mr. Brock. I am reluctant to forgo the possibility of additional
tax action, Senator. I know the difficulty involved, but were one to
calculate the costs and benefits of very severe rollback in imports
as opposed to a significant form of tax relief, it is quite possible
that the net cost-to the American people would be less by domestic
action than it would be as a result of import restrictions. '

It is also possible that an effecitve and cost efficient combination
o{‘_ mhgaging the two, together with other actions, could be accom-
plished. ‘

I do want to make one additional point, and that is that -the
regulatory relief is not a small item. The Ford Motor Co. estimate
that I reviewed this week showed that cost-effective, fundamental
gegiléggory reforms could infuse into the industry, $5 billion a year

y . ,

That is an enormous sum of additional cash flow that would
become available to the automobile industry. It would present a
great opportunity for changing the mix of this industry.” .
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Senator DANFORTH. Senator I%gmms
..Senator Symms. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Ambassador Brock, I want to pursue the question that I brought
up with Secretary Lewis. Let us say if you, or I, or any other
American gets a General Motors, Chrysler, Ford, or AMC dealer-
ship in Tokyo, are we allowed to go in and advertise and compete
with the Japanese auto industry, in Japan?

Mr. Brock. As far es I know, we are. The problem has been in
obtaining that Japanese dealership. But, once we get it, I under-
stand we can advertise.

Senator Symms. I had been led to believe that you couldn’t even
advertise an American automobile in Japan. ‘

Mr. Brock. I am not aware of that problem. ‘

Senator Symms. Secretary Baldrige, would you—do you know
about that?

Mr. BALDRIGE. I heard of it second or third hand. I really don’t

know enough about it to call it a fact. I know the process of getting
a dealership gets into the earlier statement I made about there is
no complete free trade in the world. When we are talking about
these nontariff barriers I am including that.
. Senator Symms. In light of this, then, do you think what you are
telling me, and what I have stated earlier that in order to have
free}:1 tra;le it has to be fair trade, and, are the Japanese free traders
with us?

Mr. BALDRIGE. Yes. We have to be so?histicated enough as a
country to understand that once the tariff barriers are down, and
that problem is on its way to relief now with the GATT action,
then other kinds of barriers, nontariff barriers remain. In the next
10 years, I think we will be negotiating subsidies down, because
other barriers will be lower, and individual countries will be using
different forms of subsidies to help their industries against ours.

So that will present us with another kind of nontariff barrier.

Mr. Brock. I wish to add a few remarks to Secretary Baldrige’s
last statement. There is one clear area of discrimination that does

-now exist and it is in the form of the Japanese commodities tax.

Presently, Japan levies a tax of 15 percent on cars with less than
a 2,000 cc. engine, and 20 percent on cars with more than a 2,000
cc. engine.

We have remarkably competent engineering in the domestic
automobile industry that has produced some impressive results. It
is irrational to suggest that to go from 1,999 cc. to 2,000 cc; in other
words, one cubic centimeter of additional size, is going to make a
difference in consumption. :

As a matter of fact, some of our automobile engines are more
fuel efficient although they are larger than the Japanese. They are
more powerful and larger, but they are still more efficient than the
Japanese engines.

et, the Japanese commodity tax clearly is a discriminatory tax
because of its effect upon our product mix.

Senator SymMms. Well, Mr. Ambassador, let me just pursue right
on in that where you say it is a clear case of discrimination.

.Mr. Brock. Yes.

Senator Symms. Under article XIX of the GATT agreement, isn’t
that what that is about, we are supposed to use pressure release



60

mechanisms to try to make corrections? If that is so, why does the
press and those who support free trade in the United States label
that as protectionist? ,

I thought when we passed the GATT agreement, in the Congress,
and got it agreed to, that it was supposed to be a mark toward a
better trading relationship with our partners.

Now, we have the same people saying if you try to invoke what
is in article XIX, if I understand the GATT agreement correctly,
that you are being protectionist, or do these people just want to
have selective compliance with the GATT?

Mr. Brock. No. A distinction must be made between the present
product mix that we have and the product mix that exists in the
Japanese manufacturing group. That is a very different question
from the content of the GATT statement, which says that one
nation’s laws or rules can’t discriminate against a particular coun-
try.
In this particular case, we don’t have relief opportunity available
under the GATT.

As a matter of fact, if the United States were to impose legisla-
tive quotas as the present Danforth bill proposes, I frankly believe
that the United States would have some trouble answering the
questions which would arise from our obligations under GATT.

Senator Symms. What is their policy though on lumber, tobacco,
beef, citrus, aluminum; don’t they restrict those commodities?

Mr. Brock. Yes; they do. We are engaged in fairly constant
negotiations to improve those circumstances. Most of the effort has
been on a bilateral basis, and that approach will continue, because
that is where we think we can be most successful.

Senator Symms. Is section 201 of the Trade Act of 1974 adequate
to handle matters such as the auto problem?

Mr. Brock. Generally, yes. I discussed this in my confirmation
before this committee, and in talks with Senator Moynihan, we do
need more case law developed in the application of the GATT
agreement, in order to develop a set of precedents and rules within
which we can operate.

But, with the exception of the safeguards area, I think we are in
good shape under the GATT agreement. Now it is a matter of
im&ementation.

. ?nator SymmMms. Some of you ITC members have been discussing
this?

Mr. Brock. Yes.

Senator Symms. Mr. Chairman, I know my time is up. But I
would just like to say that it was my understanding that under
article XIX of GATT, provides that in the event an industry of one
particular nation is being hurt by exports of another, that they
have the right to negotiate some type of agreement.

Mr. Brock. The Senator is absolutely correct.

Senator Symms. We agree on that; don’t we?

Mr. Brock. Yes; but you remember that last year, Ford and the
UAW did file for relief to GATT, and the ITC ruled that the
greater injury came from the domestic circumstances of our overall
‘9conc;r:18y, from interest rates and the recession rather than from
imports. g
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As I said in my statement, we have been unable to identify more
than 400,000 units of sales which have been displaced by imports.

So, again, my position has been that those steps necessary to
correct economic and productivity problems here at home must be
taken first, and then the question of.imports can be viewed from a
more rational context.

Senator Symms. Thank you very much.

- Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Thank you both for being here.

Mr. Brock. Thank you.

Mr. BALDRIGE. Thank you, Senator.

Senator DANFORTH. Senator Baucus.

Senator Baucus. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Ambassador Brock, do you know what effect this bill would have
on our auto pact with Canada?

Mr. Brock. It is difficult to foresee all of the effects. The Canadi-
ans would be very concerned about any action that was taken
unilaterally by the United States because of the agreement we
have on automobiles.

Senator Baucus. Have you heard yet from Canada on this?

Mr. Brock. Yes; I have had some discussions with the Canadians
on the matter. They would like very much to be included in any
consideration of import restraint.

Senator Baucus. But as the bill now stands, is it fair to say they
are opposed to this kind of action on our part?

Mr. Brock. They have not specifically referenced this bill. They
have expressed a strong concern that the U.S. Government stay in
close consultation with them. They would like for us to treat this
problem as a North American problem rather than simply a
United States problem.

Senator Baucus. What efforts is your office undertaking to try to
lower Japanese tariff and nontariff trade barriers to our products?

Mr. Brock. The United States completed a tobacco agreement
last fall, under the previous administration.

In December, we completed a procurement agrecement known as
the NTT agreement, which will allow us access to Japanese Gov-
ernment procurement, most notably in the area of telecommunica-
tions and the related fields.

Senator Baucus. Are we doing anything in grain or beef?

Mr. Brock. Japan imports a good deal of U.S. grain, soybeans,
and similar base crops. Yet, there still exist some very severe
fglftraints upon imports of beef, leather, citrus products, and the
ike. :

Senator Baucus. Yes, but as you know, with their subsidy pro-

am, a bushel of American wheat might sell in America for about

3.50, close to $4 a bushel. By the time it is shipped to Japan and
bought by the miller, processed and sold as flour to the baker, and
so forth, with all of the tariffs they impose on it, it is more than
twice the cost to the Japanese consumer of that bushel of wheat,
thaél it is to the American consumer. That is a kind of barrier to
rade.

Mr. Brock. It is not only a barrier to trade, it seems to me that
those types of tariffs are of enormous inflationary consequences to

71-112 0—81——5
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the Japanese economy itself. It appears to me that it would be in
Ja'gan’s interest to reduce some of those barriers.

here is a general agreement under the Tokyo Round to gradual-
ly reduce these barriers during the next few years, as you know.

Such a reduction or elimination of barriers will be in our inter-
estilbut I believe that it will also prove to be in Japan’s interest as
well.

Senator Baucus. I strongly encourage you. I am sure I speak for
other Western Senators in being a little more aggressive, frankly,
{)n encouraging Japan and the European countries in lowering their

arriers.

That is one of the reasons I am on this bill, as a cosponsor. I
have problems with the bill. I think we have to do something to
encourage American production. I do not know if import restric-
tions are the best way. Frankly, I think there are severe problems
with restrictions. I, along with the chairman, hope we can negoti-
ate a resolution with the Japanese Government.

Second, I want to encourage you =nd others to encourage Japan
and European countries to lower their barriers because, as Secre-
tary Baldrige said earlier, we don’t have free trade with Japan,
particularly because of the nontariff trade barriers that that coun-
try imposes on our products.

I don’t care whether they call them tariff barriers or nontariff
barriers, they are still barriers to trade.

Japanese like to jokingly pass it off as a language barrier. Well,
it is much, much more difficult than that; in fact, that is not the
problem at all. It is not the language, it is the other internal
problems Japan imposes upon us.

So, I encourage you to work even more strongly than you have in
the past to get Japan and other countries to lower their barriers to
our products.

Mr. Brock. We will do precisely that.

Senator Baucus. Thank you.

Senator DANFORTH. Senator Chafee.

Senator CHAFEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Baldrige, I would like to call your attention to an article that
Senator Stevenson, who gave a good deal of thought to this whole
matter wrote, in which he said as follows:

If imports are not the problem, can trade protection be the solution? Not accord-
in‘%to the President’s Council of Economic Advisers and the Congressional Budget
Office. They calculate that even a 20 percent cut in imports would add $400 billion
to new car prices and bring only 16,000 of some 190,000 laid-off auto workers back to
the production line.

ese figures translate into a cost to consumers of $245,000 for every auto job
regained.

Could you comment on that? Do you know whether this is accu-
rate? I might point out that that is a 50-percent cut.

Senator Levin has asked for what would amount to a 100-percent
cut in imports. It is not a 100-percent cut. Excuse me. It is a 50-
percent.cut. :

Mr. BALDRIGE. Senator, we are, seeing opinions from the groves
of academe that are, let us say, somewhat opposed to what I believe
the facts will end up as. I do not agree with those figures on
inflation. That study was made in a static situation, just assuming
one set of base line facts. , , .
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In the real world, there are concurrent actions going on that will
have an effect one way or another on every such study of inflation.

It is true, of course, that voluntary restraints on imports by
themselves will not solve the problem. It is true, of course, that
having a major ban on imf)orta of some kind, voluntary or legal,
will rot bring the automobile industry back to health.

But, at the same time, it is like correcting any situation, there is
no one thing that is going to solve any problem. This is part of an
overall package that we have to put together and it has to be done
voluntarily on all sides. An overall solution depends on this as one
of the several things.

I think it is unfair to argue against this, simply because it will
not accomplish the job by itself.

I think Ambassador Brock might have a thought on that, too.

Mr. Brock. Yes. Let me just add one point. I studied the CEA
analysis carefully. What is cited in the Stevenson article is their
worst case scenario were we to impose a rollback on imports of
approximately 20 percent and the U.S. automobile manufacturers
do not act then to increase volume, but rather simply to increase
price.

At the manufacturers’ maximum cash flow option, the case you
cite is the most destructive in terms of overall economic impact. It
- is the most destructive in terms of not relieving us of the unem-
ployment problem, and on the job side, but it is also the most
destructive in terms of creating new, additional inflationary pres-
sures.

The Council of Economic Advisers study also has higher esti-
mates for employment if U.S. manufacturers respond by increasing
the volume rather than price.

Mr. BALDRIGE. I do not think it is a likely case, either.

Senator CHAFEE. There has been some sug estion that a major
contributing factor to the problems of the U.S. auto industry is the
fact that we can’t sell automobiles in Japan.

I personally feel that is a diversionary discussion. What is the
entire U.S. automobile sales market in Japan? If we sold every
automobile that was sold in Japan, would that make a significant
difference?

How many automobiles are sold in a year in Japan? Do you
know, Mr. Brock?

Mr. Brock. Yes. There are about 5 million automobiles sold in
Jayfan annually. It is a very healthy market. U.S. manufacturers

11 about 29,000 units in the Japaneses market each year. There
are many problems ﬁresently. e don’t have a distributorship
network established there as yet and we are having difficulty ac-
quiring such a network.

I have received an illustrative letter from an individual, who as a
U.S. citizen in Japan tried to buy a U.S. car. He did buy one in
New York, when Japan removed their import tax and proceeded to
ship it to Japan. He paid, approximately, $7,500 for a new Pontiac,
about 3 or 4 years aﬁo. When he wrote the letter, it was 6 months
after he had brought the car to Japan and it was still in the
warehouse because the car had not met their changed require-
ments on safety standards, and on pollution standards, and he
already paid $20,000. ,
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B Seggtor CHAFEE. Doesn’t that go right back to your job, Mr.
m s .

Mr. Brock. Yes, it does.

Senator CHAFEE. If there are problems here, who else do we turn
to, but you? .

Mr. Brock. I am looking at you, Senator. I am right here.
[Laughter.] ‘

Senator CHAFEE. I know you are looking at me. In other words, -

we are hearing a flow of criticism directed right at your office.

I am not joining in it. I am just saying that Mr. Baldrige is
throwing harpoons at you. [Laughter.]

Senator CHAFEE. So are a host of others up here. You are respon-
sible for no beef going there, for not enough soybeans, for not
enough wheat.

I just want to make that point.

ow, Secretary Baldrige, I need some help. You say that there is
a 1 million unit unused capacity in the United States, for produc-
ing the small, economic, gas efficient automobile that would take
up the slack.

Mr. BALDRIGE. It is just coming on stream this year.

Senator CHAFEE. It must be there, because the automobile manu-
facturers offered rebates in order to encourage Igurchasing of cars.

These rebates, as I understand, apply to the K cars as well as to
the bigger fuel-inefficient cars; is that not so?

Mr. BALDRIGE. Yes, sir, but one of the main reasons they went
into rebate is that our sales in the U.S. automotive industry, in
January and February, were significantly lower than they were a
year ago.

Never mind talking about taking up the new capacity that was
built last year, they didn’t sell enough in January and February to
equal what they sold last year, which was really a disastrous car
year.

Senator CHAFEE. Well now, tell me what’s the problem? Is the
problem that we don’t have quality or we don’t have price? What is
the matter with the U.S. automobiles? If we have the market, if we
have the productive capacity, why are they not selling?

Mr. BaLpriGe. Well, Senator, if you want to look at the whole
picture, obviously the matter with the market right now is that
people are not buying automobiles almost of any kind. When they
are, they have been used to buying Japanese cars, small cars and
their increase has shown up in the percentage figures.

But, the major thing wrong with the U.S. automobile market has
been high interest rates, inflation, inability of pecple to buy cars,
and particularly, the interest rates. It just costs too much now.

Senator CHAFEE. But the interest rates apply to a foreign car.
They don’t come interest free; do they?

r. BALDRIGE. Oh, yes. I am saying that that is the major prob-
lem, more so than imports. But in order to——

Senator CHAFEE. Then why are we here today? Why are we
discussing this piece of legislation, which you are sugporting, if, in
fact, you've really downgrading the importance of this legislation.

Mr. BALDRIGE. Senator, we are not supporting the legislation. We

came up here to testify against it. I thought I made that clear. We

are not supporting import quotas by legislative fiat.



65
Our opinion was asked about what else do you do then, and we
would much rather see voluntary restraint. And, I underline volun-

tary. ,

gnabor CHAFEE. So you are against this legislation?

Mr. BALbRriGE. Yes, sir.

Senator CHAFEE. That wasn’t apparent to me.

Mr. BaLprige. Well, I have to recognize the problem that the
legislation is trying to address. I would {ust suggest that we should
have a better solution first, to try, than legislative fiat.

Mr. Brock. It is a matter of price. In addition to the market
circumstances, the big%est problem, as the Secretary said, is the
market itself. We simply are not selling enough cars in this coun-
try—across the board, large or small.

But when the market is soft, the normal temptation of people
who can’t afford 18-percent interest rates on the mid-price-range
car, is to go to the lower-price-range car. It is this market for lower
priced vehicles that is primarily satisfied by Japanese cars.

Thus, the Japanese have been able to hold and slightly increase
their sales, while our sales have gone way down.

Consequently, their share of the U.S. market has gone up. The
reason is that they do have a price advantage, and it is a very real
one. Fifteen hundred dollars is what Secretary Lewis said—it is
somewhere in that range—across the product line.

Senator CHAFEE. Well, I don’t see the price difference as a very
great concern to the workers involved here. But, I will save that up
for the next panel.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. :

Senator DANFORTH. You have been very generous with your
time. I very much. appreciate it. I just want to make two concluding
comments, in your presence.

Do you want to ask a question?

Senator Baucus. Yes, Mr. Chairman.

Senator DANFORTH. Go ahead.

Senator Baucus. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Gentlemen, I wonder if you could {'ust generally advise us as to
the best course to take here, particularly you, Ambassador Brock.
That is, the Japanese aren't dumb. They know what is going on
here. They know that they are trying to make as . much money as
they can, and they are trying to feel us out how far are we going to
g0 as a country in trying to remedy the problem from our point of
view.

Now, Senator Danforth has introduced a bill to try to get the ball
rolling here. You come up and say, “No, the bill is too strong.” You
prefer a negotiated settlement. I think we do, too.

Now, obviously, if that is our task, they are going to call our
bluff, wait it out a little bit, perhaps negotiate some kind of an
agreement.

So, what is the best tack we can take to get the results here,
which is to help the American automobile industry, and to some
giegrercz,s in the short term, get a little protection from Japanese
im . :

mean, you come up here and say, “Don’t support the bill.” You
say, “Talk it out.” Well, if we just talk, that is what it is going to
be, just talk. That is not going to help matters very much.
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4 Soz? how are we going to get the ball rolling here to get something
one’

Mr. Brock. I think it is important to note that the ball is rolling,
that the matter is under very intensive discussion and some debate
within the administration.

But, Senator, it is impossible for me to suggest to you or anyone
in this body, that I have a magic wand that I can wave and say

-that I know precisely the level of imports that is necessary to have
a healthy U.S. auto industry, until I have a very strong assurance
as to what else we will do domestical}y.

That is the reason I suggested I was reluctant to forgo tax
changes that might be productive. Certainly the regulatory changes
are on stream, but they are going to require, in many cases, con-
gressional action.

We need to develop a package of answers, because it is not a
simple problem and it won't respond to a simple answer. It is going
to take a whole mix of actions, on the part of labor, management,
Congress, and the administration. Then perhaps, we can determine
the costs of the inflation aspect of import restraints and other costs
that would be imposed upon the American public and see what is a
workable level.

Senator Baucus. I thank you. I just encourage you, again, to be
decisive and to move quickly. I have been in this body now, 2 years,
and I have become a little less patient with packages and negotiat-
ed settlements than I was 2 years ago.

I know the administration is beginning its program. But, I urge
you to move with dispatch.

Mr. Brock. Our next meeting is scheduled to start 7 minutes ago,
Senator.

Senator Baucus. Thank you.

I will ask no more questions so you can begin.

Senator DANFORTH. I would just like to make a couple of com-
ments very briefly. The first is this: If the Japanese were in our
shoes; that is, if their automobile industry lost $4 billion last year,
and if some 200,000 people were out of work, and if 22 percent of
their market was controlled by one country, and 28 percent of their
market was supplied from abroad, it is absolutely inconceivable to
me that the Japanese would have a free trade policy on auto-
mobiles.

Would you agree with that?

Mr. Brock. The fact is that they did not.

Senator DaANFORTH. They did not. And, they would not.

Mr. Brock. For 30 years they had no free trade policy at all.

Senator DANFORTH. Absolutely. Do you agree with that, Secre-
tary Baldrige?

bl(\)dr. BALDRIGE. Yes, sir. They would not be sitting around talking
about it.

Senator DANFORTH. They would be acting, that is right.

Second, you know, there is a certain Quixotic appeal in philo-
sophical puritl);. I admire it. I admire those editorial writers who
write about the wonders of free trade. But it is bizarre, in my
opinion, to think in terms of free trade, and to define free trade as
t eb‘tl'reedom of European countries to keep out Japanese auto-
mobiles.
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The freedom of the Japanese to impose restraints on citrus,
leather, fishery products, cigarettes, rice, semiconductors, comput-
ers, beef, you name it. I mean, that is their view of free trade.

Frankly, some have the notion that in the quest of some philo-
sthical purity, suddenly the United States should stand alone and
allow a major industry to just go down the drain because we are
going to be very philosophical about it, professorial about it. To me,
that is bizarre.

Mr. Brock. I don’t think any of us have a desire to participate in
a bizarre experience. [Laughter.]

Senator DANFORTH. Good. Well, I am glad to hear it.

Senator CHAFEE. I presume there is equal time here, Mr. Chair-
man. [Laughter.]

Senator DANFORTH. I had my inning.

Senator CHAFEE. May 1?

Senator DANFORTH. Yes.

Senator CHAree. Mr. Chairman, we have heard all kinds of testi-
mony indicating that passage of this legislation is not goinfg to
solve the U.S. automobile problem. Each of the witnesses carefully
said that at the most this legislation would be helpful. There are a
host of other things we should be doing.

Unquestionably this industry has been seized by greed, and it is
coming home to roost. There has been greed on the part of the
workers whose wages have been boosted much higher than any-
where else in the United States. One of the witnesses mentioned
that they are not getting as much as airline pilots. Well, I suggest
they will press for that too. [Laughter.]

And, greed on the part of the manufacturers, as well as incapa-
bility on their part to anticipate what was coming.

Suddenly, this great free enterprise industry which has said in
past years “Roll the dice and let them come out where they may,”
i8 now rushing to this committee and saying, ‘‘Protect us. We've
made mistakes. We've been stupid. We've signed contracts that
never should have been signed. We didn’t anticipate anything, and
now rescue us, and force Americans not to make a free choice.”

Americans are making a free choice now. They are buying Japa-
nese cars. Because they are better in quality and better in price.

Senator DANFORTH. That is not the case.

Senator CHAFEE. Why are they selling then? Let me know why
they are selling if they are not better in quality and better in price.
That is why Americans are rushing out to buy them. That is why
we have 1 million units unused capacity, as Secretary Baldrige
testified. That is why we are having rebates. We can’t compete.

Now I say to this industry, get on with it. Get on with it and
show what America can do. I refer not only to the industry, but
also the workers.

Thank you.

Senator DANFORTH. I would just add that I think it is fair to say
that while the witnesses have said import restraints can’t stand
alone, that they are a necessary ingredient. The heart is an organ
which cannot stand alone. Just having a heart materialize before
you would make for a pretty funny looking person, but it is a
necessary organ in the body. I think the same is true with respect
to voluntary restraints.
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The second is that, as was pointed out by our witnesses, the
Government has had its share of complicity in this problem. I
think we can’t just walk away from it.

Gentlemen, thank you very much.

Mr. Brock. Thank you, Senator.

Mr. BALDRIGE. Thank you, Senator Danforth.

[The prepared statements of Ambassador Brock and Secretary of
Commerce Malcolm Baldrige follow:]

STATEMENT OF AMBASSADOR WILLIAM E. Brock, U.S. TRADE REPRESENTATIVE

I welcome this opportunity to appear before the Subcommittee to discuss the auto
trade issue and to present the Administration’s position on S. 396 and similar quota
legisiation. I will be pleased to respond to your questions along with my colleagues
following my oral statement and that of Secretary Baldrige.

Secretary lewis has already described the work of the President’s Auto Task
Force and Secretary Baldrige will discuss the general problems facing the American
auto industry. I will expand on the trade policy issues raised by the automotive
problem and specifically discuss the question of leiislated import restraints,

As 1 have stated before, the current crisis in the American automotive industry
cannot be explained solely in terms of imports. It is a fact that the import share of
the U.S. auto market rose from 17.7 percent in 1978 to 26.7 percent in 1980 and was
28.8 percent last month despite some recent recovery in domestic car sales. It is a
fact that Japanese market share rose from 12 to 21 percent over this same period
and was 23.8 percent last month, an all time high. But it is also a fact that of the
2.6 million unit sales decline in U.S. built cars from 1978 to 1980, import subetitu-
tion accounted for just 400,000 units. This is one reason why I have also stated that
import restraints cannot be the sole solution to the industry’s problems.

pital formation, tax and regulatory policy, as well as those steps which must be
taken by the companies and labor themselves, are at the heart of the solution to the
industry’s problems and require primary and urgent attention. As a first step, the
President’s economic program must be enacted to foster additional capital for indus-
trial expansion, to lower interest rates and to put money back in the pockets of our
citizens, so that they can effectively purchase new cars, other durable goods, and
holrpqs-—the demand for which has suffered so much under the previous economic
policies.

Many in the auto industry believe that some form of import relief could contrib-
ute to the industry’s recovery by aiding the industry in generating additional cash
flow and employment and by reducing dealership losses. They argue that the
current depressed situation in the auto industry and related industries is costing the
U.S. economy billions of dollars in lost Gross National Product, tax revenues, and
transfer payments to unemployed workers (over $2 billion in Trade Adjustment
Assistance payments could go to auto workers in fiscal year 1981). Further, they
argue that the U.S. market is the only major auto market not protected by substan-
tial tariffs or other barriers from Japanese exports.

Therefore, they conclude that the U.S. market will be used to absorb increasing
quantities of Japanese exports as Japanese manufacturers continue to increase their
capacity for parts, knocked down kits and finished, fully-assembled vehicles—par-
ticularly as Japanese home marke! demand remains sluggish. There is also concern
about increased taxes on domestic Japanese auto consumption which have been
proposed and their effect on trade.

Auto industry and labor leaders that I have talked to have agreed that a cutback
in imports alone is not the major solution to their long term ;fgroblems. However,
they feel that something must be done quickly to reverse the financial erosion in
the industry and give the industry time to accomplish major investment plans—
costing more than $80 billion over 5 years—that wilrlead to greater labor productiv-
ity and to higher mileage and higher quality automobiles in the future.

Others who also want the U.S auto industry to become more competitive argue
that moderate import restrictions will not accomplish that goal and will instead
penalize other groups in the economy, and possibly the industry itself. They say that
import restrictions are an inefficient way of transferring financial capital to the
US. auto manufacturers as restrictions will also likely raise import car prices,
sending more dollars abroad, and increase consumer costs.

They also argue that import restrictions endanger the free trade policies this
Government has maintained over the last 40 years and run directly counter to the
private free enterprise spirit being espous~d by the present Administration.
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Members of the Trade Policy Committee, under my chairmanship, have been and
continue to consider seriously whether some kind of import relief should be a
necessary component in the auto recovery package. At this time, however, no
definitive advice has been eent to the President. We would hope to announce a
decision on this issue at the time other Administration auto policy is made public.

In reference to S. 396 and similar legislation which would impose unilateral
exrort quotas on Japan, this Administration is opposed to this particular method of
relieving import pressure. This legislation, as currently drafted, raises some serious
groblems both with our commitments contained in the General Agreement on

ariffs and Trade, and with domestic law which provides a mechanism for imxort
relief. It may be ible to draft legislation that is more consistent with our GATT
obligations and the thrust of the domestic import relief statutes of removing these
decisions from the political arena. However if import relief is necessary, negotia-
tions still remain preferable to legislated quotas.

In stating that this Administration prefers the negotiation route, I want to make
two points &lainly: First, this Administration firmly believes that the President
clearly has Constitutionally based authority to negotiate government to government
restraint ments on exports to the United States. Furthermore, special legisla-
tion provi ing antitrust immunity to parties involved in this agreement is not
needed if such a thnWment is implemented properly by a foreign govern-
ment. The Attorney General concurs with my views on this matter. Secondly, while
no decision has yet been made on the question of import relief, it follows that the
Administration will reach a decision with a clear understanding of the law and on
the basis of what is in the best interests of the United States.
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SuMMARY OF COMMENTS BY SECRETARY OF COMMERCE MaALcoLM BALDRIGE

Secretary of Commerce Malcolm Baldrige tc.11y emphasized the serious condition
of the U.8. automobile industry, noting that the 4.2 billion dollars in losses ex,ieri-
enced by the industry last year was the most any industry in history has ever lost

The Secretary said that it now appears likely that the industry will lose close to a
half billion dollars more this year, imperiling the industry’s ability to finance the
vitally-needed program of retooling and modernization. ,

He noted that the 6.6 million U.S. made cars sold last year represented the lowest
sales in 19 years, and though sales rose in February of this year to an annual rate
i)f 7.alismillion‘units. this amognt was still lower than sales in all but three of the
ast ears.

The Secretary stressed that import sales remained strong, with Japanese import
penetration of the U.S. market reaching a record high 23.8 percent in February. He
cautioned that Japanese car sales may increase even more in the near future. If this
Janupr)i'938llevel of imports were to continue we would import 2.4 million Japanese
cars in .

A point the Secretary emphasized was that, if the Administration decides that a
restraint on Japanese auto exports is a necessary part of the package being devel-
oped to assist the auto industry, a voluntary restraint, agreed upon by the Japanese
government, would be preferable to a legislated quota.

The Secretary indicated that the Administration was reseng_y considering wheth-
er to seek such a restraint, but such a decision would be difficult, involving both
costs and benefits. On the cost side many fear restraint would drive auto prices up
sharply, but the Secretary said he did not agree. He noted that existing excess
capacity in the United States and the long term marketing strategy typically
preferred by the Japanese should minimize increases in prices.

The Secretary closed by noting that a decision would be made soon and will be
an(?ounced in the context of an integrated package of actions to assist the auto
industry.

STATEMENT OF MALcOLM BALDRIGE, SECRETARY OF COMMERCE

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to testify before you today on a
matter that deeply concerns both the Administration and the members of this
subcommittee. The serious condition of the U.S. automotive industry requires our
immediate attention. The U.S. automobile industry lost $4.2 billion in 1980—the
most any industry in history has ever lost. Moreover, it now looks like the industry
will show another loss in 1981. Some current Wall Street estimates are for a loss of
close to a half billion dollars.

The cash flow picture is even worse. Profits and depreciation are internally

enerating far less cash than is required to finance the industry’s critically-needed
%80 billion investment program. The U.S. auto industry had a $9 billion cash flow
deficit last year, and some current Wall Street estimates now indicate the indust
will have a further cash flow deficit of $5 billion in 1981 and $3 billion in 1982,

Financial and economic conditions in the industry have become critical, and some
assi_sotgnce is essential in order to help the industry through this extremely difficult

riod.

It was this need for action that led to the introduction of the bill now before this
subcommittee. It was this same need that led President Reagan, as one of his first
steps in office, to create a Cabinet-level task force to address the problems confront-
ing our auto industry. ‘

is task force was charged with the responsibility for preparing an integrated
gackage of government measures that would help restore the industry’s vitality.
he package which we are developing will be a comprehensive one, encompassing
actions in several areas which will, in conjunction with the Economic Recovery
Program, foster the industry’s return to competitiveness. The task force was given
six weeks to accomplish its review and submit proposals to the President. As
Secretary Lewis has indicated, the work of the task force is nearing comgletion. We
will shortly be sending our report to the President for his review and decisions.

The current condition of the auto industry :

The current situation in the auto industry is bleak. The 606 million domestic
sold in 1980 represented the lowest sales in 19 years. Sales in February 1981 rose to
a seasonally-adjusted annual rate of 7.4 million units, but even that sales rate was
worse than the sales volume in all but 3 out of the last 15 J'ears. Moreover, the
February sales increase was due larg:ly to a surge occurring during the latter part
of the month in response to cash rebate programs introduced by Ford and General
Motors. These programs will bolster sales figures in the coming weeks, but they
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expire in the third week of March. Thus, without some chan%e in the underlying
rm&l:m}s‘, it is likely that the sales figures for domestic cars will drop off again late
n-March. ‘ : : .

Import sales, however, have continued to be strong. Japanese penetration of the
U.8. car market in February rose to a new record level of 28.8 percent. Total import
penetration was at a near-record 28.7 percent.

Japanese car sales may, in fact, increase even more in the near future. Census
Bureau import data show that 204 thousand Japanese cars were imported in Janu-

ary. If that rate were to continue for the rest of the year, the Japanese would be -

sending us 2.4 million cars in 1981—up a full 20 percent from 1980. Viewed another
way, 2.4 million Japanese cars would be about 25 percent of the 9.7 million total car
market we see for 1981. : .

The damage done to small business and their employees by the low level of auto
sales is sometimes overlooked. Only 50-60 percent of the value of the com’ﬁ:menu
going into a car are typically produced by the auto companies themselves. The rest
of the components are purchased from su Y}ier companies—most of whom are small
or medium-sized firms. Additionally, 1 .S. car dealerships went out of business
or stopped handling U.S.-made cars in 1980, and virtually all these firms were
considered small businesses. Chrysler lost one out of every 8 dealers in 1980, and
Ford lost one of every 12. The loss of these dealerships has placed U.S. auto
companies in a weakened marketing position, and will make it more difficult for
them to maintain or expand their share of sales when the market recovers. The loss
of any more will further weaken them. ,

The auto industry is not waiting idly for someone else to address its problems. In
response to changing competitive conditions in the world marketplace, the domestic
auto industry had alread{ beﬁun to retool itself to produce a greater quantity of
" fuel-efficient cars before the abrupt shift in consumer demand toward such kars in
1979. You can argue that the industry should have started its transition earlier, and
that auto industry management misread the signals of the marketlplace. Certainlg,
the management of the U.S. auto industry is not without its faults, but the U.3.
government has to take a large share of the blame. The government held down the
price of gasoline and gave strong signals that it would continue to hold down the
price of gasoline in the future. This led consumers to keep buying large cars long
after they otherwise would have switched, and gave the industry confused signals.
As late as 1979, for example, there were waiting lists for large, V-8 autos. The
excessive and costly regulations im on the industry by the government have
also contributed to the present problems of the industry.

The automobile companies are now in the midst of their transition—the most
massive revitalization effort in industrial history. This retooling effort will cost an
estimated $80 billion, with $65 billion in investment scheduled to take place in the
next five years. In contrast, the U.S. auto industry spent only billion on
worldwide capital improvements during the entire decade of the seventies.

Making such a tremendous investment puts an enormous strain on their capital
structure. This would be true even if sales were strong and the industry were very

rofitable. But the huge losses the auto manufacturers incurred last year, the added
osses now expected for this year, the decline in the number of dealerships, and very
importantly the increasing difficulty in obtaining external financing, magnify the
dangerous situation the industry faces.

Vith this in mind I believe that the interests of our nation would best be served
by taking steps which would ensure that the auto industry has the abilit{ to
generatt':. the cash flow needed to complete these investments and become fully
competitive.

Effects of the economic recovery program

Since a good ’part of the domestic auto industry’s current difficulties can be
attributed to untavorable general economic conditions, a return to a more robust
economy should provide some relief to domestic auto producers. The President’s
Economic Recovery Plan is aimed at achieving a stronger rate of economic growth,
along with a gradual but sustained reduction in inflation. Interest rates and financ-
. ing conditions in general can be expected to improve steadily under this perform-
ance. According to our forecasts these turnabouts will be sufficient to restoré the
U.S. auto market to about 11 million units per year by 1983. :

However, even with an improvement in general ecohomic conditions, the indus-
try’s underlying problems will still remain until modernization is completed. Fur-
ther steps may have to be taken to ensure lasting success for domestic producers.
We are exploring additional measures which might also serve as a source of some

relief. And, no matter what government does, the major responsibility for revitaliza--

tion will rest with the industry itself.
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Comment on the Danforth/Bentsen bill

The President has not yet decided whether a restraint on Japanese auto exports
should be negotiated. However, if the Administration does determine that restraint
is needed by the industry, we believe that we should first attempt to obtain a
commitment for restraint from the Japanese Government through a government-to-
government negotiation—and not through legislated quotas.

A voluntary restraint of Japanese auto exports imposed by the Japanese Govern-
ment would have certain advantﬁes over a quota. A legislated guota is too inflexi-
ble and presents many additional problems. The imposition of a quota could be
contrary to our obligations under the GATT. Japan could therefore seek compensa-
tion in the form of other trade concessions, or could withdraw concessions on
products of interest to the United States. )

Successful implementation of a voluntary restraint on Japanese auto exports
would obviate the need for & bill imposing a quota on imports of Japanese autos. If
we decide to pursue such a course of action in our auto package and it proves
unsuccessful, it may be necessary to pursue alternative measures. .

Any decision to seek restraint of auto exports from Japan would be a difficult one
requiring careful evaluation of both the costs and benefits. There would certainly be
gains to the industry in terms of added sales, employment, and cash flow. There
would also be economic gains to the nation in terms of reduced unemployment
payments as workers were re-hired. Such reduced payments together with the added
taxes re-employed auto workers would pay, are estimated at $16,000 per worker.

There would also be costs. The most significant concern on the cost side is the
degree to which restraint on Japanese car exports would cause car prices to rise.
Some feel that large price increases would be inevitable. I do not agree. I see strong
market forces which would serve to minimize any price increases.

In the first place, Japanese auto makers have always planned their marketing
strategies for the long run. I do not believe the:lv would adopt a short-run pricing
strategy of soaking the market for all they could c e during a period of tempo-
rary restraint. They would be too concerned for the eftect this would have on their
market positions once any temporary restraints ended. Moreover, part of the effort
to seek voluntary restraint could encompass a negotiated restraint on price in-
creases,

Of equal significance is the fact that U.S. car markets have considerable unuti-
lized capacity for making fuel efficient small cars. US. car companies can now
make around 3 million new design small cars (almost all of which are front wheel
drive) at an annual rate. So far this model year, however, those cars have been
selling at an annual rate of only 2 million—leaving excess capacity of 1 million
units per year. This excess capacity means that there would be stiff competition for
sales among the U.S. car companies even if Japanese exports were restrained. Large
price increases are unlikely in that situation.

Conclusion

Mr. Chairman, we have devoted many hours of our time since the President
established the auto task force in January to examine meaningful ways to assist our
auto industry, which would at the same time be compatible with our other policies,
both domestic and international.

The auto industry faces a critical challenge during the next several years, and
most of the industry’s difficulties were not of its own making. Competition from the
Japanese, increasing integration of the industry worldwide, and other developments
in the international arena require our domestic industry to revitalize itself on an
urfent basis. The investments reyuired cannot be delaycd. Ensuring the industry’s
ability to make those investments is the objective at which the auto task force's
efforts are aimed.

I believe an effort to help the indsutry by imposing a legislated quota would be

counterproductive. We should be, and are, exploring the Possibility of voluntary
;e(sitrztint on the part of the Japanese as part of an overall set of steps to aid the
industry.
_ Senator DANFORTH. Now here is what I would like to do, because
it is now about 12:15; if we could hear from Senator Fannin now,
and then Messrs. McElwaine and Connelly, I wonder if Mr. Young,
Mr. Koplan, and Mr. McCammon could come back so we can start
again at about 1:45. .

Does anybody have any problems with that?

No response.]
nator DANFORTH. No problems. Very well.
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Senator Fannin, a distinguished former member of this commit-
tee, and if you could give the room just a little while to clear out,
because some people are leaving now, and then you will have our
undivided attention.

Mr. FANNIN. Very well.

STATEMENT OF HON. PAUL J. FANNIN, FORMER U.S. SENATOR

Senator DANFORTH. Let us proceed.

Senator Dole has had a meeting with Ambassador Okawara,
from Japan, and has handed the Ambassador a letter. He has
asked that the letter be included in the record, which it will be.
And also, that a copy of it be available at the press table, and it
will be available.

[Senator Dole’s letter follows:]
U.S. SENATE,

CoMMITTEE ON FINANCE,
Washington, D.C., March 9, 1981.

His Excellency YosH10 ORKAWARA,
Ambassador of Japan,
Embassy of Japan, Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. AMBASSADOR: As you know, Senator Danforth is holding hearings today
on the legislation which he has introduced to restrict the importation into the
United States of automobiles manufactured in Japan. In introducing this legislation,
Senator Danforth stated that he did so “reluctantly” and had taken this action only
because of the critical state of this vital industx;y.

As President Reagan stated at his news conference on Friday, an administration
task force is presently completing work on an automotive industry report and will
be presenting its recommendations to the President in the near future. While no
final decisions have been made, it is clear that reductions in imports are an option
under consideration. Among others, eight Governors have urged the President to
negotiate voluntary import restrictions. Senator Danforth and several administra-
tion spokesmen have also indicated their preference that such restrictions be mutu-
ally agreed to by the U.S. and Japan rather than imposed by legislated quotas. This
is also my preference.

Should the United States and Japan be unable to resolve this problem in a
mutually acceptable manner, the distinct possibiiity exists that legislation imposing
mandatory quotas will proceed in either or both Houses of Congress. I believe this
could have unfortunate consequences including increasing pressures on other as-
pects of our trading relationship. Such a development could impede efforts being
. made to ensure that both Japan and the United States gain the greatest possible
benefits from the multilateral trading system. Our countries are the cornerstone of
this sgstem and the failure to mutua lf' resolve the automobile import problem can
only detract from its strength and ability to maintain and enhance the open world
trading system.

It is my hope, and I know it is the hope of Senator Danforth, that this issue will
be quickly resolved in order that we may move on to a discussion and resolution of
other issues under consideration between our countries.

Sincerely yours,

Bos DoLE, Chairman.

Senator DANFORTH. Senator Fannin, you are a former and very
distinguished Member of not only the Senate, but of this commit-
tee. You spent a number of years on this committee, working on
the problems of international trade. It is an honor to have you
back with us again.

Mr. FANNIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the
committee.

This committee is to be commended for holding these hearings to
determine what can be done to assist in maintaining a healthy
automotive industry in our Nation, and still be fair with other
nations that are importing cars to this country. :
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Mr. Chairman, I did work on this problem from the mid-1960’s to
1977, when I left the Senate. :

Since presently about 80 percent of our car imports are from
Japan, they are creating our most immediate problem, as has been
brought out today.

Part of the time, while I was in the Senate, the shoe was on the
other foot. The Japanese were fighting to keep any American car
from being shipped into their country. ,

At that time, I observed the hopelessness of getting American
products into Japan, if the Japanese Government did not want
them to compete with their manufactured products.

Just an illustration. In the early 1970’s 1 was a member of a
congressional delegation meeting in Tokyo with the Japanese Gov-
ernment and business leaders to discuss trade and tariff regula-
tions. As one of the spokesmen for the Senate Members, I asked if
Japan would assist the United States in correcting the inequities in
the GATT schedules on United States export of cars into Japan.
Their answer was a firm no. They stated they were satisfied with
the provisions.

y wouldn’t they like the stipulations which gave them full
access to our markets, for a 4%-percent tariff, going down one-half
of 1 percent a year, with their tariffs at that time being 17.5-
percent base, with an additional charge on each American car for
weight, wheelbase, motor size, and so forth, bringin% the total
import fee to 100 percent or more, usually doubling the price of
even the medium-size car.

Mr. Chairman, although I do favor having negotiations to see
what can be done, I feel it is far more equitable for the United
States to take the action you are advocating on their exports into
our country today, than it was for them to practically eliminate
our cars when they could not compete.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I feel there is another factor of tremendous
importance—in fact, more important—than what we are talking
about at this time or have talked about so far this morning. This
has direct relationship to trade. And that is the factor of impor-
tance to our Nation of defense responsibilities of the other nations
of the free world, and particularly the Japanese.

Now, I would just like to discuss regarding the Japanese respon-
sibility to share in the defense of the fre¢: world and their nation, I
?uote excerpts from a speech I made in the Senate on May 15,

975, when 1 said:

Japan was a devastated nation, but one with great determination. They have
made an industrial comeback that has been the envy of the world.

We have participated in. that endeavor, being the greatest foreign contributor to
their efforts in making this remarkable recovery. But, we have a responsibility to
the American people to recognize the responsibility the Japanese have to our

nation. This relationship of complete dependence must cease and the Japanese must
accept the burden of defense which their productive economy can sustain.

That is a quote from what I said on the floor of the Senate.

I made many other speeches, both on the Senate floor and here
in the committee room, regarding this subject.

When Japan was getting their exports moving, they were spend-
ing less than one half of 1 percent of their gross national product
on defense, whereas the United States was spending from 5 to 10
percent of our gross national product.
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I believe the United States will subsidize the Japanese Govern-
ment in the next year by $50 billion or more. : :

Back over the years, while their country was becoming a world-
wide leader, it is my opinion that the United States subsidized
Japan with several hundred billion dollars. That has been done b,y
the United States assuming most of what should have been Japan’s
fair share of defense expenditures for the maintenance and in-
creased building of a military complex for the protection of the
countries of the free world.

Japan has one-half the population of the United States, approxi-
mately, a gross national product of approximately 40 percent the
size of the United States, and growing.

I feel that Japan has an obligation to have a defense budget of at
least one-third the size of that of the United States. . :

On that basis, they should have a defense expenditure next year
of not $11 or $12 billion, but over $50 billion.

Many leaders in Japan recognize this need for greater defense
spending. This was brought out at a meeting in Tokyo in the last
part of September, last year, when recently former defense chief
Asao Mihara stated, “Under the security-treaty system”—and I am
just quoting excerpts from his speech—‘“‘the Japanese people were
able to fully exercise their national energy, concentrating their
efforts, first on recovery from World War II, and then on the
development of our economic strength and to attain the status of a
great economic power, becoming the country with the second high-
est industrial production in the free world.”

He gave the United States credit for making that possible, by our
taking over their defense obligations. :

Mihara said that there was no mutualness in the current secu-
rity treaty since, although the United States was obligated to
defend Japan, Japan was not required to do the same.

And, he continued, “This may have been permissible when
Japan’s economy was only one-tenth that of the United States, but
today, when the ratio is 1 to 2, the treaty needs to be revised.”

Another former defense minister, Shin Kanemaru, said, “Japan’s
defense posture is so weak it cannot be considered a fighting force
and urge the nation to improve drastically its defense forces.”

Now, that was said just last year, just a few months ago. Japan
should heed the words of its own defense ministers. N

One of the leaders of Japan’s economy, Heigo Fujii, a vice presi-
dent of Nippon Steel Corp., has this to say back in the early
seventies, when he wrote an article in a book titled, “Japan and
Current World Affairs.” I quote: ) -

Until some years ago, there was almost no defense spending by Japan. It was

because Japan was able to divert the greater part of its capital accumulation to both
public and private investment that it was able to achieve such a rapid economic

growth ,
We continue treating Japan as a devastated nation, long after
they were stronger economically than our Nation.
ow, no longer can we accept excuses of the Japanese Constitu-
tion or obsolete treaties prohibiting a defense buildup. The freedom
of all Western countries is at stake with Japan one of the most
vulnerable to Russia’s powerful navy and air forces. _
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Whatever needs to be done, Mr. Chairman, to enable Japan to
meet their fair share of the free world’s defense must be rapidly
accomplished.

If we had subsidized Chrysler to the extent of the 15 or 20
percent or more of their budget, as we have subsidized Japan and
its industries, Chrysler would be prosperous today.

lI;Iov;, what are my conclusions as to the actions that should be
taken?

No. 1, immediately Japan and the United States should negotiate
an orderly marketing agreement as a temporary measure. If the
Japanese refuse to act with fairness in this regard, we must at once
cut back on their imports and certainly your legislation would
accomplish that objective, Mr. Chairman.

No. 2, within 3 years of the defense expenditures of the United
States—of the Japanese—within 3 years the defense expenditures
of the Japanese should equal the average of the NATO countries
on a gross national product basis.

The NATO countries and Japan should equal the United States
in defense spending on an equitable formula basis within 5 years.

No. 3, the failure of Japan to increase their defense expenditures
on a fair and equitable basis comparable to the NATO nations will
result in a continuance of the United States subsidy to their econo-
my. 3
Therefore, if the Japanese insist their industries have the unfair
advantage over our industries, we must follow the lead of other
nations in drastically reducing their imports that are flooding our
markets.

Mr. Chairman, I worked on this for many months; in fact, years.
I have a more elaborate statement for the record. I do feel ve
keenly about this. I think it is something that should be recognized.

Senator DANFORTH. Senator Fannin, your entire statement will
be printed in the record, in full.

our testimony has been most helpful in putting this problem in
perspective.

You know, I think it is easy in this country to adopt a defeatist
attitude when no defeatist attitude is called for. This problem with
the American automobile industry has been short-lived. It has
come about in the last few years, and has in large part been due to
governmental policy.

In addition to that, as you pointed out, the Japanese have had
the luxury that we have not had, of investing very few of their
resources in providing for defense requirements where we have
undertaken a tremendous defense effort that is to continue as the
leader of the free world. :

I don’t think that it is true that Japan produces a better product
than we do. As a matter of fact, according to the figures of the
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, the six most dan-

erous automobiles that are sold in this country are all made in
apan. That is not a better product. That is a worse product.
-1 think that the American automobile industry will be able to
recover, provided that we give it some breathing room. But we
don’t have, as you pointed out, a relationship of parity, of equity,
between the United States and Japan. Free trade in this case is a
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one-way street. It does not go the other way. We do not have ready
access to the Japanese market, as they have to ours.

In addition to that, they are able to invest a substantial portion
of their gross national product in industrial development, where we
have this tremendous defense requirement.

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. Chairman, one of the last television companies
to go offshore was Zenith Corp. I worked with their chairman of
the board, for quite a number of months, trying to assist them in
getting their product into Japan. ,

They could compete in Japan, from the standpoint of price and
quality of product, but they could not get the product into Japan.
They finally gave up and had to go offshore to do their manufac-
turing.

But, I witnessed that in one industry after another, the indus-
tries that I have been involved with in private business, so I knew
just what was happening and how serious it was to this country.

I tried, and the testimony is in the Congressional Record. I can
give you reference to it, where I had discussion on the Senate floor
with other Senators, but we did not have the support that would
bring the legislation through. So, we were unsuccessful.

Senator DANFORTH. Senator Grassley?

Senator GrassLEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator Fannin, you obviously feel the Japanese ought to spend
a greater share of their GNP on defense, as a responsible partner
in the preservation of peace.

The only thing that I misunderstood, if I did, is whether or not
you feel that this course of action is a substitute for any restriction
on imports?

Mr. FANNIN. Well, naturally I feel that if we had burdened the
companies in Japan and the taxpayers in Japan with the defensive
expenditures that have been involved percentagewise in the United
States, our gross national product from theirs, they wouldn’t be in
that enviable position of having the edge over us in the manufac-
ture of cars.

You can subsidize any company, 15 or 20 percent or more, they
are going to be emiuently successful in their operations, unless
they have very poor management. That is what we did with Japan.
We adopted them, and then when they became of age, we didn’t
drop them. We just kept carrying them through as if they were
still forlorn. So, we are still doing it today. This absolutely has to
stop.

We face a far greater threat in the future than we have faced in
the past if we don’t do something about this.

Senator GrassLey. Very well. Senator, that explains the situa-
tion in 1981. Now, if we were to convince them to spend a larger
percentage of the GNP on military, is that your answer today for
the problems of too many imports into the country? ,

Or do you still think we ought ‘to restrict the imports as well?

Mr. FANNIN. I feel both ways. I feel that cannot come about
overnight. So, it is disastrous to our companies. We cannot afford
to have Chrysler go under, when here the&,are one of our compa-
nies that is building military equipment. We are dependent upon
the automotive companies for a tremendous- percentage of our de-
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fense equipment, if we became involved in any problems as far as
the military is concerned. :
" So, we can’t afford to let those com?anies go under.

I am a free trader, if you ever had free trade. But, you can’t have
free trade with GATT. They talk about GATT. Well, I worked on
GATT for a long, long time. GATY is not always the answer. We
never had the votes in GATT to get what I felt was fair and
equitable.

It is just like we were in the United Nations, and of course, it
came out of the United Nations. So, I don’t think GATT is going to
be the answer.

I think we must have something adopted, at once, if they are not
willing to work on the problem, that will accomplish the objective
we are talking about.

Senator GrAssLEY. Senator, do you feel that Congress should
enact this restriction or it should be negotiated bilaterally?

. lt'lex('1 FANNIN. We have attempted to negotiate with them and
ailed.

I can remember back when I asked the Japanese if they wouldn’t
assist us in trying to make these changes that we are talking about
and they said no, they like it as it is. They had a tremendous
advantage.

So, they are not willing, evidently, they are not willing to do that
today. So we have to get tough with them. We have to get just as
tough as they have been in the way they handled us. They have
pushed us around long enough.

Senator GrassLEY. Would you vote for Senator Danforth’s bill, if
you were still a Member of the Senate?

Mr. FANNIN. After the Trade Representative, Ambassador Brock,
had made his attempt and was not proceeding with success imme-
diately, then I would support the bill.

Senator GrassLEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Thank you, Senator Fannin. :

Senator DANFORTH. Senator Fannin, just one other question,
based on your experience. Some people say, well, if we impose
restrictions on the Japanese, they will retaliate.

Given the fact that the Japanese now have $10 billion trade
surplus with the United States and would have much more to lose
in a trade war than we would, given the fact that they did not
retaliate against the Europeans when the Buropeans imposed
import restrictions on automobiles, given the fact that as far as I
know, the Japanese have never retaliated against the United
States and the United States has never retaliated against Japan,
what, baged on your experience and your judgment, would be the
possibility of Japanese retaliation against American restrictions on
automobile imports?

Mr. FANNIN. You don’t retaliate with your best customer. If they
were cut into half, there would still be more than what they are
being able to get into other countries of the world. So, why would
they retaliate? What do they have to retaliate about? They are just
happy to stay as it is, stay like they are, but I wouldr't worry
about them retaliating.

I know, I take some Japanese periodicals, and I receive informa-
tion through that source. There is a real change in attitude in
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Japan. I think they are really concerned about it because they
have a right to be.

Their country, of course, when they start talking about what
they want to do, they look back and see what we did for them, in
the early 1970’s, when we were working trying to get our cars in
Japan, and were unable to do so, we were taking 30 percent of

their e:époﬂ:s, total exports.

The European Eeconomic Community was taking 5 percent, and
they have double our population.

e tried to assist the Japanese into getting more of their exports

into the European countries.

So, we have been the friend of the Japanese all the way through;
in fact, we adopted them, as I say, and we carried them too long.

Senator DANFORTH. Senator, thank you very much.

Mr. FANNIN. Thank you very much for permitting me to appear
before the committee.

[The prepared statement of Senator Fannin follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT oF HON. PAuL J. FANNIN, ForMER U.S. SENATOR

Mr. Chairman, members of the Finance Committee, as I will illustrate later in my
remarks, I believe the United States will subsidize the Japanese Government in the
next year by fifty billion dollars or more.

Back over the years, while their country was becoming a world-wide leader in the
electronic industry, the steel industry, and becoming the largest ship-builders in the
world as well as builders of more cars than any other nation, it is my opinion that
the United States subsidized Japan with several hundred billion dollars.

This has been done by the United States assuming most of what should have been
Japan’s fair share of defense expenditures for the maintenance and increased build-
ing of a military complex for the protection of the countries of the free world. Since
the early sixties, Japan’s economy has been in a position to allocate a larger share
of their GNP than have most of the NATO nations, including the United States, but
as you know, has only devoted a small percentage of their GNP compared with the
NATO countries. '

Japan, being relieved of the principal part of their fair share of defense obliga-
tions, has been able to have lower taxes for individuals, business and industry, and
to give special concessions on interest rates, along with many other inducements for
the promotion of manufacturing, especially on items to be exported. This savings
has n a great factor in their steel, ship-building and other industries, having
such a rapid and successful growth.

For about ten years of my tenure in the US Senate, I was involved with our
Japanese trade relationship. In that connection, my work outside the Senate was
with American corporation executives who were promoting exports, with our State
Department, the Japanese Embassy officials in Washington; and in Japan as a
Congressional Delegate where we were trying to get Japanese cooperation for more
equitable trade and tariff regulations.

Although I devoted considerable time on this subject before becoming a member
of the Finance Committee, most of my work on this problem was in connection with
the Finance Committee which was responsible for Tariff and import quota, recipro-
cal trade agreements and revenue matters generally. I quote from a speech made by
me on the floor of the Senate on January 26, 1973, ‘

“In the years just after World War II the United States was so dominant in world
trade that we could virtually ignore foreign economic relations. Political relations
were foremost in the minds of our government leaders and we could afford to be
generous in trade agreements. )

“The situation began to change by the mid-1950's, and it should have been evident
by the 1960’s that trouble was ahead. The Kennedy Round of Trade Negotiations
was supgoud to ease trade problems, but it only compounded them as far as the
United States was concerned. We demolished our barriers to imports, but got
nothing in return. ‘

“In 1971, we had our first trade deficit of the century. In 1972 our trade deficit
plunged even deeper and continued downward.” I made many other statements on
this subject on the Senate floor, in Finance Committee meetings and to various
-groups in Arizona and other states.
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As a result of this lack of awareness and concern, our government did not
seriously challenge discrimination against U.S. goods in Foreign Markets. We toler-
ated the closed economy of Japan, and at the same time, we maintained a substan-
tial open-market policy on imports of goods into America.

I'm not taking away from the greatness of Japanese industries or their workers.
Again, I am saying, we have, and are still subsidizing Japan, Inc,, by relieving them
of financing their fair share of the free world defense including their own defense.

Auto manufacturing is the bloodstream of our nation’s economy, creating one out
of every twelve manufacturing jobs in addition to being one of the largest purchas-
ers of basic materials.

As our automobile factories decrease in production capabilities so does our poten-
tial defense effort in time of war.

Chrysler is a large producer of tanks and other defense materials, as are the other
automotive companies. .

A good percentage of our war production during World War II came from these
companies and the conversion to war-time production of these plants would be only
a fraction of the time it would take to build new factories.

This committee is to be commended for holding these hearings to determine what
can be done to assist in maintaining a healthy automotive industry in our nation
and still be fair with other nations that are importing cars into this country.

Since presently about 80 percent of our car imports are from Japan, they are
creating our most immediate problem. Part of the time while I was in the Senate,
the shoe was on the other foot. The Japanese were fighting to keep American cars
from being shipped into their country. At that time I observed the h?elessness of
getting American products into Japan if the Japanese government did not want
them to compete with their manufactured products and I understand that circum-
stance still prevails today, even in the automotive industry.

Now they say, “We do not have any tariff on American cars shipped into Japan”
but I know your committee has determined all the other requirements on car
imports including modifications, so realize we pay a tremendous penalty in export-
ing cars to Japan.

n the early seventies I was a member of a Congressional delegation meeting in
Tokyo with the Japanese government and business leaders to discuss trade and
tariff regulations. As one of the spokesmen for the Senate members, 1 asked if the
Japanese would assist the United States in correcting the inequities in the General
Agreement on Tariff and Trade Schedules on United States exports of cars into
Japan. Their answer was a firm “No.” They stated that they were satisfied with the
provisions.

Why wouldn’t they like the stipulations which gave them full access to our
markets for a 4'2 percent tariff going down Y percent a year with their tariff at
that time being 17% percent base with an additional charge on each American car
for weight, wheel base, motor size, etc., bringing the total import fee to 100 percent
or more usually doubling the price of even a medium size car.

The world situation has changed dramatically since we negotiated agreements
with Japan. Thirty years of varying degrees of prosperity have changed the world
order. The commitments made and responsibilities assumed by the United States for
an overwhelming share of the defense of the free world is no longer a viable
solution to actual defense requirements. Events in recent years and more pointedly
in recent months clearly illustrate the necessity of the other free nations of the
world to carry heavier commitments.

In regard to Japanese responsibility to share in the defense of the free world and
their own nation, I quote excerpts from a speech I made in the Senate on May 15,
1975, speaking on defense commitments of the free world nations. “We've had a
relationship with Japan that has been in effect since World War II. This relation-
ship has proved the ability of the victor to assist a nation that has gone down in
defeat in making an almost unbelievable comeback. Japan was a devastated nation,
but one with great determination; and they have made an industrial comeback that
has been the envy of the world. We have participated in that endeavor, being the
greatest foreign contributor to their efforts in making this remarkable recovery.”

“But we have a responsibility to the American people to recognize the responsirgib
ity that the Japanese have to our nation.”

“This relationship of complete dependence must cease, and the Jdpanese must
acct;gt the burden of defense which their productive economy can sustain.” End of
quote.

When Japan was getting their exports booming, they were spending less than %
of 1 percent of their Gross National Product on defense, whereas the United States
was spending from 5 to 9.3 percent of our GNP. In the seventies we averaged about
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5.5 percent while Japan was still spending only around Y% of 1 percent until late in
the decade when they claimed they worked ug to %0 of 1 percent of GNP in 1979,
As I understand—in the United States 1981 budget ending September 30, 1981, we
will spend 5.5 percent or more of our GNP on defense. The total budget amount for
1981 will be about $650 billion with over $170 billion for defense if present projec-
tions hold. This does not include the US billions spent in the Middle t and other
areas of the world that affect the oil lanes on which the Japanese are even more
dependent than the United States.
e 1980 reported Japanese budget ending April 1, 1981, provided for total ex-
nditures of $202.8 billion with defense expenditures at $10 billion, including $1
illion for supporting U.S forces in Japan.

The Carter budget submitted for 1982 is approximately $740 billion with defense
spending listed at approximately $180 billion. In the new Reagan budget, reported
defense expenditure will be near $200 billion, or about 7 percent of our GNP. That
is, of course, dependent on Congressional approval.

The reported contemplated Japanese budget for their fiscal year ending April 1,
1982, will be $223.8 billion with defense expenditures as reported, being around $12
billion, or about 1 percent of Japan's GNP.

This indicates that just our increases in defense spending will amount to over four
times their total defense budget. ‘ :

Japan has one-half the population of the United States, a GNP of approximately
40 percent the size of the United States with a budget that was running about one-
third the size of the United States. I feel that Japan has an obligation to have a
defense budget of at least one-third the size of that of the United States.

On that basis they should have a defense expenditure next year of not $12 billion
but over $60 billion.

This year if Japan equaled economically troubled Great Britain’s 5 percent de-
fense expenditures as a percentage of GNP, the free world’s defense budget would
increase by 20 percent.

Following is a comparison of some of the free world nations in regard to the

. percentage of their defense expenditures as to their GNP:

For the year 1979: Percent
United SLALES ..ottt rtss st sssssssese s s e setsesenssenanns 5.0
GTEAt BIitaiN..........cococeviveurcrierene sttt et sesssssessssssstsesseassesssessaneases 4.7
TUEKREY «.ooeeiricterne ettt b s eb et sssssssas s st tsessesssessassnensasseeseasnensnns 4.5
BelIUM ..ottt ses s s et st eesesenssnsensaen 35
WEBt GEIMANY ...ttt st s s b ssesassassesssssssssnesassssnses 34
FLANCE......oovniiiiiicininsireneissrnsnssissensssisisessss st sssssessssssssassassasssssssnssssssssssasssnsusesseens 33
CANAAA........oviriiiirrisr ettt s s s srss st b st b sesbasseses e basns 18
DA ...t st es s e b s s b b s Rt R s tas b sttt snesanne 0.9

g‘usgsiaé’?\I l(iefense expenditures are estimated to be.averaging about 15 percent of
eir .

Senator Orrin Hatch, shortly after coming back from participating in the October
1980 Tokyo Conference to Commemorate the 20th anniversary of the United States-
Japan Mutual Security Treaty, reported the following from speeches of two former
Japanese Defense Chiefs. Former Defense Chief Asao Mihara stated, “The Japan-
United States security system actually has played a decisively important role as a

illar of freedom, peace, security and prosperity for Japan for nearly thirty years.

nder the security-treaty system, the Japanese people were able to fully exercise
their national energy concentrating their efforts, first on recovery from World War
II and then on the development of our economic strength and attaining the status of
a great economic power, becoming the country with the second highest industrial
production in the free world.”

Mihara said there was no mutualness in the current security treaty since al-
though the United States was obligated to defend Japan, Japan was not required to
do the same. “This may have been permissible when t.{)::ipan'a economy was only one-
tenth that of the United States,” said Mihara, “but today, when the ratio is one to
two the treaty needs to be revised.”

Another former Defense Agency Chief, Shin Kanemaru, said, “Japan’s defense
capabilities should not be determined by arbitrarily mathematical formulas such as
g’ﬁ l;:t'x,rremt government policy restricting defense expenditures to 1 percent of the

Kanemaru also said that the “Japanese deferise posture is so weak it can not be
gonqidered a fighting force,” and urged the nation to improve drastically its defense

orces.
Japan should heed the words of its own defense ministers.
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American Ambassador to Ja Mike Mansfield, had some success in gett
Japan to build up their defense budget and I praise him for that effort. But still it's
just a start, and we must insist that more be done . . . many times as much,

One of the leaders of Japan, Heigo Fujii, a Vice President of Nippon Steel
Corporation had this to say in the early seventies, when he wrote an article in a
book titled “Japan and Current World Affairs.” 1 quote: “Defense spending now
requires onl{ 8 to 9 percent of Japan’s national bugﬁet and until some years ago
there was almost no defense spending by Japan at all. It was because Japan was
able to divert the greater part of its capital accumulation to both public and private
investment that it was able to achieve such a rapid economic growth.” .

“To the best of our knowledge it was, unfortunately, Japan that started the
Pacific War, and, as a result paid a great price . . . and lost. If the United States,
which had paid the greatest sacrifices since Pearl Harbor had demanded half of
Japan’s territory or even the island of Kyushu; Japan, under the conditions exist,
at the time the war ended was in no position to say “No.” However, the Uni
States did not seek andv territory whatever. Instead, America provided 8% billion
worth of economic aid to Japan, and earnestly cooperated in Japan’s economic
reconstruction. At the same time the United States abetted Japan in setting up the
new system called Democracy in Japan. All this made possible the economic growth
Ja&an has achieved today.” End of quote. .

o longer can we acoeYt excuses of the Japanese Constitution or obsolete treaties
rohibiting a defénse buildup. The freedom of all Western countries is at stake with
apan one of the most vulnerable to Russia’s powerful navy and air forces.

atever needs to be done to enable Japan to meet their fair share of the free
world’s defense must be rapidly accomplished.

If we had subsidized Chrysler to the extent of 15 to 20 percent of their budget, as
we_have subsidized Japan and its industries, Chrysler would be prosperous today.

What are my conclusions as to the actions that should be taken to keep many of
the leading manufacturers of our nation from bankruptcy and to give equitable
treatment to the Japanese during these troubled times when the very survival of
the free world is threatened?

Number One: Immediately Japan and the United States should negotiate an
orderly marketing agreement as a temporary measure. If the Japanese refuse to act
with fairness in this regard, we must at once cut back on their imports and insist on
changes in GATT to protect our interests.

Number Two: Within three years the defense el:\:&enditures of the Japanese should
equal the average of the NATO countries on a GNP basis. The NATO countries and
Japan should equal the United States in defense spending on an equitable formula
basis within five years.

Number Three: The failure of Japan to increase their defense expenditures on a
fair and equitable basis comparable to the NATO nations will result in a continu-
ance of the United States subsidy to their economy. Therefore, if the Japanese insist
their industries have the unfair advantage over our industries, we must follow the
leadkogs other nations in drastically reducing their imports that are flooding our
markets.

" Senator DaNForTH. The next witnesses are Robert McElwaine
and Edward G. Connelly, representing the American International
Automobile Dealers Association. ‘

STATEMENTS OF ROBERT McELWAINE, EDWARD G. CONNELLY,
AND DR. BART S. FISHER, COUNSEL, AMERICAN INTERNA-
TIONAL AUTOMOBILE DEALERS ASSOCIATION

. Mr. MCELWAINE. Mr. Chairman, with regard to the time limita-
tions, Dr. Fisher has prepared a very brief statement and it will
only take a few minutes, on the legal and economic imBacts of S.
396. I wonder if at the conclusion of my statement, Dr. Fisher
might have a few extra minutes to present that?

nator DANFORTH. Certainly.
Mr. McELwaINE. Thank you, sir. ‘
Well, here we are again, Mr. Chairman. We seem to come down
to évusvt*thee and me in these hearings, almost inevitably.
- We have submitted a detailed statement to the committee on S.

896. I will not try to expand on that or even to comment on it,
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really. We .think it is a very complete statement. It offers our
proposal for a realistic and practical remedy to the problems of the
domestic automobile industry. We commend it to your attention,
sir., :
On S. 396, where we would like to focus our comments, with all
due respect, Mr. Chairman, to your own legislative authoring of
this particular bill, we r¥ard it as Neanderthal legislation.

In its flat, unequivocal establishment of numerical limit on im-
portations of automobiles from Japan, it makes no allowance for -
changes in the marketplace, in international currency exchange, in
the state of the economy, or the needs of the consumers. :

It violates nearly every international trade agreement to which
the United States is a party. It shatters all these carefully crafted

rocedures for dealing with trade disputes that the Congress has so
aboriously created over the years, and procedures which I might
add, we are trying very hard to enforce on all our trading partners.

S. 396 would create severe problems for the American chemical,
machine tool, computer, aircraft, and agricultural industries. It
would, in effect, ask these industries to sacrifice their export sales
in order to subsidize the domestic automobile industry..

I think to fully appreciate the impact that S. 396 would have on
the economy and on the automobile industry in particular, we have
to look very carefully at that industry. This industry has just
survived the most difficult year in its history, a year when the
requirements for massive infusions of new capital investment coin-
cided with one of the poorest sales years in recent history.

But ‘4 now stands Ii)omed for the greatest resurgence in the
history of the automobile industry.

I think to get the true picture, we have to look at General
Motors, which in effect accounts for two-thirds of all domestic
automobile sales.

General Motors announced loss of $763 million for 1980. It
caused a great deal of astonishment, the first loss in the history of
this corporation, in the United States. '

But I think a closer examination of those figures is a little
revealing. Only 9 percent of that loss was incurred in the United
States; percent of General Motor’s loss in 1980 took place in
their overseas operation. : o

In this country, their losses were $71.9 million, on sales of nearly
$4i7 billion. That was less than a fraction of 1 percent of their total
sales. :

Their losses in the United States were only 3 percent of the
profits they made in the immediate preceding year.

It seems a virtual certainty that GM’s operations in 1981 are
going to be on a profitable basis. -

The Ford Motor Co. is also projecting a profitable 1981. Phili
Caldwell, the chairman of Ford, has stated that between 1982,
which is only next year, and 1985, car sales in the United States.
will run at an annual rate of 12.5 million units a year. That is 10
percent higher than the previous record year for this indu.stx;{.

Now, it is possible to challenge the forecasts of the automobile
. industry executives on the grounds that they have to win share-

holder confidence in their organization, and to build up their ex-
ecutives’ employee morale. S S -
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Senator DaANFORTH. You haven’t been speaking to the bankers.

Mr. McELwAINE. We have, indeed, sir, and I think the bankers
and the investment analysts who have to appeal only to the hard-
minded investors have to be looked at. :

Such a respected analyst as Clarence Lee, of Old Kent State
Bank, in Michigan, forecasts that U.S. passenger car sales will
aggroach 10 million in 1981, 12 million in 1982, and even more in
1983, and that is his lowside prediction.

On the high side, he says we may sell 14 million cars in 1983,
and 15.5 million cars in the United States before 1987, a 5-year
span during which we are talking about holding restrictions on
cars in some of the testimony given here.

The same kind of statements are being made by David Eisenberg,
of Sanford Bernstein, and others.

Small wonder then, that the domestic manufacturers are lickin,
their chops at the prospect of limiting Japanese imports to 1.
million cars, in a 15-million-car market, cutting them from 21
percent of the market to only 11 percent of the market. ‘

We are poised for a huge takeoff. The pent-up demand for auto-
mobiles in this country is so great today that all that is required to
trigger this demand is a return of consumer confidence in the
economy and reasonable interest rates.

Mr. Chairman, I have run out of time. I would like to ask Dr.
Fisher to make his statement, at this point.

Senator DANFORTH. Dr. Fisher.

Dr. Fisaer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

- My comments will be directed to the legal implications of your
bill, Senator. I think it is important that they be taken into
account. .

Essentially, there are three legal concerns that your bill raises.

The first is, as has been mentioned already, the section 201
process. To enact your bill would undermine the purposes and the
functions of a section 201 process which this committee has careful-
ly crafted since the Trade Act of 1974.

It would constitute a clear signal to American industries in
competitive difficulty that their salvation lies here in the Congress
instead of with the administrative procedures that you have care-
fully crafted over the years.

fc')u would virtually destroy the independence of the U.S. Inter-
national Trade Commission by announcing, in effect, that the Con-
gress will override the Commission’s decisions if you don't like
them, agree with them, or if the{ turn out to be unpopular.

Your bill would substantially undermine one of the major
achievements of our trade negotiators in the Tokyo Round of trade
negotiations, the winning of commitments by other governments to
empl?v the same type of fair, open, and careful administrative
procedures that we employ, before imposing limitations on imports.

I must submit I have a parochial interest in this case, since we
thought we had won this case in the International Trade Commis-
sion, and now we find that defeat was about to be taken out of the
jaws of victory. ,
Covt’asress would in effect be telling other nations that this coun-
try will itself ignore the determinations arrived at through such
procedures when it is expedient to do so. i
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I have no doubt that other industries who lose at the Interna-
tional Trade Commission will tromp right up here to the Hill, if
they lose, and hope to get relief, if your bill passes, following the
negative determination of the International Trade Commission.

e second concern we have is that your bill would totally un-
dermine the GATT articles that we have agreed to. There are six
areas of concern. :

First of all, your bill contravenes the very heart of GATT, the
most-favored-nation principle, enunciated in article I of the GATT.

This provision has been in our trade agreements since the 14
points announced by Woodrow Wilson. The theory behind it is that
it avoids retaliation when we go and bilaterally retaliate against
other countries.

The second problem raised under the GATT is that it violates

- GATT's article 11, flat prohibition against quotas, except in certain
veﬁcarefully defined situations of which this is not one.

ird, article XIII of GATT érovides that if pursuant to some
exception provided for in the GATT, such as a waiver from its

provisions, quantitative restraints are to be imposed, they must be
imposed on a most-favored-nation basis, and your bill, of course,
does precisely the opposite.

Fourth, under article 19 of the GATT, import limitations may be
imposed only where imports cause or threaten serious injury to
domestic producers. '

Now, as you well know, we just went through that process in the
International Trade Commission. Under our own procedures there
was a lack of sufficient finding of such injury. '

Now, to then go ahead after this negative finding would, I think,
raise serious questions in the minds of our trading partners.

The fifth problem under the GATT is that of compensation.
Senator; §ou are dealing with a product that values $6.4 billion in
imports. You are obligated under the GATT article 19, to provide
compensation to our trading partners should this bill pass. That is
an important factor to take into account.

Sixth, the question of retaliation. Under GATT article 19(3)b), if
. this bill is passed, our trading parnters will be entitled to retaliate
against us.

Finally, I might raise the question of our Treaty of Friendship,
Commerce and Navigation with Japan. We have more than 1
FCN treaties. We have neggotiated 14 FCN treaties since 1946.

Article 14 of the United States-Japan FCN Treaty prohibits the
United States from imposing any restrictions on imports of Japa-
nese products unless similar restrictions are placed on the imports
of products from every other country.

Unlike the GATT, there is no waiver provision from this treaty.

Finally, I would just add, under the United States-Canadian
Automotive Parts Agreement, there is a serious question. We have
that agreement pursuant to a waiver. Why would the Jag:nese
continue to endorse that VO waiver if they are going to dis-
criminated against by legislation such as you have pro

So, we do have serious questions of a legal nature that I think
are not Quixotic, that we do not just raise for questions of philo-
sophical purity. They go to the very heart of our international
trading system.

7112 0—81—17
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If {your bill passes, sir, I am afraid we will unravel the whole fine
fabric of our commercial obligations. It concerns me greatly.

Thank you.

Senator DANFORTH. Did you have a comment?

Mr. ConNELLY. Could I express one thought?

Senator DANFORTH. Of course.

Mr. ConNELLY. As I have told you before, I am an automobile
dealer. I am from Cincinnati, Ohio. The-thought that comes into
my mind this morning, Senator, as I listened to the testimony that
has been given is, first of all, I do realize that it is your desire to
protect the American car industry.

But, it appears to me that perhaps the real problem is the
American people themselves. They are the ones that are buying
these cars. Maybe they are trying to tell us something. Maybe they
are trying to tell us that they don't want the Government to take
away their free choice, that they don’t believe protectionism will
make the American industry more competitive, that protectionism
won't help the inflation battle.

Government witnesses this morning have indicated that the Gov-
ernment may very well have caused the American car problem.

I suggest that further Government interference, vis-a-vis protec-
tionism, will only cause further problems.

Thank you, Senator.

Senator DANFORTH. Gentlemen, thank you very much.

Mr. McELwAINE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. FisHER. Thank you.

Mr. ConNELLY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator DANFORTH. We will stand in recess until 1:45 p.m.

[Whereupon, at 12:46 p.m., the hearing was adjourned, to recon-
vene at 1:45 p.m. the same day.]

(Prepared statement of Mr. Robert M. McElwaine, president
American International Automobile Dealers Association follows:
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8. 396 would be unfair to American consumers and would have
extremely adverse effects on imported automobile dealers.
It would disable imported automobile dealers from sharing
in the benefits of the upsurge in automobile demand that is
expacted to begin in late 1981.

The recent DOT Report confirms AIADA's earlier testimony to
this Ssubcommittee that the current problems of the automobile
industry are due to the shift in demand to small cars, the
inability of domestic producers to satisfy that demand, the
decline in overall economic activity and the high cost and
tight availability of credit. The Report further confirms
that the biggest problem confronting American automobile
producers is that of financing the conversion of their
facilities to the production of small, fuel-efficient cars.

8. 396 would not address this groblcn. It will do nothiﬂﬁ

to improve the competitive position of American-based producers
vis-a=vis foreign producers.

DOT's Report, properly interpreted, does not support ranerlctianl
on imports. 'Any support for inporé limitations fﬁ the Report

is based on pure speculation.

8. 396 would have serious inturnational trade implications:

A. It would undermine the asuvthority of the USITC and the
entire Section 201 process. .

B. It would contravene Articles I, XI, XIII and IX of the GATT.

C. It would violate our Treaty of Friendship with Japan.

This Subcommittes should concentrate on relief measures that
would directly address the industry's problams and needs.
AIADA proposes:

A. A special refundable investment tax oredit of 10 percent
for investments by automotive manufacturers in new plant
and equipment, and in research and development, within
the United States, or, alternatively, extension of the
10 percent enargy tax credit, made refundable, to invest~
ments by automotive manufacturers in energy-related
capital equipment.

B. Paster depreciation for investments in new plant and
equipment.

€. A temporary moratorium on Federal income taxation on

foreign earnings repatriated by U.S. automobile manue
facturers.

D. Reduction of roqulaccéy burdens on U.8. automobile
manufacturers. . ’

E. Expanded assistance to unemployed automotive workers.
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March 9, 1981

BEFORE THE
SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL TRADE
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE
UNITED STATES SENATE '
STATEMENT OF ROBERT M. MCELWAINE, PRESIDENT
AMERICAN INTERNATIONAL AUTOMOBILE DEALERS ASSOCIATION
INTRODUCTION

Mr. Chairman:

‘ My name is Robert M, McElwaine. I am President of the
American Intcrnntténal Automobile Dealers Association ("AIADA"),
With me is Edward G. Connelly, AIADA's Chairman of the Board,
and a dealer of imported cars in Cincinnati, Ohlios and our
counsel, Bart 8, Fisher of the law firm of Patton, Boggs & Blow.

We appreciate the opportunity to present our views to this
Subcommittee once again on the question of restricting imports of
foreign made cars into the United States. We previously addressed
this S8ubcommittee on January 15, 1981 on essentially the same
subject as part of our testimony on the problems facing our
automobile industry in general. Today, our testimony will focus
more spacifically on the issue of import restraints, the issue
vaised by 8, 396,

As we informed this Subcommittee in our January 15 testi-
mony, AIADA represents 4,500 American small businessmen who, with

" their 140,000 employees, sell and service imported automobiles.
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Our annual payroll of well over $2 billion is exceeded only by
those of the ten largest industrial corporations in the United
States, Our assets in this country total more than $8.6 billion.
We pay more than $607 million in taxes annually. In short, we
constitute an integral part of the American automobile industry,
a part that contributes importantly to the economy of our nation.

In our January 15 statement, we explained why import
restrictions would provide little, if any, tangible relief to our
domestic automobile industry. We observed that the industry's
present depressed state is due to a combination of factors: the
abrupt shift in demand to small cars, the inability of domestic
producers to satisfy that demand and the overall decline in demand
for naw cars brought about by the recession of 1980, Moreover,
the industry has had problems recovering from the shocks of
1979-80 because of the current high cost and reduced availability
of credit and higher car prices. As we observed in our statement,
rougraintnq imports would have absolutely no positive effect on
these factors.

In addition, we stated that the major problem confronting
domestic automobile manufacturers today is that of tinancﬁnq
their effort to increase production of small tupl-otcicicnt cars,
Again, we showed that import restraints would do nothing to help
our automakers solve this problem, At the same time, import
controls would result in a net loss of American jobs, would cost

close to $250,000 for each job produced and would drive up the
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price of all cars, further worsening the decline in overall auto-
mobile demand.

8. 396 had not yet been introduced at the time we testified
in January. Thus, we did not discuss the effects of any partice~
ular form of import limitation. 8ince today's hearing is specifi~-
cally on 8, 396, the issue of import quotas is before this
Subcommi ttee.

Mr. Chairman, the adverse conseguences that inhere in all
forms of import restrictions are far worse with respect to numer-
ical quotas. They are the most unfair form of import restraint.
The quotas proposed in 8. 396 would have particularly serious
effects on ;ho American consumer and on the American businessmen,
and their employees, in the imported car sector of the domestic
automobile industry.

Those industry analysts with the best track records are
virtually unanimous in predicting boom yervs ahead for the
American automobile industry. The pent-up demand £6r automobiles,
after nearly two years of lagging sales, is so great, they insist,
that a stabilized economy and lower interest rates will result
in record-breaking sales years during the 1980s, They also pre-
dict that this boom may start to materialize as early as the
second half of 1981, /

S8uch a respected analyst as Clarence Lee of 01d Kent State
~ Bank in Michigan says that auto sales by 1984 will surpass 12.6
million units and could reach 15,7 million units. Seen in this
light, numericai restrictions on imports would impose an intoler-
able burden on the American consumer, as well as on the imported
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automobile dealer. Limited to 1.6 million units per year, for
example, in a 15-million car sales year, imports would constitute
less than 11 percent of the total market, down from about 26,7
percent in 1980, '

The result will be a serious shortage of small fuel-
efficient cars, the cars that will be in greatest demand at that
time. The American consumer will be denied the freedom to choose
the type of vehicle that he or she will need and want. Moreover,
the American imported automobile dealer will be unfairly precluded
from sharing in the benefits of the upsurge in demand,

Mr., Chairman, the quota contained in 8. 396 is unjustified
by the realities of the American automobile market. Like all
forms of import restraints, 8. 396 would be i{neffective, ineffi~ 1

cient and unfair.

“THP U,8. AUTOMOBILE INDUSTRY, 1980
On January 11, 19681, shortly before we testified before

this Subcommittee, then-Secretary of Transportation Neil Gold~
schmidt transmitted to former President élrt.t & report entitled
*The U.8. Automobile Industry, 1980." That Report was prepared
by the Department of Transportation ("DOT") pursuant to both a
Prasidential directive and a Congressional mandate. It is an
extensive atudy of the present and future prospects of the
American automobile industry. It contains a number of very
thougpt!ul and perceptive insights into the problems that confront

our industry.
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Unfortunately, the Report's more significant and meaning-
ful observations and conclusions were overshadowed in the public
nind by the suggestion, made by Mr. Goldschmidt in his letter of
transmittal, that the United States Government "should negotiate
an import restraint agreement with the Japanese." That suggestion
was not contained in the Report itself. Nor do the 1n£ormaeioh
and observations made in the Report readily support such a sug~
gestion. Nonetheless, that one statement, made in one sentence
of the transmittal letter, has come to be identified with the
Report.

Because the Report is extensive and represents a consider=-
able amount of DOT's time and effort, we recognize that this
Subcommittee may give it very careful consideration. Indeed,
there is much in the Report that deserves such treatment.
However, if the Report is to be 8o regarded, it is essential that
it be interpreted accurately and that the misconceptions that
have thus far characterised the public discussion of the Report
be dispelled,

The Report has been cited in numerous quarters as pro-
viding support for measures, such as 8. 396, to restrict imports.
Mr. Chairman, that view is mtlenkcn.' In fact, the DOT Report
establishes that imports have ot caused cur industry's problems,
nor are they likely to hthdcr its recovery. Thus, the Report
substantiates what we told this Subcommittee on January 15:
import vestraints would provide the domestic automobile industry
with little, if any, relief.
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IMPORTS AND THE INDUSTRY'S CURRENT PROBLEMS

Like the United States International Trade Commission
("UBITC"), whose findings we cited in our earlier testimony, DOT
did not attribute the current difficulties of the American auto=
mobil; industry to increased imports. Instead, it confirmed our
position that American producers' problems have been brought about
primarily by the shift in demand from large catrs to small, fuel=-
efficient cars in the wake of the fuel disruptions of 1979=-80.

It observed that domestic manufacturers "were not ready for the
unoxpoctod'nnd rapid change in consumer tastes" and could not,
therefore, supply the small cars that came to be in great demand.
As a result, the market share of small imported cars increased.
Thus, DOT, like the USITC, viewed the recent increase in imports
a8 a concurrent consequence of the same factors that have caused:-
our industry's distress, not as an independent cause of that
distress.

DOT also observed, as did the USITC, that the 1980 economioc
downturn, high interest rates and tight credit have markedly
reduced sales volumes, thereby hindering the industry's recovery.
These problems, DOT stated, have been "compounded by the increased
loss of sales to imports." However, the Report leaves no doubt
that the major cause of Detroit's problems has been the sharp
increase in small car demand and the inability of American
uueoﬁakorl to satisfy that demand.

That the "increased loss of sales to imports® has not been

a significant bart of the domestic automakers' problems is borne
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out by the sales figures for 1980. 8;101 of American-made auto-
mobiles decreased by 1.74 million units from 1979 to 1980, How-
ever, sales of imported cars increased by less than 69,000 units.
Increased imports thus accounted for less than 4% of the decline
in sales of domestic cars in 1980. Moreover, in January 1981,
sales of imports were actually 18,5% ;g!g;‘thnn in January 1980,
while sales of domestics continued to drop., It is clear that the-
other factors cited by DOT and the USITC, particularly the decline
in economic activity and high interest rates, are responsible for

our industry's present condition.

IMPORTS AND THE INDUSTRY'S FUTURE PROSPECTS

1. DOT's View Of The Future

Mr. Chairman, it is significant that DOT's Report does not
concentrate on the past. Nor does it attempt to assign blame for
Detroit's current state. Rather, it concentrates on the future,
looking ahead to what the worldwide automobile market will be
like and what American manufacturers' place in that market will
be. In so doing, DOT has performed an extremely useful service
for everyone involved in the automobile industry. Equally as
important, it has provided this Subcommittee with a reference
point from which to analyze the efficacy of 8, 396.

The essence of DOT's aqalylin of the future can be sum-
marized as follows: .

The worldwide automobile market is becoming more intensely

competitive. That competition will occur in markets all over the



104

world, particularly in open markets such as ours. Because of
uncertain fuel supplies and rising tdol prices, the cars of the
future will be small and tuol-otticlont: All automobile pro-
ducers, including American producers, will be concentrating on,
and increasing their output of, such cars. Consequently, the
products offered by the various world manufacturers will be

more homogeneous. This relative lack of product differentiation,-
at least with respect to size and fuel-efficiency, means that
‘future competition will be based largely on price and, to some
extent, on quality.

In addition, worldwide capacity for the production of
small cars will expand considerably. At the sanme tiﬁo, future
automobile demand, both in the United States and worldwide, is
uncertain., Hence, there exists a threat of considerable small
car overcapacity. Such overcapacity would further intensify the
price competition that is already expected to occur., 8ince price
will be the basis upon which consumption decisions will be made,
and success will depend, only those manufacturers who can produce
cars at the lowest cost will be able to survive the competitive
chnlloﬁgo.

2. The Challenges Facing American Automakers

Based on this view of the future, DOT sees the challenge
facing American automobile producers as essentially two=-fold,
First, they must increase their capacity to produce the "cars of
the future,” i.e,, small, fuel-efficient cars. They have already

begun to do so, and have committed substantial amounts of capital
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to that effort, 1t is expected that by 1985, two-thirds of all
American-built cars will be small, compared to only one=third in
1978:; The average fuel economy of domestically~built cars will
increase to 31 miles/gallon from less than 19 miles/gallon in
1978, However, it is taking a massive reconversion effort to
meet these goals. As we pointed out in our January 15 statement
to this SBubcommittee, capital requirements have skyrocketed at
the very time that the cost of capital has increased to record
high levels. Sales, and thus profits, are slumping at the very
time that domestic producers are most in need cf funds, Although
domestic producers are expected to attain their objectives, it
will not be easy. Moreover, DOT expects foreign producers to
develop new products as well, requiring a double effort on the
part of American producers to catch up.

The second challenge relates closely to the first,
According to DOT, foreign manufacturers, particularly the
Japanese, purportedly have a considerable cost gdvantaqo over
American producers. DOT estimated that cost advantage to be
$1000 -~ 1500 per car, although that figure appears to be greatly
exaggerated. In order for American manufacturers to compete
effectively, they must substantially reduce this cost advantage.
Thus, they must improve productivity, reduce labor and material
costs and operate more efficiently. At the same time, their
current capital requirements will impose on them additional
costs, in the form of debt servicing, making it even more diffi-

cult for them to close the cost gap.
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The major adverse consequence that DOT foresees from these
challenges is that American éroduccrl, in an effort to reduce
costs, will turn increasingly to foreign :ourcesw;£ ﬁurt- and
components and/or will relocate production facilities abroad.

As a result, automobile industry employment will decrease substan~
tially, while our industrial base will be further eroded.
3. Imports And The Industry's Challenges “

Given DOT's view of the task facing America's automobile
producers and the problems they confront, it is diffiGUIt to see
how import restraints would help. With respect to the first
challenge, import restraints would not enable American producers
to increase their output of small fuel-efficient cars. As the
USITC concluded: “"The transformation of the industry will take
place in the absence of any import relief and would not be speeded

by relief . . . . The record shows that all investment plans for
domestic production are independent of import relief." (emphasis
added).,

prm———

Moreover, import relief would provide American automakers
with little, 1if any, additional capital with which to finance
reconversion. Onl§ a very small proportion of the recent decline
in sales of domestic automobiles is attributable to imports.
Curtailing imports woull not increase domestic sales volume suf-
ficiently to contribute in any meaningful way to American pro-
ducers' capita) requirements. The sales figures for January 1981
confirm this fact. Even though, as mentioned earlier, import

sales dropped by 18,.5%, sales of domestics dropped by 20%. Hence,
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reducing imports, by quotas or otherwise, will not induce an
increase in tho sales of American-made cars.

Nor could import restraints prevent foreign manufacturers
from proceeding with the development of new products of their
own. In any event, such new product development by foreign
producers is not 80 certain a prospect, nor will it be so easy a
task, as DOT has suggested. Few Japanese cars are “"state-of-the-
art" vehicles. FPFor example, most have rear-wheel drive rather
than front-wheel drive. Both Toyota and Nissan (Datsun) will
have to undertake large-scale reconversion of!orts{ot their own
in the near future in order to modernize their product lines.

As for the second challenge, restraining imports into the
United States would not serve to reduce any "cost advantage”
that Japanese cars supposedly have over American-made products.
Obviously, any such cost advantage derives from production costs
that occur in Japan and in this country. To restrain imports
will neither raise Japanese producers' production costs nor
reduce those of Amerléan manufacturers. Thus, any cost gap would
subsist whether imports were reduced or not.

Furthermore, there is no proof, nor did DOT state, that
Japanese producers have used any such "cost advantage” to under-
cut aAmerican prices in order to cut into domestic car sales.

DOT opoke of a cost advantage, not a price advantage. Indeed,
prices of Japanese cars are virtually thg same as those of compar-
able American-made cars. Moreover, with the recent strenthening

of the yen, Japanese car prices are increasing faster than are
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American car prices. As USITC Commissioner Paula Stern found,
*the success of imported automobiles has not been based on any
competitive price advantage." Sales of 1ﬁported cars increased
in 1979-80 simply because such cars are fuel-efficient and were
available at a time when fuel-efficient American-made cars were
not.

In fact, it is questionable whether any such "cost advan-
tage” as that suggested by DOT exists., DOT cited only one
study to support its figure. It attributed the supposed cost
advantage to lower Japanese labor costs and better productivity.
Yet even the DOT observed that Jépanese automotive labor compen=~
sation levels are fully two-thirds those of the United States.
Purthermore, according to testimony of the United Automobile
Workers union (“UAW®") at the USITC hearing conducted in November,
Japanese labor costs are increasing at a faster rate than are
those in the United States. As for productivity, the UAW testi~-
fied that American autoworkers are at least as productive as are
Japanese workers. 1In addition, both the DOT and the USITC staff
noted that American automobile industry productivity will increase
considerably in the near future. Hence, the two linchpins of the

purported Japanese "cost advantage,” i.e., lower labor costs and

better productivity, are less significant than DOT acknowledged.
More importantly, the gap is rapidly closing.
4. Imports As A Perceived Threat
Thus, Mr. Chairman, import restraints would not assist the

domestic industry in meeting its challenges for the future. We



109

wish to emphasize that even DOT did not contend that such
restraints would aid the industry's recovery. Instead, it sug=-

gested that imports could, under certain circumstances, threaten

that recovery. Although the Report does not go on to recommend
that imports be restrained, Mr. Goldschmidt did. However, he,
too, based his recommendation entirely on his belief that imports

may threaten recovery. In essence, then, his recommendation to

curtail imports was based solely on speculation.

The Report mentions three ways in which foreign cars could
conceivably derail our lndustry'a recovery efforts, First,
because of the cost advantage that Japanese cars supposedly have,
‘ Japanese manufacturers are purportedly in a-position to manipulate
their cars' prices in order to maintain their share of the
American market. In addition, they can lower their cars' prices
in order to keep domestic producers from raising American small
car prices sufficiently to attain needed profits. Second,
customers who have purchased foreign cars because of thetrecent
fuel crisis may remain loyal to imports, thus reducing forever
the market share available to domestic producers. And third,
foreign manufacturers supposedly have cars available that are
even more fuel-efficient than those that they currently sell in
the United States.’ In the event of a future “energy shock," they
may begin to send those cars here in increasing numbers.~ Mr.
Goldschmidt seemed to summarize the cumulative effect of thaese

threats when he alleged that if imports are not restrained,

11112 OBl—me8
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domestic automakers may face the "permanent loss of additional
market share to Japanese producers.”

Mr., Chairman, all of these concerns are highly specula~
tive. None is grounded in’tact or experience. Neither singly
nor in combination do they make a compelling case for import
quotas.

a. Price manipulation. As mentioned earlier, the
supposed "cost advantage"” that Japanese cars possess is greatly
Qxaqéorcted. Even if it were not, there is absolutely no evi-
dence that foreign automobile producers have ever tried, or will
ever try, to increase their market penetration by undercutting
American car prices. Domestic producers apparently had little
fear that the Japanese would do so when they set their prices
for their new, small fuel-efficient 1981 models. They raised
their pricol'on small cars considerably and geared their small
car prices not to import prices, but to each other's.

More importantly, DOT's Report itself states that the
major price constraint on domestic car producers is the fact
that consumers have traditionally allocated a constant share of
their income to automobile ownership and operation. Domestic
producers could not, therefore, raise their prices beyond the

“limits set by this constraint in any case. Indeed, their recent
pricing behavior suggests that they may have reached these limits
already.
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b. Customer lovalty. The USITC found there to be "little
support for the view that consumers, having chosen imports-in
growing numbers, will not return to domestic cars for their next
purchase.” Testimony at the USITC hearings indicated tﬁat there
is far too little evidence upon which to draw any definite con-
clusions concerning consumer loyalty to imports. To the extent
that evidence does exist, it supports DOT's own finding that
repurchase loyalty ;s higher for American-made cars than it is
for impérts.

c. More fuel-efficient foreign cars. None of the major
Japanese automobile manufacturers sells a car abroad that is
smaller or more fuel-efficient than the cars it already sells in
- this country. This statement is true for Toyota, Nissan, Toyo
Kogyo (Mazda), Honda, Mitsubishi (Colt, Arrow) and Isuzu. Some
other Japanese producers make very small, very fuel-efficient
*mini-cars.” However, these cars are unsuitable for export to
this country because they would not meet Federal safety standards
and could not economically be modified to do so.

d. Loss of additional market share. American automobile
manufacturers are turning out more small fuel-efficient cars than
ever before. These cars sold extremely well until very recently,
when tight credit and hijh interest rates severely dampened
sales of all cars. Even during these depressed times, Chrysler's
new "K-cars" have continued to sell well. At the same time,

import sales have decreased markedly from their early summer high.
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8ince the increase in imports was due largely to the unavail-
ability of domestic small cars, and since such cars are now, and
will continue increasingly to be, available, it is unlikely that
import penetration will increase again. Only if anothcr‘"onergy
shock" like that of 1979-80 occurs, and the supply of domestic
small cars is inadequate, may imports' market share grow again.

Three other factors mentioned in the Report may have led
Mr. Goldschmidt to recommend import restraints. The first is
the belief that Japanese producers plan to expand production by
208 by 1983, with much of that growth targeted for the American
market. However, as DOT noted, the Japanese Government has
assured our Government that Japanese producers have no plans to
increase production for export to the United States. Japanese
investment plans are intended primarily to modernize present
facilities, increase production efficiency and increase produc-
tion of components for which the American Big Three have already
contracted. The widespread notion that Japanese producers are
gearing up for an all-out sales offensive against the United
States is an illusion.

Another factor mentioned in the Report is that increased
imports will reduce American automobile industry employment by
8,500 jobs per 100,000 imports. Even if this fact were trﬁc, it
does not support import restraints. Import penetration may
increase only in the event of another "energy shock.® In such
an event, even if 1ﬁportn were curtailed, consumers would not

buy American cars, for, by hypothesis, such cars would not be
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sufficiently fuel-efficient. Thus, whether imports increased or
not, sales of domestic cars would decline and American auto jobs
would be lost. ‘

Furthermore, the accuracy of the potential job loss figure
cited by DOT is questionable. An economic analysis performed by
Dr. Charles Pearson of the Johns Hopkins S8chool of Advanced
International Studies concluded that a 7q0,000 unit decrease in
imports would add at most 14,000 auto sector jobs, or 2,000 jobs
per 100,000 imports. Significantly, each such job would cost
consumers and taxpayers at least $243,000 per vear in higher auto-
mobile prices and other economic and social costs, At the same
time, over 40,000 American jobs in the imported automobile segment
would be lost.

Perhaps the primary impetus behind the import restraint
recommendation is DOT's view that "increased foreign competition
+ o o has luddonly made North American production less competi-
tive.” DOT fears that so long as American-based multinational
producers must reduce their production costs, they will be tempted
to relocate their facilities overseas, where costs are lower.
However, if foreign competition in the American market is reduced,
the pressure to reduce production costs will ease. American~based
multinationals will then continue produstion in this country. In
short, in DOT's view, domestic automobile producers will continue
to invest in the United S8tates only if they can pass on the added
cost of thoft production inefficiencies to their captive American

. consumers, That, of course, is the classic case of protectionism.
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8imply put, DOT's analysis suggests that the actual pre-

8 at to the American automobile industry is n hat
foreign manufacturers will displace American producers. It is
that American producers will leave of their own accord. The
future threat is not from cars produced abroad by foreign pro-
ducers. It is from cars produced abroad by American-based
multinationals.

I1f DOT's analysis is correct, the case for import
restraints is a case for ggrmanené controls on imports. American~
based producers will always lag behind foreign manufacturers in
competitiveness if foreign competition is eliminated }rom the
American market. If American manufacturers' lack of compotitivo-
ness justifies import controls today, it will continue to justify
such controls ten years from today. Mr. Goldschmidt as much as
admitted this fact when, in calling for import restraints, he
declined to set a specific time limit on such controls.

Mr. Chairman, 8. 396 is not the answer to our industry's
current problems. It will not result in increased sales Qolume.
It will not increase the capital available to domestic automakers.
It will not reduce production costs or make our industry more
competitive. As USITC Commissioner Stern observed, an import
quota would merely be "(r)jelief directed at one of the symptoms
rather than at the cause of [our industry's] problems.” (emphasis

added).
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EFFECTS OF 8. 396 ON UNITED STATES INTERNATIONAL TRADE POLICY

Mr. Chairman, in our January 15 statement, we explained
that the imposition of controls on automobile imports would have
adverse effects on our country's international trade policy.

In particular, we noted that the USITC found, pursuant to Section
201 of the Trade Act of 1974, that imports are not a substantial
cause of injury, or even of the threat of injury, to our dom;ltic
automobile industry. We stated that for Congress to limit imports
in the face of such a negative injury determination by the USITC
wouldAhave serious implications.

First, to eéact 8. 396 would undermine the purposes and
functions of the S8ection 201 process. It would constitute a
clear signal to American industries in competitive difficulty
that their salvation lies with the Congress instead of with the
administrative procedures that the Congress has carefully crafted
over the years. 8. 396 would virtually destroy the autho' ity and
the independence of the USITC by announcing, in effect, that the
Congress will override the Commission's decisions whenever those
decisions~-~which are based upon criteria established by the
Congress-~turn out to be unpopular.

S8econd, 8. 396 would substantially undermine one of
the major achievements of our trade negotiators in the Tokyo
Round trade negotiations: the winning of commitments by other
governments to employ the same type of open, careful and fair
administrative procedures that we employ before imposing limita-

tions upon imports. Congress would in effect be tclling other

1
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nations that this country will itself ignore the determinations
arrived at through such procedures when it is expedient to do so.
Third, 8. 396 would violate our nation's obligations under
the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade ("GATT"). It would
contravene the very heart of the GATT, the most-favored-nation
principle enunciated in GATT Article I.:/ In addition, it would
clearly violate GATT Article XI's flat prohibition against the
imposition of quantitative restrictions except in certain enumer~

L 2]
ated circumstances that do not apply here.-/ Furthermore,

W4 Article I, ¥ 1 of the GATT provides:

1, With respect to customs duties and charges
of any kind imposed on or in connection with
importation or exportation or imposed on the
international transfer of payments for imports
or exports, and with respect to the method of
levying such duties and charges, and with
respect to all rules and formalities in connection
with importation and exportation, and with
respe~t to all matters referred to in paragraphs
2 and 4 of Article III, any advantage, favor,
privilege or immunity granted by any contracting
party to any product originating in or destined
for any other country shall be accorded immedi-
ately and unconditionally to the like product
originating in or destined for the territories
of all other contracting parties.

ny Article XI, ¥ 1 of the GATT provides:

1. No prohibitions or restrictions other than
duties, taxes or other charges, whether made
effective through quotas, import or export
licenses, or other measures, shall be instituted
or maintained by any contracting party on the
importation of any product of the territory of
any other contracting party or on the exportation
or sale for export of any product destined for
the territory of any other contracting party.



117

Article XIIXI of the GATT provides that if, pursuant to some excep~
tion provided for in GATT, including a waiver from its provisions,
quantitative- restrictions on imports are imposed, they may not

be applied against imports from any one nation unless they are
similarly applied to such imports from all nations.:/ 8., 396,

by restricting imports from Japan alone, would contravene this
provision.

’ A Moreover, under Article XIX of the GATT, import limitations
may be imposed only where imports "cause or threaten serious
injury to domestic producers.” The United States has implemented
this principle by requiring that those who would restrict imports
first obtain an affirmative injury determination from the USITC.
Here, the USITC has, of course, made a negacive injury determina-
tion. An international dispute~settlement panel asked to rule on
the issue would very likely regard the quota imposed by 8. 396

as lacking a sufficient finding, under our own procedures, of

serious injury or tpreat thereof. Such a determination would come
precisely when the United States is trying to strengthen the pro-
visions of Article XIX of the GATT with respect to open and public

justification of trade restrictive actions by other nations.

*/ Article XIII, ¥ 1 of the GATT provides:

1., No prohibition or restriction shall be
applied by any contracting party on the importa-
tion of any product of the territory of any
other contracting party or on the exportation of
any product destined for the territory of any
other contracting party, unless the importation
of the like product of all third countries or
the exportation of the like product to all third
countries is similarly prohibited or restricted.
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If, despite the clear terms of the GATT, 8. 396 is enacted,
the United States must obtain a waiver, under Article XXV, ¥ S of
the GATT, from its obligations. Absent such a waiver, action
taken pursuant to S. 396 would violate our international legal
obligations.

Pourth, 8. 396 would violate our Treaty of Priendship, Com-
merce and Navigation with Japan, 4 U.8.T. 2063, Article XiIV of
that Treaty forbids the United States from imposing any restric~
tions on imports of Japanese products unless similar restrictions
are placed on imports of products from every other country. Unlike
the GATT, the ircacy does not provide for a waiver from the obli-
gations that it imposes, but rather provide only for consultation.
See Article XXIV,

_ Mr. Chairman, we have shown that import restrictions will
not help our domestic industry. Moreover, they are fraught with
legal and foreign policy complications. We wish once again to
remind you of the cogent observation of your former colleague,
S8enator Adlai Stevenson: "It would be wiser for the United States

to help industry beat foreign competition than to protect it from

such competition.” There are other, more viable measures than

import quotas that can help our industry finance its retooling
costs, lower its costs of production and regain its competitive

strength.

SUGGESTED RELIEP PROPOSALS
Mr. Chairman, we indicated earlier that DOT saw the two

major problems to be addressed in providing relief to the domestic
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automobile industry are (i) to enable that industry both to
finance its reconversion effort and, at the same time, to remain
competitive, during a period of slack demand and (ii) to induce
that industry not to source its products from, and export its
production facilities to, other countries. Thus, as we stated in
our January 15 testimony, proposals for relief should have a dual
aim: (i) to provide domestic automobile manufacturers with addi-
tional investment capital and (ii) to give them incentives to
invest that capital in the United States rather than abroad.

In our January statement, we submitted for this Subcom-
mittee's consideration proposals for relief that would, unlike
8. 396, address these objectives directly. We note with some
satisfaction that both you, Mr, Chairman, and Senator Bentsen,
your co-sponsor of S. 396, have emphasized that you intend to
offer relief measures similar in nature to those we proposed in
January. wé wish to resubmit our proposals to you in the hope
that you will realize that they should be enacted as alternatives,

rather than merely as supplements, to S. 396.

1. Tax-Based Investment Incentives |

a. Refundable tax credit. AIADA supports the provision
of a refundable tax credit of 10 percent for new investments
made within the United States by any automobile manufacturer in
the following activities:

i. acquisition or construction of new plant
and equipment, or modernization of existing plant

and equipment, particularly plant and equipment

> et g
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aimed at increasing automobile fuel-efficiency and/
or safety; and
ii. research and development activities,
particularly research and development aimed at in-
creasing automobile fuel-efficiency and/or safety.
This new tax credit would supplement the existing general
investment tax credit of 10 percent. It would be refundable,

i.e., payable in cash, to companies that make qualifying invest~

ments but do not have tax liability against which to set off the
credit. .

Such a tax credit would provide additional funds and
incentives for profitable companies to invest here at home. More
importantly, because it would be refundable, the credit would pro-
vide companies that are not currently earning profits with the
funds and incentives to improve their productivity and competi~
tiveness by maintaining an efficient capital base. Further relief
could be provided by making this credit available, at least for
machinery, when new equipment is ordered rather than when it is
placed in service. This measure would reduce the heavy burden
of financing the costly launch phase of a new product line.

b. Extension of energy tax credit. If such a sweeping
investment credit is unaccertable, some relief can be provided
by extending the 10 percent energy tax credit, which is now appli-
cable only to investment in eneréy conservation and alternative
energy equipment, to equipment used to produce fuel-efficient

automobiles. Such an energy tax credit -~ which, égain. would
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supplement the already-existing 10 percent investment tax credit
«= would proride an additional incentive for the productipn of
-fuel-efficient vehicles. Like the broader proposed tax credit,
this new energy inve;tmont tax credit should be refundable in
order to help unprofitable manufacturers to make the necessary
investments in retooling. .

Both of our proposed tax credit programs could be limited
in duration. In addition, they could be structured so that the
Government could eventually recoup the credits, e.g., by reducing
credits in profitable years, by reducing the ability to carry
forward losses or by some other means.

c. Accelerated depreciation. We support the granting of
accelerated depreciation allowances to automobile manufacturers
for new plant and equipment installed within the United States.
This proposal could be implemented in conjunction with the more
general "10-5-3" proposals currently under discussion in other
contexts. Alternatively, an accelerated depreciation program
could be directed particularly at the automobile industry. On
January 30, 1981, Representative James Dunn of Michigan intro-
duced H.R. 1519, which would make such tax relief, as well as
other tax-based benefits, available to automobile manufacturers.
We hope that both houses of Congress will take up that measure
without delay.

l Such a tax revision would immeasurably improve the compet-
itive position of our industry. 1Indeed, in a submission last

year to the Subcommittee on Trade of the House Ways and Means
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Committee, representatives of American automobile manufacturers
commented on the importance of such tax assistance in the early
period of an investment program. They noted the advantages that
Japanese companies have in this area:

The Japanese law continues to provide auto

companies with an extraordinary additional

first year write-off of 25 percent of the

cost of machinery and equipment. When

combined with normal depreciation, this

allows companies such as Toyota to write

off as much as 45 percent of the cost of

machinery and equipment in the first year

of use., Under the U.S8. tax system, [U.S8.

automakers are] generally limited to writing

off about 1l percent of the cost of such

fixed assets in the first xoar, plus the

investment tax credit of 10 percent.
Assistance similar to that available in Japan would aid American
producers enormously in reducing whatever cost advantage Japanese
producers may have over their American counterparts.

d. Moratorium on repatriated earnings. As the DOT Report

' recognizes, our multinational automobile producers need stronger
incentives to invest in the United States rather than abroad.
One way by which to encourage such investment is to induce them
to invest some of their overseas earnings here at home. Thus,
AIADA proposed a moratorium of at least one year on the imposition
of Federal income taxes on repatriated earnings of overseas sub~-
gidiaries of automobile manufacturers lozated in the United
States. This measure would create a direct incentive to bring
home large pools of funds that, at present, are being used to

create jobs abroad.
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During the 19708, American-based multinational automakers
significantly increased their capital investment abroad., FPFor
example, General Motors' ("GM") ovarseas capital expenditures
increased from 14 percent of its total capital expenditures in
1974 to over 36 percent in 1980. Ford's overseas capital spending
constituted 26,5 percent of its total capital outlays in 1979,
compared to 21 percent in 1977, It is expected that about 25
percent of American~based producers' capital outlays in the next
five years will be spent outside of North America.

These overseas capital expenditures are coming largely
out of the overseas earnings of our multinational automakers.

In 1979, GM earned 13 percent of its total net income, or $376

‘million, overseas, while Ford netted earnings abroad of $1.35

billion. Although GM lost money overseas in 1980, Ford continued
to earn substantial profits abroad. Both Ford and GM testified
before the USITC that they believe in returning to a country in
investment what they get out of it in income. Thus, as they lose
money on their American operations, they can be expected to con-
tinue to invest a large part of their net earnings abroad., If
the automobile industry in the United States is to recover, these
companies must rechannel those investments to this country.

e. General considerations. We expect that if these pro-

posals were implemented, automobile manufacturers would pass the
benefits directly through to consumers in the form of lower
prices. The success of automakers' recent rebate programs indi-

cates that such a price reduction would help release the pent-up
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demand that has accumulated during this period of extremely high
interest rates. More importantly, in the long run, such lower
prices would enable American producers effectively to engage

in the intense price competition that DOT foresees as character~
i2ing the future worldwide automobile market.

Our proposals directly addreas the most pressing need of
the American automobile industry: the need to generate sufficient
capital to survive the current economic slump, to make the rapid
transition to the production of more fuel-efficient automobiles
and to maintain the capital base that the industry must have to
be competitive.

All of our proposals are non-discriminatory. Their bene-
fits would apply to foreign companies manufacturing automobiles
or conducting research in the United States as well as to American
manufacturers' operations in this country. As a result, the pro-
posals would present no problems either under the GATT (which
does not, in any event, directly address such investment incen=
tives) or under United States commercial treaties., Moreover, the
proposals would create incentives for foreign companies to invest
in jobe=creating facilities in the United States.

Our proposals are addressed to the supply side. We have

not made proposals on the demand side, i.e., prorosals intended

directly to stimulate consumer demand, for two reasons. First,
rebate programs and other measures to stimulate demand are
primarily matters for the automobile companies. Our proposals,

by increasing funds available to the automobile companies, will
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make it easier for them to lower prices and to take other actions
to stimulate automobile demand. We do not believe that it is
appropriate for the Government to grant direct rebates or other
incentives to automobile consumers.

8econd, even if such action were appropriate, there is no
feasible means by which the Government can stimulate new car
demand directly. On the one hand, if rebates or consumer tax
credits were granted for the purchase of American and foreign-
made cars alike, the Government would, in effect, be subsidizing
the purchase of foraign automobiles. We do not believe that such
a proposal is politically realistic. On the other hand, to grant
rebates or incentives exclusively for the purchase of American-
made automobiles would constitute a clear violation of our
nation's international obligations under the “national treatment"
principles of the GATT and commercial treaties. For these rea-~
sons, we do not sunport that aspect of Rep. Dunn's bill, H.R.
1519, that would provide a tax credit to consumers primarily for
the purchase of certain new, domestically-produced automobiles.

2, Regulatory Relief

The Federal Government can contribute to the automobile
industry's recovery by changing its approach to regulation.
Several recent studies show that there is considerable room for
cutting back particular existing or planned rules without substan-
tially retreating from the overall goals of regulation. For
exanple, the report of President Reagan's Trangsition Task Force

on Transportation suggests that the tremendous cost of many safety

7-112 O—~81——9
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standards and recalls ordered by the National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration ("NHTSA") may not be justified by their
benefits.

Many questions have been raised about specific NHTSA
rules, e.9., the five-miles-per-hour bumper standard and the
requirement for air bags or other passive restraints. 8Secretary
of Transportation Drew Lewis has already announced plans to delay
implementation of rhe latter standard and to alter the method by
which the program is to be effected, Perhaps more significantly,
Rep. Dunn has introduced a second bill, H.R. 1518, which would
require Federal agencies to ravise or eliminate certain regula~
tions in order to minimize the regulatory burden on our automo~
bile industry. We support those regulatory reform measures that
would save our industry money without undermining the environ-
mental, safety and fuel~-aconomy benefits that such regulations
have already brought about.

Estimates vary as to the amounts that a reduction in regu-
lations can save the American automobile industry. The Office of
Management and Budget ("OMB") has estimated that the industry
will have to spend about §$1.9 billion over the next five years to
comply. with current and planned health and safety regulations.
OMB Director David Stockman has compiled an informal list of
specific rule changes that he estimates could save the industry
over $2 billion in the coming years. We provided that list to

you in our earlier testimony.
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The EPA, to its credit, has already begun a review of rules
that could lead to changes saving the industry $600 million over
the next five years., We hope and expect that that agency, and
all regulatory agencies, will do whatever they can to eliminate
unnecessary and unduly costly }ogulationo. Purthermore, we
endorse the recommendation, contained in Mr. Goldschmidt's
letter, that future relations between Government regulators and
the industry be cooperative rather than adversarial,

3, Additional Assistance For
Unemployed Autoworkers

The greatest misfortune of the current slump in the auto-
mobile market is the fact that so many autoworkers- have been put
out of work. AIADA sincerely sympathizes with thase workers
and fully supports any proposal that will alleviate their diffi-
culties., The measures that we have proposed will enable some of
these workers to regain their auto-related jobs by stimulating
activity in that sector.

However, as DOT, the USITC and the Congressional Budget
Office have all concluded, overall employment in the automobile
industry will be substantially reduced in the future because of
technological developments, American producers' investments
abroad, improved productivity and othei structural changes. We
wholeheartedly support measures that would provide for retraining
and alternate industry employment programs-for these workers.

In addition, we support the expansion of current unemploy=~
ment and adjustment assistance programs to aid unemployed auto~

workers during this transitional period. Consequently, we
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disagree with the recommendation, contained in a recently-
completed report prepared by OMB, that the adjustment assistance
program be cut back. Such assistance is absolutely vital to
ensure that unemployed autoworkers do not bear a disproportionate
share of the entire industry's burden of adjusting to the new
conditions of competition that will characterize the automobile

market of the future.

CONCLUSION
There is no question that the American automobile industry

needs assistance in completing its effort to once again become
competitive. The assistance given it should be aimed at the
problem that is hindering that effort: the industry's difficul~
ties in generating sufficient capital to finance its investments
while remaining competitive. The measures that we have proposed
will provide our automakers both with capital and with incentives
to invest that capital in the United States. The import quota
contained in 8. 396 would do neither. We urge this Subcommittaee,
as we did }n January, to devote your time and efforts to fashion-
ing relief measures, such as those that we have proposed, that
will be of material, tangible benefit to our industry.

Thank you very much.,
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AFTERNOON BSESSION

Senator DANFoRTH. The committee will come to order.

The next witness will be Mr. Howard Yourﬁ, special consultant
to the president, United Auto Workers, and Mr. Stephen Koplan,
legislative representative, AFL~CIO.

STATEMENTS OF HOWARD YOUNG, SPECIAL CONSULTANT TO
THE PRESIDENT, UNITED AUTO WORKERS AND STEPHEN
KOPLAN, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE, AFL-CIO

Mr. Youna. Mr. Chairman, I am Howard Young. I am special
consultant to the president of the United Auto Workers.

Doug Fraser apologizes for not being here himself, but he had to
be in Detroit. He asked that I express my appreciation to you and
Senator Bentsen and others, for moving this effort forward to the
greatest extent that we can.

We have submitted a written statement, which I would ask to be
inserted in the record, but in view of the time schedule, with your
permission, I will summarize it.

What we point out in our statement is that the situation in the
auto industry is quite bad, as has been detailed several times today,
but more important, that it is not improving significantly.

Just to cite one statistic that I think has been used less than
others, if you look at the corporate income taxes paid or not paid
by the three auto companies, there is roughly a $6 billion swing in
collections by the Government in 1980 as compared with 1978,

In 1978, the three companies paid roughly $2.5 billion in Federal
income taxes. In 1980, they end up with a credit of roughly $2.6
billion. So, the Government is out roughly $5 billion, as a result of
what is going on in the auto industry.

We point out in our statement that the auto industry has been
and certainly can continue to be a vibrant and highly productive
industry. The .recent problems that have been exgerienced have

n more product oriented than production oriented.

Also, as far as we can see, and looking at data that we and
others have put together, the level of productivity in the U.S. auto
flndustry continues to be as high as, and we believe higher than the

apanese.

e know that there are many conflicting reports on this, but a
lot of the studies only look at part of the Japanese auto industry or
otherwise don’t adjust for changes in product mix that are going -
on.

In recent years, there is no question that their productivit
increases have been higher than ours; in fact, we have had dropofis
in the U.S. industry’s productivity, but tl::{ are clearly related to
the low volume level that has been produced, rather than the
manner in which cars are built.

We state, and this point has been made several times this morn-
ing, we have never suggested that controlling imports would fully
solve the problem that we face.

But, as you said, Mr. Chairman, it is an essential aspect of
getting the problem taken care of.

For the U.S. Government to demonstrate that it is prepared to
adequately control the level of imports, and also to take some
-action through a content requirement on where automobiles will be’
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built that are sold in this country, is essential; in order to indicate
to both the domestic as well as the foreign companies, that we wish
to have a healthy, dynamic industry in this country.

The proposed legislation to impose a 1.6-million-unit limit on
imports would be a substantial help, a lower limit would help even
more. The point was made this morning that the specific figure is
one that could be open for discussion and a lower figure could be
justified by experience.

But it is absolutely essential both that there be a limit and that
movement be made rapidly in the near future to make it clear that
an effective limit will be imposed.

Then we indicate in our statement, a range of other actions that
have to be taken in order to deal with the situation.

The Foint was made earlier that interest rates are a very severe
palqt of the problem. Something must be done about monetary
policy.

We agree with the idea that a tax credit for people who buy
more fuel-efficient cars would make sense. We proposed in the past
that there be a scrappage bounty to ft the worst performing old
cars off the road, that would help both the fuel efficiency and the
. emission situation. Also, a refundable investment tax credit for this
industry would make sense, in view of their profit situation.

The trade adjustment assistance program, instead of being scaled
back, must in fact continue with greater emphasis on retraining
and relocation.

No matter how effectively we deal with the problem, large num-
bers of workers will be dislocated and they must be helped.

As I said earlier, an essential long-term point is there must be a
content requirement as to where cars are built.

Thank you very much.

Senator DANFORTH. Mr. Koplan.

Mr. KorLAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. s

My name is Stephen Koplan. I am a legislative representative for
the American Federation of Labor and Congress of Industrial Orga-
nizations.

At the outset, if I may digress from my statement, Mr. Chair-
man, I would like to compliment you on the initiatives that you
have taken to deal with this very serious problem.

While much attention is focused on the big three auto makers
and the United Auto Workers as the union representing most of
their employees, AFL-CIO unions represent the majority of work-
ers in the broad automobile industry. :

Two out of every three jobs in the industry have been held by
workers who make machinery, steel, aluminum, glass, electronics,
rubl?.tlsr, plastics, and other products which are assembled into auto-
mobiles.

In addition to these Eroduction jobs, AFL-CIO unions represent
many thousands of workers employed in auto-related services.

The AFL-CIO believes that action is needed at once to curb
imports of automobiles and parts because the massive dislocation of
production in the auto industry is continuing to destroy production,
jobs, and communities throughout the United States.

Nearly 1 million Americans have become jobless primarily be-
cause of the failure to act on imports. Unless action is forthcoming
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from the Congress, the world will continue to act as if this market
now and forever is designed only for their exports, and U.S. produc-
ers will continue to lose their competitive position or move abroad.

This is not free trade, Mr. Chairman, it is a very expensive, one-
way street that will continue to harm American workers.

orkers who need jobs have paid too much of the price for this
failure to act. They need to work, Mr. Chairman. 4

In Toledo, Ohio, last week 5,000 workers lined up for 90 jobs, in
an auto battery plant, according to the New York Times.

On February 16, the AFL-CIO executive council adopted the
following statement on this subject: Immediate import relief and a
reguirement for domestic content is urgently needed for the auto
industry and the parts supgliers.

The AFL-CIO supports S. 396, introduced by Senators Danforth
and Bentsen, as an important step in this direction and urges swift
enactment in the Congress. .

Existing laws should be examined and improved to insure speed
:'lelief to industries when the threat of injury from imports is evi-

ent.

These laws also should be adjusted to assure that the producers
of major and essential components can receive appropriate relief
from injury caused by imports.

We believe that S. 396 is a step in the right direction, but we
would urge several improvements.

First, a reduction from the proposed 1.6 million limit to a limit of
1.2 million imports of Japanese autos per year.

We feel that the 1.6 million limit, in S. 396, will be too generous
an amount, because it is based on a period 1978 to 1979, during
which automobile imports from Japan had already surged to a
substantially higher level. A more representative period, say the
average of b years, 1975 to 1979 would result in a limitation at 1.2
million cars.

Second, we urge inclusion of a content requirement. If this is not
done, the United States will lose the technological advantages of
the modern auto industry and become merely an ' assembler of
technology produced in other countries. .

The U.S. imports of auto parts shot up 122 percent between 1976
and 1979; from $4 billion to over $10 billion.

The deficit moved from a $1.6-billion surplus in 1975, to a $1.8-
billion deficit in 1979,

U.S. cars may include Americoan technology in the future, but
that technology will not be produced in America unless this coun-
try acts to make sure that we have a technological future.

The idea of domestic content is not new or unusual. The United
States and virtually every other country of the world have adopted
provisions, at various times, for various reasons to include require-
menis that certain amounts of a car or other products be made
within their borders.

Most countries have much higher requirements in law and/or in
practice than the United States.

The attached tables submitted to the International Trade Com-
mission by the United Auto Workers, give a sense of the extent of
this practice. .
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What the tables do not show, however, is that there has also
been an effective de facto content requirement, in Western Europe,
that creates an enormous advantage for producing there.

Between members of the European Community and members of
the European Free Trade Association, that is in most of Western
Europe, there has been a duty-free transfer privilege for production
within their borders. But a tariff on parts and cars, from the
outside, tariffs that are generally higher than those of the United
States. The effect encourages production in Europe.

Many European countries also have quotas and gentlemen’s
agreements or other regulations to keep out a flood of car imports.

The United States is the most open large market. U.S. industry
is the most injured; not from free trade, but from Government
actions, worldwide.

Other countries are not only enlarging the content requirements,
they are also demanding that foreign investors both ptoduce a high
percentage of the car in their countries and export from tho
countries. :

The result, U.S. and foreign companies are encouraged to expand
in those countries and export parts to the United States.

The fact that the United States has neither quotas nor high
tariffs, nor high content requirements means that the pressure is
to move the rest of the auto supply industries abroad. That can
mean the death of a viable, U.S. auto industry.

An appropriate content requirement is essential to assure that
}v)&ie hav&s a healthy auto industry and not one that merely assem-

es parts. )

Wgen they appeared before the International Trade Commission,
the United Auto Workers asked for a content provision that set up
a high tariff and quotas. Relief from quotas would be given if
products contained a phased-in content requirement, up to 75 per-
cent, by 1988,

The AFL-CIO supported that request. Such an amendment could
assure that there would be more than an assembly unit available
for autos in the United States in the year 2000.

But such a provision should contain a direction that is more than
a mere percentage figure, a direction to include engines and other
parts necessary for the production of a car.

Precedent for such content directions can be found in the orderly
- marketing agreement on color TV’s where certain TV picture tubes
and other parts necessary for the production of a TV set were
included in the quota arrangement.

Third, immediate action is needed to limit the import of parts.
We recognize that the parts of a car are many and complex and
the data on imports of parts are not as complete as data on imports
of cars. It will be necessary to obtain the necessary data on parts
on an item-by-item basis in order to craft an effective limit.

In making this recommendation, we are not suggesting that any
action be taken that would either disrupt immediate production
plans or slow down passage of effective limits on the imports of
cars or the inclusion of a content requirement. Action can no
longer be Ylostgoned, Mr. Chairman. Congress must act to make
sure that the United States has a viable automobile industry that
produces modern technologically efficient automobiles.
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We pledge to work with you in that regard.

Senator DANFORTH. Senator Chafee.

Senator CHAFEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. '

Mr. Young, on page 5 of Mr. Fraser’s testimony, it is indicated
that you seek both short-term relief and permanent legislation
which would require substantial North American content vehicles
sold here; is that correct?

Mr. YounG. Yes, sir.

Senator CHAFEE. This then is more than just temporary relief
from the imports?

Mr. Youna. That's correct, sir. We have been making this pro-
posal for over a year now. We believe that action is needed now to
make it clear that adequate domestic content will be required for
automobiles sold here, because the investment decisions that will
affect models down the road are being made now and over the next
several years.

We think the situation is such, both in our own country and due
to the practices of other countries, that it must be made clear that
it will be required that there be adequate domestic content for
automobiles that are sold here.

Senator CHAFEE. What is adequate?

Mr. Young. We propose that certainly, where you reach the
economically efficient level, such as a quarter of a million cars per
year production, that it be 75-percent domestic content such as now
contained in the fuel efficiency legislation.

For smaller model runs, the figure could be phased down. The
figure could be phased in over a number of years. We don’t propose
that the 75 Cpercent \%,o into effect immediately.

Senator CHAFEE. What is the problem with the automobile indus-
try in this country?

There are automobiles being sold. The Japanese seem to be doing
all right. What is the matter with the American car?

Mr. Youna. I believe that the major problem is that they missed
the boat. That whatever the reason, clearly the market took a very
sharp turn. The auto companies were not adequately prepared for
that sharp a turn. This is an industry that doesn’t turn around
very rapidly. It takes a fair amount of leadtime to get everything
into place. I believe that while the auto companies are selling
better cars now, or cars better adapted to the needs of the market
than they were before, they are not there fully yet. They don’t
have the models fully developed that everyone wants. They don’t
have the ones that everyone wants in full supply. We are simply
working toward that solution.

What we are highly concerned about is that if the importers
continue to make the inroads they have been making, that when
the U.S. companies are fully prepared, it will be that much more
difficult, if possible, to recapture the market.

Senator CHAFEE. You heard the testimony from Mr. Baldrige,
saying that there is capacity for a million units available to meet
the increased production; was that accurate?

Mr. Youna. I understood Mr. Baldrige to say that that capacity
. was coming on line and would be there, that it is not there now.
That is my impression, for those cars that are selling well, the
companies do not have excess capacity, particularly when you look
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at the need for engines and transmissions and everything down the
. line, aside from just assembly.

I think that what is often looked at is what is the capability of
assembling a large number of vehicles. However the constraint is
often the en%ines and transmissions. Clearly, we don’t have excess
cagacity in those areas.

ome of the best selling cars, unfortunately, contain engines, for
example, that are imported.

Senator CHAFEE. What is the absenteeism rate of the United
Automobile Workers?

Mr. Youna. I don’t have figures currently. I am told that the
rate is down from where it has been in past years, but I don't have
a hard figure. ,

Senator CHAFEE. Is it fair to say that the rate has been shock-

in%}[y h\i{gh?

r. YOUNG. Absenteeism has been a problem. One of the prob-
lems, in looking at the figures, is that the companies often tend to
publish figures as absenteeism that combine periods when people
are away when it was known that they would be away from the
job, when they are scheduled to be away or wh.en they are sick or
when there is a death in the family, along with all the other, if you
will, unexcused absenteeism.

I think the area to focus on is the unexcused absenteeism. That
is clearly too high. We have been working with the companies to
bring it down.

Senator CHAFEE. The other absences are provided for by the
contract?

Mr. Youna. That is right, but those are absences that can be
planned for and shouldn’t interfere with the productive efficiency
of the plant.

Senator DaANFORTH. Mr. Young, one of the points that was raised
this morning is that some have alleged that the autoworkers are
very handsomely paid, that the salary rates are substantially
larger than they are in most other fields of employment, and that
the autoworkers should themselves see that there is—that they
have a stake in trying to improve the competitive position of the
U.S. automobile industry.

I wonder how you would respond to that.

Mr. Younc. Well, as it was mentioned, Mr. Chairman, we don’t
think that our members are the best paid, but they are well paid.
They also are highly productive. They have worked in an industry
that is highly productive. They have turned out a product that sold
well, at least until recent years.

We have never blocked the introduction of technological im-

rovements. We have never tried to hamper the productivity of the
1;11dustry; in fact, we have encouraged the companies to build on
that.

We understand that when there are difficult times, that every-
- body has to sit down and work those out. We have just gone
through that with the Chrysler Corp.

If I may, Senator Chafee mentioned, when I came in this morn-
ing‘,: that as far as he knew, no one took a pay cut. That is incor-
rect.
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Chrysler workers, this week, are earning $1.15 less per hour than
they were earning last month. They took an absolute cut in their
pay, not simply a forfeiture of future pay increases.

&’e recognize that those things have to happen and have to be
worked out, and whatever has to be done in that area, there will
have to be changes on the company side of the fence as well as the
workers and the unions.

But, I think as the point was made here several times this
morning, we also believe that no action of that type by itself can
save the industry or can significantly improve the situation we are
in.

It is essential that there be adequate action, and in view of the
way the process takes place in the Government, and in view of the
way this has been discussed for the last year and a half, it seems to
us that we cannot come to grips with whatever may need to be
done at the private level, until it is very clear what will be done in
the public arena.

Senator DANFORTH. So, your view is that Government has a part
to play, that the auto companies have a part to play, that the
UAW has a part to play in trying to restore health to the auto-
mobile industry?

Mr. YouNg. Yes, sir.

Senator DANFORTH. That is the position of the UAW?

Mr. Youna. That’s our position. The precise manner in which
that part gets played out, and what it is that is important, are the
issues that have to get discussed.

I think some of the most important issues that relate to the
industry are not what is going to happen next week, but what'’s
going to happen 1, 2, and 3 years down the road; in terms of how
the productive facilities will be made, in terms of where Ford,
General Motors, and Chrysler will invest their new capital, what
decisions will be made now that will affect that environment down
the road. That is why it all has to come together.

But, exactly how it is implemented, is the issue that has to be
worked out by the parties.

Senator DANFORTH. Could you and Mr. Koplan give us some
estimates as to unemployment, both among UAW members and
AFL-CIO members, as a result of automobile imports? .

Mr. YounG. As a result of imports? That gets fairly hard to
untangle. The reason is that there is not yet agreement over what
the impact of the imports has been.

One of the witnesses testified this morning about the substitution
e{fect due to imports, I think the figure he used was 400,000 vehi-
cles.

But, as we pointed out to the International Trade Commission,
that is merely the result of looking at the raw figures of what was
the increase in imports. When you have a shrinking total market,
yl;)u woluld expect the number of imports to drop just like every-
thing else.

So, we contended to the International Trade Commission that in
fact the substitution effect was substantially larger. That if one
had looked at how many sales there would have been for imports if
they retained the same share of the smaller market, you would
have seen a much bigger effect.
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So we don’t have a hard figure there. We never claimed that the
200,000 plus members who we have laid off in the big three, and
the spillover into other areas, is entirely due to imports, but a
substantial piece of it, probably 30 to 4()‘}6)ercer_1t is.

. bSe')nator ANFORTH. How many UAW workers now are out of
jobs?

Mr. YouNG. In the three main auto companies, almost 200,000
workers are on long-term layoff, and another 30,000 to 40,000 are
on temporary layoffs, they know when they will be recalled.

Then, we have members in parts supplier companies, and there
are others which end up at least matching those figures. In total,
the best impression we have is that about 1 million people are laid
off due to what is happening in the auto industrg'.

Senator DANFORTH. About half of them would be your members;
is that right? Roughly?

Mr. YounG. Yes.

Senator DANForTH. Mr. Koplan.

Mr. KoprrLAN. I have some of them, Mr. Chairman. Between Octo-
ber of 1978 and October 1980, employment in the industrial sector,
classified as motor vehicles and eguipment, fell by 289,000.

During that same 2-year period, 141,000 jobs disappeared in the
primary metal industry; 100,000 to car dealerships; 36,000 in the
automatic stamping industry, and 26,000 in the tires and inner
tube industlc'{v.

Many additional workers lost their jobs in various industrial
groups that supply the auto industry, but whose job loss is not
separately identifiable from the general employment data.

e have been using the figure that nearly 1 million Americans
have E:come jobless, primarily because of the failure to act on
imports.

I was interested this morning, to hear Ambassador Brock testify
that his figures are between 750,000 to 1 million.

Senator DANFORTH. By imports, you mean automobile imports?

Mr. KoprLAN. Yes, and the importation of parts as well.

Senator DANFORTH. Senator Chafee.

Senator CHAFEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Young, could we explore a little bit further the $1.50 an hour
cut taken by the Chrysler workers? As I understand it you are
saying that last week they were earning x dollars, and this week
they are earning x, minus $1.50 per hour; is that correct?

Mr. Young. $1.15.

Senator CHAFEE. Excuse me, $1.15.

Am I correct in that?

Mr. YouNna. Yes, sir.

Senator CHAFEE. In other words, they are actually receiving less.
It is not the foregoing of a potential increase in the future?

Mr. Younc. That’s correct; yes, sir.

Senator CHAFEE. Is that $1.15 off the $19.50 or $19 plus, which
we've been told was their average pay per hour with fringes?

Mr. YounG. The $1.15 is out of their actual wage rate. If you
figure the impact of that on their total pay, the figure that corre-
sponds to that $19.50, it is about 25 percent higher because of its
{)rgpafgts of overtime pay and holiday pay and on certain other

nefits.
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Senator CHAFEE. What reduction have the Ford and GM workers
taken, or any of the others?

Mr. Youna. They have not taken any reductions.

Senator CHAFEE. Why not?

Mr. Young. First, because the companies haven’t asked for it.
Second, because the situation is nowhere near as critical as it was
with the Chrysler group. As I indicated to the chairman, the most
important reason is because in any event, whatever we would
discuss with the companies, the key to solving the problem is
assurance that there will be adequate public policy.

You just can’t expect the workers to make that kind of a sacri-
fice if they don’t know that it is really going to solve the problem.

It may be that a different kind of an adjustment is the right
answer in Ford and GM.

In Chrysler, we are faced with a totally different situation than
we are faced with in Ford and General Motors. We were faced with
a company that was about to go bankrupt.

Senator CHAFEE. You heard ﬁretty alarming testimony this
morning about the condition of the other companies, particularly
Ford. I don’t know what your definition of critical is, but it would
%eerg to me the critical circumstances seemed to have arrived at

ord.

Mr. YouNG. As far as I can tell, they are not in the same kind of
desperate situation that Chrysler was in. We would obviously like
to avoid that. But, I really come back to the more fundamental
question, that in Chrysler, you were in a situation where there was
a public policy solution in place; namely, the loan guarantee. The
wage concessions and other concessions that the workers made, and

ains that they received in return, in other forms of participation,
in decisionmaking, in a profit-sharing plan for the future, and
things of that nature, those were all worked out against the frame-
work of having an effective public policy solution for that particu-
lar situation.

Here we are in a position where the public policy solution is
neither implemented nor even agreed upon. Until that is in place,
it is impossible to even figure out what the appropriate details of
the private action should be.

Senator CHAFEE. | have a little trouble understanding why ac-
tions wait upon so-called public policy. Suppose our public policy is
to remain the same?

Mr. YounG. Our belief is, that in that case, the problem won’t
get solved.

The labor component of GM and Ford’s activities, at least the
labor comronent that we bargain about, is only about 30 percent of
their total costs. While that is not insignificant, we don’t believe
that either in the near term and certainly not in the long term, not
in terms of shaping their investment decisions, and the decisions of
the other manufacturers, that will be adequately affected by some-
thing we work out at the bargaining table.

We -believe there has to be the kind of activities that have been
talked about here in order to solve that problem.

Senator DANFORTH. Go ahead.

Senator CHAFEE. Mr. Young, I have a little problem with the
position you and your union and the others have taken here.
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Namely, what you are saying is that your workers, the most
highly paid industrial workers in the Nation, have a problem. And
the way to solve that problem is to impose higher costs on other
workers who are working for far less than yours.

Now, if that is fairness, it will take some explaining.

Mr. Youna. Well, if I may, what we are saying is the Nation has
a problem. That we are dealing here with an industry that is
strategic to the Nation, with an industry that every other nation
approaches as a strategic industry, and that is why every other
nation has in fact built u sgecial arrangements for their auto
industries, has encouraged their development, has encouraged
them to flourish.

We think that the Nation will have a problem, and has a prob-
lem, due to the illness in the auto industry, in terms of its financial
impact on the Federal budget. I mentioned the question of taxes
the company pays. Others have pointed to the question of taxes
which the workers would pay if they were working, of benefits
which they now receive. More important than that, auto has been
one of the leaders in productiviti'1 imﬁrovement in this country.
The auto industry has pulled up the whole level of productivity in
manufacturing.

As I said, with respect to the last 2 years, I don’t think that
anyone would dispute that the reason there have been productivity
problems is because of the low volumes at which the companies are
operating. They always show productivity declines when that hap-
pens. When they pull out of it, productivity snaps back.

The auto industry has been the center for innovative develop-
ment. It has been a high productivity center. It does stand at the
center of much of the economic activity in the Nation.

So that it is perfectly true that our members have a problem in
terms of their own job, but the Nation as a whole has a problem.
We believe it is essential that we all solve that problem.

Senator CHAFEE. Mr. Young, you have indicated your members
haven’t come forward with any solution to the problem on their

art or concessions because it wasn't viewed as critical. I don’t
now what your definition for critical is, but I do know that
Senator Danforth and the others have stated that it is critical.

So your workers, in fact, are the economic royalists of the indus-
trial labor movement; isn’t that true?

Mr. Younag. I wouldn’t characterize them as economic royalists,
if that means they are getting paid something they are not entitled
to. I think their productivity levels and the situation they have
been in has justified their earnings.

I don’t want to leave a misimpression. I think that the situation
we are in is a critical one for everyone. What I said or meant to
say is that neither Ford or GM are in the degree of critical situa-
tion that Chrysler was in 2 months ago, and to some extent contin-
ues to be in.

We had a company there that literally was days away from
bankruptcy, as far as we could tell. As far as I know, that is not
the case at either Ford or GM. They are simply different kinds of
situations. I would just repeat that is not really the primary issue.
Thgtprimary issue is that in Chrysler, an overall solution was in
sight.
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In both Ford and GM and for the parts suppliers and others, we

don’t see an overall solution in sight unless we get the kind of
actions that are being talked about here.
. Senator CHAFEE. Mr. Young, you consistently speak about the
productivity capabilities of your workers, and what has been
achieved. We have a situation here where for price or for quality or
for some other reason Americans don’t want to buy your cars in
the quantities you would like. You have said that the solution is
keep them from being able to buy the Japanese cars. 1 find that a
very odd solution.

I think you either have to improve your productivity, improve
your styling, or improve your sales technique. It was indicated this
morning that Americans just don’t understand how good our cars
are.

But, I find that a little difficult to understand. The premier
advertisers in the world can’t get the point across. I think it comes
down to quality and price and not being able to match what the
Japanese are providing. ,

ntil you are able to do that, I find I am a little reluctant in

providing some form of a governmental solution.

Regarding Chrysler, Mr. Young, I voted against the Chrysler
loan. But, to show my confidence, I immediately went out and
bought a Horizon.

r. Youna. I share your confidence. I just ordered a K car.
Senator CHAFEE. Good. Well, I am loyally sticking by Chrysler.
Would you respond to the problem of price and quality?

Mr. Youna. Yes, sir. )

I think that you have several problems wrapped up, but in a
sense it is almost the chicken and an egg problem. You don’t have
a product here where—even if tomorrow we all agreed that some
single action would make the cars less expensive or make them be
perceived of having higher quality, or whatever else is involved—it
could be implemented overnight.

We believe there was slippage in the attention that was being
paid to the quality of American cars. -

We think that the public rightfully perceived that those cars
were not as good as they should have been. We think that is now
on the right track. We have initiated actions with the companies to
work jointly on the Xroduction line to improve quality. But it can’t
all be done there. A lot of it comes through in the design stage.
When cars are recalled by the thousands, that is not because
somebody assembled them wrong. It is because they were designed
wrong in the first place.

But, whatever the answer may be, it takes a significant amount
of time to put that into place. 1 think the problem has been that
many of us think back to when the auto companies had changed
models very rapidly from year to year in making fairly cosmetic
changes that didn’t change things substantially. They forget that if
we really want to deal with the fundamentals of car changes, it
takes a lot of lead time.

What we are saying is that not only must the quality be turned
around, not only must the industry get back to higher volume
levels which in itself will reduce the costs per car, but that it takes
time to get there, and that in the meantime, we can't allow foreign
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competitors to get such a strong foothold that we won’t be able to
turn the situation around. .

That is why we believe that you have to act, in a sense, before
the problem is solved all by itself, because the problem can’t be
solved all by itself.

Senator CHAFEE. What does General Motors provide for retiring
assembly line workers?

Mr. Youna. We have full benefits for retirement at age 62 or for
30 years of service.

enator CHAFEE. If you came to work at age 25, you would retire
with full benefits at age 55?

Mr. Younc. You could retire at that age, but you wouldn’t
necessarily.

Senator CHAFEE. But would you still receive full benefits?

Mr. Young. Yes, sir. —

Senator CHAFEE. Mr. Young, I previously indicated that I had
some difficulty with this legislation. There is a doctrine in equity
called clean hands, which describes those who, only after having
done everything possible, ask for relief.

You are seeking this relief, but you have made no proposals.
When I say you, I refer to the workers and union you represent.
You have made the kind of proposals requiring a contribution on
the part of the people you represent to solve this problem.

You have fringe benefits, which are beyond the reach of the
people I represent in my State.

You have wage rates that are way beyond anything we have ever
thought of.

Yet, you are asking that we be forced to pay a higher price in
order to solve a problem. It may be a national problem, but certain-
lsy you have a far greater stake in it than I or than those from my

tate.

A voluntary solution to the problem has not come forward. You
are saying, ‘“Restrict the imports.” But the problem is far deeper
than that. I would find some satisfaction if all of you had some
kind of a proposal.

Take the Chrysler situation. 1 would not call a $1.15 an hour
reducticn a magnificent sacrifice.

Mr. Youncg. Well, I am sure you know, Senator, that is not the
extent of what the changes were at Chrysler. That was what was
done the third time around. There were two prior rounds of agree-
ments to make changes.

Also, the $1.15 does not measure what, as you referred to earlier
was forgone. What the $1.15 measures is the absolute cut in terms
of where they were and they were already behind the Ford and
GM workers as a result of agreements that had been made the first
two times around.

Mr. KorLAN. Let me just make a few comments, Senator.

One, we don’t view this proposed legislation as a final solution to
the problem. We view it as a way to give the companies the
breathing room that they feel is necessary.

Senator CHAFEE. Mr. Koplan, you go way beyond breathing room.
You have this matter of content which the sponsors of the bill have
never suggested. '
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This content factor is something extremely substantial. I don’t
know how that squares with GATT or anything else.

Mr. KorLAN. May I respond to you this way, Senator, and to
show you the seriousness of the problem as we see it, with regard
to content.

Back on January 15, when Mr. Millet testified on behalf of the
Automobile Importers Association, Senator Danforth asked him to
comment on some earlier testimony by Ambassador Hormats, that
Japanese manufacturers are increasing their capacity by 20 per-
cent, and that the United States is likely to be the target of this
increased capacity.

Now, at that time, Mr. Millet testified that he didn’t think that
was necessarily going to result in higher sales of automobiles as
units, but then went on to say, and I am quoting:

I would say also, that undoubtedly the increasing capacity in Japan is probably

for components such as transaxles, engines, transmissﬁms, and whatnot that are
being ordered by domestic companies for production in the United States.

Toyo Kogyo is suppliing transaxles. Isuzu Motors is supplying
diesel engines. Mitsubishi is supplying engines for Chrysler.

That is undoubtedly a lot of the extra c?aciﬁ' he is referring to,
that is Mr. Millet, referring to Ambassador Hormats’ testimony.
Now, our concern is that if this is the case, if Japan is increasin
its capacity to export these components to flood our market wit
components, even with this legislation, we could simply end up as
the people who tighten the nuts and bolts on the cars and the
workers that we represent, members of the AFL~-CIO affiliates,
work in the supplier industries and services. So we have a real
concern. I think Mr. Millet's testimony bears this out, that simply
eliminating the unit number of cars that come in might not be a

solution, even a t,em’lporary solution, to the problem.
Senator CHAFEE. Thank you.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator DANFORTH. Thank you both.
[The prepared statements of Mr. Fraser and Mr. Koplan follow:]

17-112 O=81—~-—10
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SUMMARY OF STATEMENT OF
DOUGLAS A. FRASER
ON THE DOMESTIC AUTO INDUSTRY
AND HOW TO REVIVE IT

March 9, 1981

For two years the U.S. auto industry has been in terrible shape. Unprecedented
corporate losses, numerous plant closings and layoffs in the 200,000-range are all grim
reminders of the industry's devastated condition, Surging imports, particularly from

Japan, have been a major cause of the U.S. auto industry's recent difficulties.

With the proper set of policies, the U.S. auto industry can rebound. Auto is not a
sunset industry. The industry has a long track record of éenerating high annual increases
in output per worker and still is the most productive auto industry in the world. Given
some breathing room, the industry will be more than capable of meeting the compeiltive

challenge of the Japanese auto industry.

Temporary import relief will lead to substantial increases in employment in the auto
fndustry. We estimate that restraints from 1981 through 1983 could transiate into
100,000 to 125,000 jobs depending on the exact form the import relief takes.

Other steps beside import relief are required. First, something should be done about
the overly restrictive monetary policy which has made the auto industry's situation
even worse, The government should seek ways to stimulate new car sales through tax
credits and scrappage bounties. The trade adjustment assistance safety net should not
be gutted. Instead it should be expanded to cover those workers who are now unfustly
deniLd benefits. FPinally, we are now convinced more than ever that some form of
legislated local content requirement is the only sound long term solution to the auto

trade situation.
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STATEMENT OF
DOUGLAS A. FRASER, PRESIDENT
INTERNATIONAL UNION, UNITED AUTOMOBILE, AEROSPACE
AND AGRICULTURAL IMPLEMENT WORKERS OF AMERICA, UAW
ON THE DOMESTIC AUTOMOBILE INDUSTRY
AND HOW TO REVIVE IT
before the

SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL TRADE

SENATE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE

March 9, 1981

It is a privilege to testify before this Subcommittee on behalfl of the 1.2
million members of the UAW.

I want to congratulate Senator Danforth and Senator Bentsen for their
efforts in behalf of the auto industry; and I particularly want to thank Senator Danforth
for calling these hearings so soon after the January 14 hearings. We in the UAW
agree that time is running out for the industry and its workers. With the help of
Senator Danforth, Senator Bentsen and the other cosponsors of 5.396, Congress is
considering an important step in tackling the immense problems blaguing the industry.
What is required is breathing space for U.S. auto, and S.396 goes a long way toward
providing it. The bill would not eliminate all of the damage suffered by the industry
from the massive increase in import penetration of the past two years, but if
strengthened, it could dramatically reduce the permanent damage _that will otherwise
be incurred in the years ahead while the indu#try is being restructured.

‘The_Continuing Problems of the U.S. Auto Industry

For two full years now, the U.S. automobile industry has been operating
at levels usually associated only with the worst 2-4 months of a major recession.
Domestic vehicle sales at a level 30 percent below 1978, over 1,600 dealer bankrupteies
in just 18 months, plant closings in double digits, shift eliminations and unprecedented

levels of Midwestern unemployment all reflect its disastrous situation.
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The list of major plant closings and production cutbacks at Ford, Chrysler
and GM is contained in our January 14 testimony. What I can add today is that things
are no better. We have 90,000 workers presently laid off at GM (19%); 64,000 at
Ford (37%); 45,000 at Chrysler (46%); and 8,000 at AMC (30%). Given the forecast
of demand and the anticipated rate of import penetration, we don't expect more than
30,000 of those 207,000 workers to be recalled to their jobs before late fall at the
earllest unless the industry is given lmpor"t relief quickly.

Slumping sales have translated into staggering corporate financial losses.
General Motors lost $763 million in 1980, its first year in the red since 1921. Ford
lost $1.5 billion — composed of a $2.0-billion domestic loss offset by $475 million in
foreign profits. Chrysler posted a $1.7 billion loss for 1980, Including AMC's and
VWA's losses, the U.S. auto industry lost $4.7 billion in 1980 on North American
operations, Compared to just two years ago, the turnaround from a profit to a loss
position approaches $10 billion.

In 1980, the U.S. auto companies experienced their worst sales year since
1961, At the same time the imports set sales records and absorbed 27 percent of the
U.S. passenger car market, up from the 18 percent they took in 1978. The surge in
imports from Japan more than accounted for the total 1978-80 increase. The Japanese
share of the U.S. car market in 1980 was 21.3 percent, up from 12.2 percent in 1978,

And the prognosis i3 for even greater Japanese penetration in 1981, unless
something i3 done. January and February data refute the pipe dream that the worst
is over: the Japanese alone took 22.1 percent in January, and grabbed 23.7 percent in
February, despite the domestic industry's ambitious rebate scheme. Overall, imports

took an all-time record 29 percent of the U.S. ear market last month,
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Auto is the Center of the U.S. Industrial Base

The auto industry and its suppliers constitute one of the most important
industrial/commercial complexes in the U.S. economy. In a good year, this complex
'directly employs 1.5 million people. On average, according to the Bureau of Labor
Statisties, every job in auto creates 2.3 additicaal jobs in steel, rubber, glass, téxtiles
and other industries. In 1979 the automobile industry used 21 percent of the steel
consumed in the United States, more than 50 percent of the malleable iron produced,
34 percent of the zinc, 12 percent of the primary aluminum, 13 percent of the copper,
and 60 percent of the synthetic rubber,

Moreover, the jobs in and connected to the auto industry are the kind on
which a sound industrial economy is built: hard, often tedious, but highly productive
work historically remunerated at a level that integrates the worker into the society
he or she toils to build.

We are now hearing arguments that the auto industry should be classified
as a’"sunset" industry which should be phased out rather than assisted. These arguments
are based in pait on the belief that, in terms of productivity, the U.S. industry lags
far behind its Japcnese competition. The facts, however, are quite different.

First, over the last two decades productivity in the American auto industry
has increased at a compound rai~ of 3.4 percent per year. This substantial rate of
increase far outpaced the overall increase in productivity recorded by U.S. manufacturing
as a whole, and came on top of al'eady-high absolute levels of output per worker.
Such a track record simply doesn'i fit the secularly declining productivity performance
characteristic of "sunset" industries.

Second, those who argue that output per worker in the Japanese auto
indgstry surpasses output per worker in the U.S. industry are simply wrong. The

evidence usually cited in support of this erroneous conelusion is the simple comparison
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of vehicles per person. There are obvious shortecomings with inferences based on such
é comparison, because simplistic calculations of vehicles per head correct neither for
mix differences nor for differences in vertical integration. The other "evidence",
consists of process-by-process engineering studies which purport to demonstrate the
superior productivity of the Japanese auto Industry, but actually look at only small,
unrepresentative, slices of the industry in both the U,S. and Japan.

UAW economists have compared the relevant productivity series for the
U.S. and Japanese auto industries provided by government agencies, and they are
convinced that the U.S. industry maintains a lead over its Japanese competition,
although the gap in productivity between the two which was substantial as recently
as 1978 has narrowed significantly in the last couple of years. But thgt is easy to
explain. Operating flat out and regularly adding sizable and predictable increments
to capacity, the Japanese industry achieved substantial gains in productivity in the
1978-80 period. In contrast, productivity in the U.S. industry stagnated.

But the recent productivity doldrums of the U.S. auto industry do not
mark the beginning of a trend. Instead, they are a cyclical phenomenon explained by
the 23 consecutive months of depression conditions in the industry. Virtually every
U.S. auto and truck plant is operating significantly below optimal levels of output.
Capacity utilization in the U.S. auto industry slumped from 89 percent in 1978 to a
record low 58 percent in 1980. Low capaecity utilization in this industry historically
translates into stagnating, or even falling, labor productivity in the short-term. Further-
more, there has been an additional adverse impact on productivity caused by the Big
Three's seramble to retool their plants over the last year and a half to produce a far

greater proportion of small cars in their output mix.
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There is no reason to believe that, as it gets back on its feet, the U.S.,
industry cannot mateh its Japanese competition stride for stride with respect to gains
in labor produeiivity. Morcover the Japanese auto industry is unlikely to continue to'
record the increases they have chalked up over the past few years. The U.3. industry,
under the right set of policies, is poised to record substantial productivity gains,
assuming it can generate the required resources to continue retooling and — more
importantly — that it can recapture a significant amount of its lost market share.
Past history shows that productivity will jump during the upswing as plants operate
under more and more efficient conditions. In 1976 and 1977, as the industry came
out of the 1974-75 slump, it recorded productivity gains in the area of 7 percent a
year. There is reason to believe such gains will be repeated or surpassed in some of
the years ahead. With all of the investment in new tools, many of the factories will
be far more efficient than before.

We have confidence in the U.S. auto industry's long-term vitality, but we
are also conyinced that both short term import relief and permanent legislation requiring
substantial North American content in vehicles sold here In high volume are necessary.

Immediate Import Relief is the Critical Pirst Step on the Road to Recovery

To get the industry back on its feet requires a systematic approach. The
critical first step in that approach is import relief. Furthermore, the U.S. industry
faces a grave threat of even further injury. The Japanese government recently
announced a hike in their commodity tax on vehicles. Such an increase will further
dampen the sluggish demand that has characterized their home market for the last
year or so. Furthermore, the European Economic Community (EEC) has talked tough
to the Japanese about their dramatically increased 1980 share in the Common Market,
and there is every indication that the EEC plans to prevent any further increases in
the Japanese share. Coupled with the significantly increased capacity of the Japanese

industry, it seems likely that more Japanese production will be diverted to the U.S.
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The U.S. can no longer afford to be the lone sitting duck in this situation. Quick
action is essential.

What follows are our estimates of what the year 1983 will look like for
the industry, with and without import relief. The projections start with the year 1978.

The 1978 U.S. new vehicle market totaled 15.42 million units, some 0.75
million- above its normal (or trend) level of 14.87 million. Imports of 1.355 million
Japanese cars, 645,000 European cars, and 340,000 foreign-built trucks — for a total
of 2.34 million units — amounted to 15.2 percent of the market.

The U.S. market will grow, we estimate, at 1.78 percent per year on
trend, resulting in a "normal' 1983 volume of 16 million new cars and trucks.

Without import relief, we believe that the 1983 market will be composed
of nearly 3 million Japanese cars (25 percent), some 600,000 European cars (5 percent),
and — because of the higher tariff and light trueck fuel economy regulations — 250,000 ,
foreign-built trucks. The total would be 3.8 million units, or 24 percen.t of the projected
1983 markets That level of imports would be associated with only 775,000 U.S. jobs
in the auto industry (SIC 371), which is only about 10,000 more than the depressed
employment level of 1980.

In our opinion, there is a strong case for holding Japanese imports to a
level as low as 1.2 million units annually over the next three years. This would, at
the projected 1883 level of demand and making allowance for the job impaet of
productivity gains, translate into about 880,000 jobs in SIC 371, more than 125,000
above current levels.

$.396, as presently structured, would hold Japanese passenger car imorts
to 1.6 million units in 1981, 1982 and 1983. We estimate that import relief of that
amount would translate into an employment level of 865,000 in SIC 371, some 100,000

above current levels.
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These figures cover just the direct job gain in the primary industry.
Linkages to steel, textiles, glass, and other industries will boost total employment by
2-3 times the levels discussed above.
Six Other Steps

There are several other steps to help auto that we asked Congress to
consider in our January 14 testimony.

First, something must be done about monetary policy. The excessive use
of tight money to fight inflation has made the auto industry's situation even worse.

Second, the government should help stimulate new car sales. We support
a tax credit for consumers who trade in a used car owned a year or more for one
whose fuel economy is at least 6 mpg greater.

Third, we call for a scrappage bounty to speed up the retirement of the

23 million cars 10 or more years old.

Fourth, we support an extra 10-20 percent refundabie investment tax
credit for those investments used to produce cars and light trucks that achieve at
least 5§ mpg over the current year's average fuel economy requirement and are produced
in existing facilities.

Fifth, we are dismayed about the damage proposed for the worker
adjustment assistance program. In 1980, U.S. free trade policies admitted $131 billion
in manufactured imports., Yet the Administration wants to eut a TAA program that
in fiscal 1982 will cost little more than one percent of that. That program arose
from a special covenant made with labor arising out of the Trade Expansion Act of
1962: "free trade" yes, but only within a system of special adjustment assistance for

workers displaced by that trade.
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The President's budget plan proposes a 76 percent cut in TRA benefits.
It is especially dismaying that the rationale is that TRA keeps workers from seeking
jobs in other sectors, when the only study 1 know of (Michigan Employment Security
Commission, 1980) found that 78 percent of sutoworkers receiving TRA wanted to be
retrained and that 38 percent would gladly relocate to get a good job.

The way the Administration proposes to change TRA benefits would destroy
the very concept of "adjustment assistance," which was not meant to be an adjunct
to the unemployment compensation program but a separate form of income maintenance
for which workers in import-prone industries implicitly traded their job security!

If the present efforts to help the auto industry are successful, some of
the sting will be taken out of these proposed cuts for autoworkers. But what of
workers employed in other industries? Are they to get neither import relief nor
adjustment assistance? We submit that that would be grossly unfair.

Sixth, we are more convinced than ever that legislat—ed local content
requirements.are needed to solve the auto trade problem. The legislation should require
that, by 1985, all production-compatible vehicles with yearly sales in excess of 200,000
units contain at least 75 percent domestic content. Local content requirements tied
to sales volume should be phased in beginning with the 1982 model year.

Companies have an obligation to generate employment in countries in
which they enjoy substantial sales volume. Sales in North America by VW, Toyota,
Nissan, and Honda long ago reached levels at which full scale assembly and major
component manufacture could be efficiently accomplished here; yet only VW has
significant local content (about 65 percent) today. Our concern extends beyond inducing
Japanese auto investment in North America. We are increasingly alarmed by the sharp
rise in foreign sourcing by the Big Three as well. Content legislation should be seen

as a tool to retain a domestic small car industry as well as a means to attract foreign
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automotive capital,

Import relief will have a significant, positive and long-lasting impact on
employment in the U.S. auto industry. We believe that the relief suggested in S.396
will lead to the recall of substantial numbers of autoworkers now on indefinite layoff.
By contrast, if no relief is forthcoming, only a few of the autoworkers on indefinite
layoff have any hope of recall,

We recognize that employment in the U.S. automotive industry is not
likely to regain its 1978 peak levels, because of technological change, the shift to
smaller cars, and the moderation of the rate of market growth. But unbridled expansion
of Japanese exports to the U.S. will substantially increase the job loss, and will make
it difficult if not impossible to manage the shrinkage of the industry without further

mammoth human suffering.

opeiud94
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SUMMARY
STATEMENT OF STEPHEN KOPLAN, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE
AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR & CONGRESS OF INDUSTRIAL ORGANIZATIONS
BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON TRADE, SENATE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE,
ON S. 396 AND THE CURRENT SITUATION OF THE
' DOMESTIC AUTOMOBILE INDUSTRY

March 9, 1981

1. The AFL-CIO supports S. 396 which would limit the import
of autos from Japan for three years.

2. At the same time, we urge several improvements.

First, a reduction from the proposed 1.6 million limit to a
limit of 1.2 million imports of Japanese autos per year. The
reduction would be based on the average of automobile imports
from Japan during the period 1975 through 1979.

Second, we urge inclusion of a content requirement. This
could be phased in up to a 75 percent level by 1983. Relief from
quotas would be forgiven if products contained a phased-in content
requirement,

Third, we urge immediate action to limit the import of parts,
In order to craft an effective limit, it will be necessary to
obtain the necessary data on parts on an item-by-item basis. In
making this recommendation, we are not suggesting that any action
be taken that would either disrupt immediate production plans or
slow down passage of effective limits on the import of cars or

inclusion of a content requirement.



168

STATEMENT OF STEPHEN KOPLAN, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE,
AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR & CONGRESS OF INDUSTRIAL ORGANIZATIONS
BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON TRADE, SENATE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE,

ON 8. 396 AND THE CURRENT SITUATION OF THI:
DOMESTIC AUTOMOBILE INDUSTRY

March 9, 1981

My name is Stephen Koplan. I am a Legislative Representative
for the American Federation of Labor and Congress of Industrial
Organizations (AFL-CIO).

While much attention is focused on the basic big three automakers,
and the United Auto Workers as the union representing most of their
employees, AFL-CIO unions represent the majority of workers in the
broad automobile industry. Two out of every three jobs in the
industry have been held by workers who make machinery, steel, alumi-
num, glass, electronics, rubber, plastics, and other products which
are assembled into automobiles. 1In addition to these production jobs,
AFL-CIO unions represent many thousands of workers employed in auto-
related services.

The AFL-CIO believes that action is needed at once to curb
imports on automobiles and parts, because the massive dislocation of
production in the auto industry is continuing to destroy production,
jobs and communities throughout the United States. Nearly one million
Americans have become jobless primarily because of the failure to act
on importa. Unless action is forthcoming from the Congress, the world
will continue to act as if this market now and forever is designed only
for their exports, and U.S. producers will continue to lose their com-
petitive position or move abroad. This is not free trade, Mr. Chairman.
It is a very expensive one-way street that will continue to harm

American workers.
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Workers who need jobs have paid too much of the price for
this failure to act. They need to work, Mr, Chairman. In Toledo,
ohio, last week, 5,000 workers lined up for 90 jobs in an auto
battery plant, according to the New York Times.

On February 16, the AFL-CIO Executive Council adopted the
following statement on this subject:

"Immediate import relief and a requirement for

domestic content is urgently needed for the auto

industry and parts suppliers. The AFL-CIO supports

S. 396, introduced by Senators Danforth and Bentsen,

as an important step in this direction and urges

swift enactment in the Congress. Existing laws should

be examined and improved to assure speedy relief to

industries when the threat of injury from imports is

evident. These laws also should be adjusted to assure

that the producers of major and essential components

can receive appropriate relief from injury caused by

imports."

We believe that S. 396 is a step in the right direction. But
we would urge several improvements. First, a reduction from the
proposed 1.6 million limit to a limit of 1.2 million imports of
Japanese autos per year., We feel that the 1.6 million limit in
S. 396 would be too generous an amount, because it is based on a
period (1978-1979) during which automobile imports from Japan had
already surged to substantially higher levels. A more representative
period -- say the average of five years (1975-1979) -- would result
in a limitation at 1.2 million cars.

Second, we urge inclusion of a content requirement. If this is
not done, the United States will lose the technological advantages of
a modern auto industry and become merely an assembler of technology
produced in other countries. The U.S. imports of auto parts shot up

122 percent between 1975 and 1979 -- from $4 billion to over $10 billion.
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The deficit moved from a 31.6 billion surplus in 1975 to a $1.3 billion
deficit in 1979. "U.S." cars may include "American” technology in

the future, but that technology will not be produced in America unless
this country acts to make sure that we have a technological future.

The idea of domestic content is not new or unusual., The United
States and virtually every country of the world have adopted provisions
at various times for various reasons to include requirements that
certain amounts of a car or other products be made within their borders.
Most countries have much higher requirements in law and/or in practice
than the U.S. The attached tables submitted to the International Trade
Commission by the United Auto Workers give a sense of the extent of
this practice. What the tables do not show, however, is that there
has also been an effective de facto content requirement in Western
Europe that creates an enormous advantage for producing there.

Between members of the European Community and members of the European
Free Trade Association -- that is in most of Western Europe -- there
has been a duty-free tranasfer privilege for production within their
borders, but a tariff on parts and cars from the outside -~ tariffs
that are generally higher than those of the United States. The
effect encourages production in Europe. Many European countries also
have quotas in "gentlemen's" agreements or other regulations to keep
out a flood of car imports, '

The United States is the most open, large market. U.S. industry
is the most injured, not from free trade, but from government actions
world-wide. Other countries are not only enlarging their content
requirements, they are also demanding that foreign investors both

produce a high percentage of the car in their countries and export
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from those countries. The result: U.S8. and foreign companies are
encouraged to expand in those countries and export parts to the
United States. The fact that the U.S. has neither quotas, nor high
tariffs, nor high content requirements means that the pressure is
to move the rest of the auto supply industries abroad. That can mean
the death of a viable U.8. auto industry.

An appropriate content requirement is essential to assure that
we have a healthy auto industry and not one that merely assembles
parts.

When they appeared before the International Trade Commission, the
United Auto Workers asked for a content provision that set up a high
tariff and quotas. Relief from quotas would be forgiven if products
contained a phased-in content requirement -- up to 75 percent by
1983. The AFL-CIO supported that request. Such an amendment could
assure that there would be more than an assembly unit available for
autos in the U.S. in the year 2000. But such a provision should con-
tain a direction that is more than a mere percentage figure, a
direction to include engines and other parts necessary for the pro-
duction of a car. Precedent for such content directions can be found
in the orderly marketing agreement on color TVs where certain TV
picture tubes and other parts necessary for the production of a TV
set were included in the quota arrangement.

Third, immediate action is needed to limit the import of parts.
We recognize that the parts of a car are many and complex and that
data on imports of parts are not as complete as data on imports of
cars, It will be necessary toobtain the necessary data on parts on an

item-by-item basis in order to craft an effective limit. In making
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this recommendation, we are not suggesting that any action be taken
that would either disrupt immediate production plans or slow down
passage of effective limits on the imports of cars or inclusion of
a content requirement.

Action can no longer be postponed, Mr. Chairman. Congress mﬁat
act to make sure that the United States has a viable automobile

industry that produces modern, technologically efficient automobiles.

7-112 0—81—11
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APPENDIX I-—Sorver or Avromorive Traoe ResTrICTIONS
Maneranvep sy Szurctep NaTIONS

Compiled by the Office of Intecrnational Sectoral Policy, 0.8,
ODepartment of Commerce ftom information suppllied by U.S. Embassies,
Commecce countey analysts, and industry sources. The accuragy of
the information ceceived has not been verified,

Smacy of Poreion Autmon('s Trade estcictions 1/

. Local Content Impoct Depoct £8
ountcy. Begyipgeents |  Restrictions 2/ Peguigemency
Algecia no Yas "o
Argamaina Tes Yes Tes Yes Yes
Australis Yes Yoo Mo Yoo Tes
Austris o Yes w» Yos
" % Yo b ) Yos
vie Yoo Yoo No
Tow Yo Tos Yes Yeou
chite Yoo Teo Tes Yes
Colomibie Yoo Yes Yoo Tes
Dermack %o No ]
Soguador L Tes No Tes
S Tee Tes »
Gemany : ::' : Y
e®
Ghana L) Yes ) Yoo
dreesce Yoo Yoo ] Yes
tndla YTes Tes No
tadomeia Tes Tes No Tes Tes
taxsel w Tes ] Yoo
ftaly ] Tow No
Japan ] %o wo Yoo
Rarga e Tes Tes Yes Tes
1 ; ::. mo
Nalaysia
Menico Tes Tes Tes Yes Yos
Mocooso Yoo Yos Wo Yes
Nethet wo No wo
Nev Zoaland No Tes w YTes Tos
Wlgecia Yoo YTes | ]
Worvey o Tes Mo
Pekistan Yas Yoo Yes Tes
Pty Tes Yos No YTes tos
protenal Yoo Yoo o Tes T
() Tes
Salf Arabla wo No No
Singapoce No Yes No Yes Yen
South Africa YTes Yes Wo Yes Tes
South Rores Yes Tow Yes
Spain Tes Yol Mo
Svedens "o Wo No
Svdtseriand "o Mo o
Taiven Tes Tes "o
Tenzania Mo Tes -]
Thallend Tes Yo o Yes Yes
Trhey Yes Yes Yes Tes
Oniced Ringdo [ ) Tes ] Yoo
Oruguey Yoo Tes Yoo Yoo
Vermsusla Tes Yeos Yoo Yos YTes
Tupoalavia Yes Tes ]
Y/ The sessures oite? (n this chart are for mew cacs. Trade restrictions on used
cars are ot reClecesd. . ’
&/ Dwpoty cestrictions apply % ron-cariff msesuces maintaired by a country vhich deel

I
!
/

ieh 0 both impoces and
incY e,
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Joetcialized Countcies Sycveved

A looal contant cequirement of AS peroent is In effect.
o under the t Pacilitation Scheme, dus to commence on
1, 1982, Amtralian car manufacturecrs would be allowed to
oxpocts against local content requitementcs, Thege credits
asse (rom $ percent in 1987 to 4.2% peccent {n 1983 and 7.3
1944 and can be used 0 {mpoct camponents duty free. The
be O ceduce the local content cequirement to 75 -
19684. Auystralia maintains a quota limiting impoces of
wvehicles 0 20 peccent of the existing macket. There are
£fs of )3=57.2 percent depending on stage of sssewbly.
noentives exist. General Motocs, Ford, Chrysler, Toyots
produce vehicles in Ausecralia,

W W local content tequlations or export requirements are {n
effect in Austria, The sutomobile import duty is 20 percent. The
wvalue added tax (VAT') on sutomobiles is V0 percent.
Staye-Deinler-Puch (8-D~P) produces mopeds, trucks, busses and
tzactors. Genetal Motors will shortly begin production of
astomobile engimes end transaissions. $S-0-p and BMN will soon
diesel auttwmobile engines.

g
s

j

§

g2
i
1

'

and Eastarn Buropean countries. The import taciff on automobiles ls
the IC's 10,9 peccent cormon external tariff, A 25 percent value
added tax is levied on all sutomobiles sold in Selgium. Ford, OM,
Seitish Leyland, Peujeot-Citroen, snd Volvo assemble cars and
truoks, ¢ fonault and Volkswagen assemble only automobiles in
Salgium,

¢ U.9,-Canadian auto trade {s conducted under the terms of

tomotive Parts Trade Agresment (APTA). This trade is ducy
free. Cwrada has 8 4.2 percent impoct duty on lmpocts of ron<U.$.
cars ond trucks and has safety and emission requicements similac to
the Onited States. There are m local content cequirements or
quantitative westzictions, Chrysler, GM. Pord, AC and Volw have
ssnufactucing facilities Ln Canada.

kt Thete are ro restrictions on autamobile imports except the
u.'“::enne K corson external tariff. A 20,28 percent VAT {s

1. There ave o local content regulations or expoct

tements, Imports of Jeparese autcmohiles have rmaver cisen to
over 3 percent of tim market and the Prench goverrment has
thet it does not vant them to exceed this level, The X's 10.9
mne astomobile taciff applies. There is a 13.7 percent V.

al Motors and l'ou] produce camponents {n France.

t There are ro local contant, export cequicements, oc
Quantitative Limications, Germany applies the E's 10.9 percent
aampon external taciff on sutcmodiles and has a 13 percent VAT.
Gesmany maintairw rigid safety and emissions standazds. 1In
addicion, there is a graduated motor vehicle tax hased on
mm. General Motocs and Ford have maanufacturing/assembly
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%o local contant cegulations or expoct cequirements amist.
applies the KC's 10.® percent conmon external tariff on ‘

astomohiles. ttaly ms formal quantitative reserictions on vehicle
fngocts from n Far Castern (1900 allotment fram Japen s 2,200
aats) and Eastern Butopeen countries. In sddition, ftaly’s serict
sefety standasds mahe certificacion of impocted autamobilew
W varying € 16238 peron. a&'mun' oz AN, A

Ton percant on e sise is
spplicable o all sutcmobile sales.

mal

ﬁ Japan naintains ro local content tequiremencs or i
tative restrictions oc Impoct duties on sutcmobiles. Twre ls
ty tax levied on autamobiles Aepending on
engine sise &d on overall outo dimensions, and an annual automobile
30 {ncresses by enyire size. The machanical safety am!
enwirormental nodifications required % comply vith Japernese
stzingent vehicle regulations heve discoucaaed {mports. Additional
o Merican sytancbiles include t'w higher deeler

sagine and a complicated multi-layered distribution system,

M The Dutch wehicle manufacturing industcy is relatively

wehicles. vgl mg:; ad h:' g -n:unc of
vo passenger cars there are a

@aller Dutch Sus and trailer manufacturers. Tw taciff on

automobiles (s 10.9 peccent for {mpocts of sutomohiles from the 0.8,

{nto the BXC. Thete is an 18 percent value-adderd tax.

Mdicionally, ssnufacturers oc ters of passengetr cars have %0

Py & conmumption tax of 1€ or 17 percent. Imports are rot

subject 0 any special ispoct licenses or quantitstive

~stcictions,

Raw ands There are o specific regulations A'nearing the swount
Sontent (n automobiles assembled in this country. fowever,
licensing system mandatas the use of locsl components. -
Tariffs for completely built w autos (C) ace: 9% percent for
general taciffy; 20 peccent for Australia and the U.K.; and 11,3
peroant for Canada depending on the level of
commormealth country content. Import tariffs for completely knocked
‘ units sret 43 percent genecal tariff cater preferential
zates of 6.2 percent for Australia and the U.K., and 17,79 percent
0 43 pecoent for Canada depending on the level of Comonvealth
oountsy content. Certain Austzalian CXD autos are duty free ard
crtain O sutos ace subject to a L0 percent duty under terms of
the New Zealand Australian Free Trade Associaion, Licenses are
roquired 0 itmpoct XD cars but are, (n effect, obtained
automatically by assamblers. Licenses for C3U units are strictly
controlled and currently maintained a¢ a level of approximately 4 o
S pecosnt of the total arvwml sales of 43,000 to 70,000 units.
ford, Geracal Motocs, Chrysier, Toyota, Acitish Leyland, Honda,
Masda, Skoda, Subaru, Datmm, Mitsubishi, and Talbot (Peugeot) have
local sssmmdly plants.
[T -3

There are m local content requlations or wehicle {mpoct

ong, Automobile import tariffs are 7.5 percent with an
additional vehicle tax varying from 48-133 percant of the vehicle
valus. There is m automobile production in Norwey.

Local content requirement for vehicles assembled in Spain (s
There are ro import quotas. The import tariff foc
m:'{ﬂ!mnhldnbﬂmﬂmamm
e 13 percent. Lurucy tax varies between 17,4-3S percent
on hocsepower of vehicle. Plat, Renault, Citzoen,
Pougeot, Ford, General Motors heve assambly operations Ln Spain,

|
g

;

%



are

s hovever, at time of cegistration of an impocted vehicle

in Svicserlend, the 0.3, made product must conform v

Megulations on Construction and Bquipment of Motor Vehicles

ssendaants  vhich became effective on Januacy 1\,

objectives of the amerciments are 0 rwiuce grachually

Lisits by Qotober 1, 1982 and 1984, cespnotively. Swiss-made trucks
ard jeeps ace manufactuced and assembled at Acbon in the Canton of

Thurgas )

g
g
e
3

There are ™ locel content regulations or expoct

suments, The ispoct taci¢f on automobiles (s the K°s common
external tariff of 10.9 peccent., [t has been publicly repocted that

impocts Crom Japan are voluntarily limited by the

to spproximately 10 percant of the macket. Nritish

land, Ford, GM, and Peujeot-Citroen manufacture in the UK. In

ftion there ace mmacous ssall, specialty Cioms. furrent plans
foe Neitish leyland to manufactucze Horda designed autamobiles in

™ following companies hwve signed agreements to pacticipate in the
progtam  General Motocs, Volksvagen, and Fiats other compenies thet
are onuidering pacticipating ases Pord, Rensult, Mack Trucks,
Niesan, Peguso, and Wolvo, In adt{tion to these genecal provisions,
amber countries have the following syecific rulesr

There are m vehicle manufscturing oc assembly
opecations in Molivia,
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vhich assamble sutomobiles from imported

astomobiles ace assessed a 150 percent duty, a 18

mutt:. [} :‘gum mmﬁmlm. atls
peroant axpoct diversification ' a 1 perosnt
consular {nvoice fee. There are no quantitative restrictions,
but tmport licenses are used o restrict impocts. Renzult
produces cars, GM produoes automobiles, tcucks and
van . Flat produces cars, trucks end buses,

wﬂmﬁm y no local contant restrictions oc

g%n- A 13.peroent local content regulation (s maintained
on tirme COMpOnents.
taportad

{moocts except trucks. On all (cems,

is
conpiited on tiw bagis of past impozes, amd ore, 1t vacies
for each distributor/dealer. Newly established dealers are
8 Qquota of $40,000 per each six months.

assigread

Scuador hes begun to fmplewent (ts ACOM (Andean Cowmon Machet)
assigned & 0 manufacture: (1) light cars and
engires of 1050~1500 co. motor size, and (2) light trucks and
. teananissions of 3.0-4.6 matric tors capacity.  The EZcuadorean
Govecrmant and Volkewagen signed a contzact ‘n Decamber 1978
for the praduction of a passenger car. Genecal Motors is
:n‘rlmmhutbmw studies foc the produstion of light

Local content cequlations tequire 10-33 percent Joeal

deperding on vehicle cype. Although built up vehicle

lave besn prohibited 0 date, regocts ace that impoct
LiceniBes vill be cbtaireble in 1980, Impert taciffs are X0
rmmmummmmum There {9 &
4.4 peccant manufaoturecs tax. Exports are encouraged by
rebating the impoct duties peid on imported components in the
expocted vehicle, Chrysler, Volkswagen, and Nissan assemble
:nhﬂm Toyola assembles cars and Yolvo assesbles

Local content regulations call for amual {ncreases
om 49 perdent currently to 90 percent in 1983, Impocts are
restricted o wehicle types produced locally. The tariff on

pe xtuﬂmmhﬁmnmweoemvum-
- of natd automobile production and in some {nstances they
ae gquantitative requitements weitten into the assembler's
contract, In addition to three local firms, Rensult and
assemhile carsy Plat, GY, and Pocd assemble cars and
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0 press tepocts, the Yewanmlan Pconomic Cabinet
camobile import policy on Apeil 26, 1990, Now

susla would pay

i
?;.
i

E

m There are ™ attmobile manufacturing assembly operations
{s., Unapecified quantitative restrictions on autcmobiles
are in offect. Import Auties on sutomobiles cange Crom 40-50

percent.

Local content cequilations exist for all vehicles as

passenger - 93 pacoent in 1980, ceduced to AS peccent {n
1982 eosmaccial « from 4390 pecoent in 1900, reduced to 7S-68
pecoant {n 1902. Dmport taciffs on vehicles are 93 parcent on cars
{Geclining to 33 percent {n 1962) and 48 pacomnt on trucks
(daclining o 4% peccent in 1982), Mintmm impoct peices are %4 per
abic cntimster engire displacement plus 1S percent freight on
osts. Wwpoet coquicrements apply only o inte

s Looal conbent fons are in effect hut ace now
y regatiated vith each fimm with factors such as the
individual firme balance of payments being taken into account.

Bpoct {ncentives in the form of reduced impoct tariffs on parts are
granted (undec GMIT thase are being phased out). Imports of

caey are
s TOyota, Pima avd Plat., Trucks are manufectured by Pocd,
Cheysles, (i, Meccedss, Piag, Sash, Volvo, and Toyota.

toaal content requlations "omuis 0 parcent of sesembled
&": aomobile nanufactucesy .. lnul\'em. Expocts are not



requlacions vary by contract vith esch
E&c. Piag has a joint ventute for automobiles with 30 pecoant
X loeal content and NC jeeps are assembled

encourages local

vehicles assambled {n Ghana 9o not pey this
tt, Onder the wehicle standacrdization policy in effect since
Ootober 3, 199, only vehicles - passenger cars, pick-ups, cross
couery vehicles, and buses - manufactured by agproved manufacturers
say te imported. The list includes Peugeot, Datmun, Volkswagen,
fanault, Hasde, and Mack Truck, Cars for diplomats and Ghanaian
officials are enempe from this requirement. Rensult and Toyo Rogyo
assemble curs, Wissan, Toyota, and Vauxhall -assemble cars and
buses, British Leyland, Pocd, and Mercedes-Serm assemble huses and
trucks. Chrysles, Deutz, Nino, M.A.N., and Mack assemble trucks.
Neoplan asssubles buses. Import taciffs cange from )S o 8
pecomnt.

The value added camponent requiremsnt imposed on local
vehicle assembly is & minimm of 2% percent without mandatocy
- upward escmlation. Tariffs on impocts from ron-EEC countries cange
from 10 to 20.7 psccent. In November 1979, a voluntary system
desd t© testrain {mpocts vas adopted providing for a reduction
pecoant {n car imports. Bus {mports require an import
Ucense. The issusnce of licenses is, at times, delayed oc
vithinld., A pre-import cash depoait of %6 percent for huses and 28
peccent for pessenger automobiles is also required. The deposits
ate tetained by the goverrment for two months.

% Local content requlations exist only for che domestic Irdian
[ ile producers. There is no investment by foreign sutomobile
sarufacturers, Expocts ace encouraged by cash subsidies and impoct
wm licenses. Impocet taciffs on other vehicles vary from

140 pnan:u theon type ad axle u:ghe. ug:‘e um:l
ore genetally {seyed for passenger cars thoee commerci
vehicles are lssuad on a limited basis,

R

¢ Progressively stringent local content requlations are
.lnstituted in the mocor vehicle irdustry although lags {n
amponent asnufacture are sloving implementation. While the
Govecreament o achieve full local menwufacturs of camponents fof
the sost types of passenger and light coomercial vehicles by
194, it axtended this deedlime until en unepecified date foc
ot yet manutactured in Indoresia or not manufactucred in
icient quantity. Presencly’ all passenger wehicles, and all ..
comercial vehicles impocted {nto Java and Sumatra, are 0 be
impocted. campletaly krocred=down, Umport tariffs on built-wp
passenger vebicles cange fram 20 peccant plus a 10 peccant sales tax
on jesps o 20 percant plus a 20 percent sales tax on passenger
requirements or quantitative
temrigtions, focal sssemdly plants produce the following makes of
pesseriger carss Susuki, Oatsun, Mino, Landrover, folden, Csutu,
wmm'm. uicsybishi, Renautt, Peugeot, Alfs Rameo, B,
Dadge, “Tata, Steyr, Citroen, Berliet, Moskviteh, Subaru,
» Nonda, Chevrolet, “edfocd, Mocima, Daihatsuy,

m,
;

f
f
!
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% There are M Jooml content o expoct cequicrements
Mm tmport duties ate from 40 percent plus .90
shekals for automobiles with engines 1,800 oo ard less
and 52 peccent plus 1,23 shekels per kilogram foc cars with engimes
© 1,001 oo and largec. tn addition, there is a purchase tax baswd on
engire size vhich canges from 93 peccent to 150 petcent plus a $=7
on

|

|
§
i
§
§;
?

requi

refurdable peior Lmport depoeit is
(CIP) on assembled passenger cars (other
ice~type vehicles) crange from 40 peccent for cacs
;sclq not exceeding 1,200 oo, S peccent for cars

o engire capacity, to 1S3 percent vith an engine
ing 2,290 ca. The duty on non~public service
» unassembled, C(or assenbly {nto complete vehicles by
ized amsemblec is 29 percent. Importecs have been directed
i 90-100 deye credit overseas. The four suthorized sssemblers
Lend Kenya Lintced, General Motors Limited, Associated
Vehicle Arsemblecs limiced and Plat Kenya Limited. GM assembles
tsusy and Bedford tzucks, British Leyland sssembles trucks,
Landrovers, Yolkswagen aicrobuses and Mitsubishi Light buses.
Aseociated Vehicles assembles Datsun cars and buses, Peugeot trucks,
Toyota trucks, Ford trucks, and Volvo trucks.

ion s accocded to local producecs of the following

t oealers, adhesives, batteries, tires, tubes,
¢ Qat glass, canvas, soft trim, upholstery, {nsulacion,
tadiators, exhaust systews, leal spm?. spare vheel carriers, seat
feames, vicing hasmesses and beake lininge.

Rrmiss There are ro genecal reserictions on vehicle lwports. A 4
. poscent af valorem impoct taziff (s in effect.

Under the ASENS Autonotive Pedecation (MP) scheme for
ASEAR production, Malaysia will produce timing chaine
and spokes, nipples, and coller chains for motorcycles.
nmrmm-wmrm these
Probebly no furthes accreditacion of additional capacity foc
the saas product wuld be allowed until thw ASEAN Camittee on
Industey, Minerals, and Enscqy detarmined that the market had
Mm sutficiently. o waczant further sccreditation of similsc
L {- N e mmmees .

tent cemilations cequiring 70 pecomnt for
80 peroent foc trucks exist vith a planned $
n?- point {ncrease of both in 1981, [mpocts of components
e

L]

T
5’5!2;' {
g
!

%

i

if
3

ged o be offset by exports. Vehicle lmpoct duties cange
tros 100 pecoant Vehicle impocts are ot allowed
with the excaption of a customs zone neat the U.S. boeder.

are uwually only sade if there is a shoctfall in domestic

%u.m.m.maam
ssnufacture/assenble cars and trucks, Amecican Motors produces cars

and josps. Renault peoduces curs.
(]
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Senator DANFORTH. The next witness is Mr. David McCammon,
vice president of corporate strategy and analysis, Ford Motor Co.

Senator CHAFEE. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if Mr. Young would be
good enough to send me the absenteeism statistics.

Mr. Youna. I will send you whatever we can get, yes, sir.

Senator CHAFEE. Fine. Thank you verdy much.

[Material was subsequently submitted:]

INTERNATIONAL UNION, UNITED AUTOMOBILE, AEROSPACE

& AcGricULTURAL IMPLEMENT WORKERS OF AMERICA—UAW,
Detroit, Mich., March 18, 1981.

Senator JoHN H. CHAFFEE,
Dirksen Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.
DEeAR SENATOR CHAFEE: When 1 testified on S. 396 on March 9, 1981 you asked I
supply data on absenteeism.

e have received no such data from General Motors during the past 18 months,
although we have made a request for such data. If you do receive such information
independently, please be aware that in the past General Motors included as an
absentee any employe who was absent at all during a pay period regardless of the
reason for the absence. Needless to say, that inflates the absenteeism tremendously.

I assume you will be receiving absentee data directly from the Ford Motor
Company since you requested that from Mr. McCammon.
Sincerely,
Howarp YOUNG,
Special Consultant to the President.

STATEMENT OF DAVID McCAMMON, VICE PRESIDENT,
CORPORATE STRATEGY AND ANALYSIS, FORD MOTOR CO.

Mr. McCamMmoN. I am David McCammon, vice president of corpo-
rate strategy and analysis for Ford Motor Co. With me is Jack
Barnes, director of corporate projects for Ford.

[The prepared statement of Mr. McCammon follows:]
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STATEMENT OF D. N. McCAMMON
VICE PRESIDENT, FORD MOTOR COMPANY
BEFORE THE SENATE FINANCE SUBCOMMITTEE ON
INTERNATIONAL TRADE
March 9, 1981

Ford Motor Company welcomes the leadership and concern that
Chairman Danforth has demorstrated once again as this subcommittee con-
tinues 1ts examination of the problems confronting the U.S. auto industry.
Automotive issues are receiving increasing national attention, as well
they should. The problems are real; the vitality of a fundamental
national asset is at stake; and the time has become even more urgent
for meaningful and effective solutions.

At the time of the January hearings of this subcommittee, the
industry had just concluded the worst production year since 1961. Since
then, 1980 financial results have been announced -- a staggering loss of
$4.2 billion in world-wide earnings for the industry. In the past 20
year&, the worst year had been an industry profit of $2 billion (in 1980
dollars). In sharp contrast, Japan moved into first .place in world-wide
auto production and captured a record 21.1% share of the U.S. car market.

Moreover, the brief period since the hearing has seen a further
deterioration in the immediate outlook for the domestic industry:

- The corner simply has not been tummed as we had hoped.

First Quarter production schedules have been cut by 17%
from those planned in December to a level 13% below last year.

-~ Security analysts predict the industry will incur further

losses of $500 million to $1 billion in the First Quarter,

worse than last year's First Quarter loss of $458 million.
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- Domestic manufacturers have begun very large rebate pro-

* grams to stimulate car sales -- in spite of the enormous
expense and the fact that most sales under these programs
are simply pulled ahead from later in the year.

- Even with February results inflated by rebates, sales for

the past 60 days have run at an annual rate of only 7.1
million domestic cars.

- The Japanese share of our car market has increased further

to 23% so far this year.

- And, Japanese auto shipments to the U.S. were up 16% from

year ago levels, as were stocks of Japanese cars.

So as the First Quarter draws to a close, it's now clear that
1981 will not be a good year for domestic nuto producers. And that's
very bad newa.fbr the 200,000 auto workers still on indefinite layoff --
most for ten to eighteen months -- and for the owners and employes of
thousands of domestic dealerships and supplier plants throughout the
courtry. Nearly 1 million people have lost their jobs as the impact of
depressed auto production has spread through the economy. A serious
situation has now become eveu more serious; solutions that once may
have seemed reasonable are now wholly inadequate.

There is little point in going back into history to distribute
blame for the present situation. Instead, a national consensus is
needed about where we go from here with an industry that has been
required to undergo the most massive and expensive retooling in history
and one that has suffered heavily from conflicting national policies and

priorities.
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Opinions differ about what solutions are needed, but the
fundamental question is whether or not the United States wishes to
have a strong automobile industry. If this question is not answered
affirmatively with effective actions, the inevitable result will be
to encourage the transfer of more auto manufacturing and U.S. jobs
overseas.

We, as manufacturers, are already going all-out to address
the issues we can do something about; but government must do its part
through changes in tax, regulatory, and trade policies. There is unity
among U.S. manufacturers on actions required in each of these areas --
as demonstrated by the February 3 letter to the President from the
Chief Executives of nine U.S. car and truck producers.

We are encouraged by discussions under way in the
Administration and the Congress in these areas. It must be recognized,
however, that regulatory relief will be prospective -- that is, it
will help us to avold important cost and price increases in the
future, but it will not reduce costs significantly today. And the
business tax proposals, which we Qupport, will actually be of no near-
term benefit to Ford without refundability.

The most immediate requirement, however, is to increase U.S.
car volume and employment. The single most effective means to achieve this
increase 1s to limit imports of Japanese cars ~- promptly and decisively.

We were invited today to speak to the legislation introduced
by Senators Danforth and Bentsen, S. 396, and we applaud its intent.

We believe, however, that levels such as 1.6 million Japanese cars are

simply too high to do today's job.
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Statements by Japanese leaders suggest Japan agrees that car
exports to the United States should be reduced -- the key issues are
level and duration. In this regard, it might be helpful to look at
other countries. In the European Community, for example, governments
seem determined to limit Japanese cars to an overall share of 10§. We
860 no reason why Japan's share of our car market should be more than
Europe's 10§. Translating this share to the U.8. market would represent
imports of about a miliion Japanese cars.

If such a 1imit were established for five years, it would create
some 67,000 jobs for auto workers in 1981. 1In total, 178,000 jobs would
be created throughout the economy. Cash flow for the domestic auto
producers would be increased by $1 billion this year. Over the five
year period, the total cash flow benefit would be some $5.6 billion ~-
roughly equal to losses the industry has incurred since mid-1979.

Both the level and the duration of import limits are criti-
cally important to helping the industry get back on its feet. Compared
with a 1.6 million limit for 3 years, a limit of 1 million for S years
would add three to four times the jobs and cash flow during the critical
1981-85 period needed to complete the $80 billion conversion of
domestic plants and products.

This temporary restraint will not be inflationary. Even assuming
as much as 15% higher prices for Japanese cars, the effect would be more
than offset by savings in unemployment costs and by the added tax revenu;s
which will follow automatically as gains in U.S. car sales put our plants

and people back to work. American taxpayers already are bearing the

mM-112 O0~81——12
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$3 billion cost of auto-related unemployment and tax revenues lost to
federal, state, and local governments. This really amounts to a subsidy
to support extraordinary levels of car imports from Japan -- hardly in
keeping with the‘apirit of scrutinizing every dollar of taxpayer expense
with great care.

As for U.S. car prices, our fundamental motivation is to
increase our volume of car sales. One of our basic cost problems is
underutilized facilities at today's volume of sales; only more volume
can alleviate these penalties and raise productivity immediately.
Furthermore, the full history of U.S. car price behavior when Japanese
car prices rose in response to a stronger yen demonstrates a clear
pattern of price restraint by individual U.S. car manufacturers aimed
at recapturing volume from imports. We at Ford would do so again if,
under import limits, Japanese prices were increased by supply/demand
distortions.

Finally, temporary restraint is fully consistent with the
Administration's economic program which we heartily support as the pre-
scription for a healthier America. The goals of auto import restraint
are to get a key sector of the economy moving; to reduce the drain on the
Treasury of unemployment and other transfer payments; and to return
thousands of Americans to taxpaying status.

Mr. Chairman, we ask support of the subcommittee in achieving
these critical goals and in helping the auto industry to mair tain its

traditional commitment to investment and jobs in the United States.
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INDEX TO EXHIBITS

CQeneral Problem

1. 1980 U.S. auto production hit a 19-year low: Japan was number 1,
2. The 1980 industry loss of $4.2 -billion was extraordinury: analyste
project further losses.
3. The Japanese share of U.S. car sales in 1979-80 was extraordinarily hizh
4. Japan has built capacity for export since 1973.
5. Japan protected its auto industry for a generation.
6. Imported vehicles are restricted in most other major auto-producing nations.

Immediate Problem

7. U.S. auto production cuts, layoffs, and supplier and dealer closings have
been substantial.
8. January-February car sales in 1981 are below 1980.
9. First Quarter U.S. auto production is down 13% from last year.
10. Japan's auto exports to the United States are up in 1981, .
11. Stocks of Japanese cars in the United States rose 16% in 1980.
12. Import limitation is the most 1mportant action to assist auto capital
formation. N
13. A 10% share limit, or 1 million Japanese cars, is more than Japan's share
4in the EC and total industry sales in several countries.
14, Actual sales of Japanese cars would be substantially higher than ncminal
limits.
15. A 3-year 1.6 million limit would not reduce Japanese share substantially.
16. The shorter the duration of limits, the less the gain in U.S. car sales.
17. Import limits would cause many import buyers to switch to U.S. cars.
18. Substantial cuts in Japanese car imports would mean major gains in U.S.
car sales, jobs, and cash flow.
19. A 5-year limit creates more jobs and cash flow both short and longer term.

Inflation Issues

20. Trade restrictions don't necessarily cause large Japanese price increases.

21, Japanese prices might increase 8.5% to 15% under import limits.

22, Import limits would not be inflationary.

23. There is excess capacity in 1981 for domestic small cars.

24. There will be excess capacity for domestic small cars in 1981-85.

25. History of U.S. car prices when Japanese prices rose in response to yen
revaluation.

26. When Japanese cars lost their price advantage, they lost market share.

27. U.S. car price increases have been less than the CPI.

Other Issues
28, Japan would have no grounds to retaliate.
29. The automotive industry is at the center of the U.S. economy.

30. Ford's program for fuel efficient products.
31. The public supports import restrictions.

Ford Motor Company March 9, 1981
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Exhibit 1

1980 U,8. AUTO PRODUCTION HIT A 19-YEAR LOV)
JAPAN WAS NUMEER 1

?{ Uig:: U.8, and Japanese Production of Cars and Truocks
s U.8, Production 1207 129

12 F
1.1

1.0 10.7

10 L

Japanege Production

L 1 [l 1 1 A 1 i A - | i 'l i

A 4 i L

L A
1961 162 163 '64 165 166 167168 169 170171 V72 173vTh 175176 l77 78179 180

Source: Ward's Automotive Reports; Japan Automotive Manufacturers' Association

1218 1%0 1@ 0‘!02 121@
U.8. Car and Truck Productions (Mils.) 12,9 8.0 (4.9)
Bstimated Economy-Wide Job Impact (000) [_(900) |
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Bxhibit 2

THE 1980 INDUSTRY LOSS OF $4.2 BILLION WAS EXTRAORDINARY;
ANALYSTS PROJECT FURTHER LOSSES

(Bils.)
$10.0

(2.5)+
1980 Dollars $(4.2)
(5.0) I | I 1 1 ! | | | J | | | L1 (R O I |
1960 62 64 66 68 70 T2 74 76 78 1980
AFTER-TAX EARNINGS
(Inourred Doliars)
Memo:
1979 1980 1981
Second First Securit; ste' Estimates
Half Quarter Year rst rter ear
(Bils.) (Bils.)  (Bils.) (Bils.) (Bils.)
General Motors $ 0.4 $ 0.2 $(0.8) $(0.2)-$ 0.1 $ 0.4-$ 1.4
Ford 0.1 (0.2) (1.5) (0.5) (0.7)- ©
Chrysler (0.8) (0.5) (1.7) (0.1)- (0.3) (0.3)- (0.8)
American Motors -0 =0~ {0.2) NA (0.1)- O
Total $(0.3) $0.5) ¢ $(k.2) 0.5)-$(1.0)  $(1.2)-$ 1.1

Source: Company annual reports and press releases; projections by security analysts at
Sanford Bernstein, Drexel Burnham, Merrill Lynch, Capital Research, Dean Witter
Reynolds, Goldman Sachs, and Paine Webber
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Exhibit 3
THE JAPANESE SHARE OF U.S. CAR SALES IN 1979-80 WAS EXTRAORDINARILY HIGH

Total Car Import Share

U.8. Car Sales (Mils)

Japanese Imports
Other Imports
Total Imports
Domestic
Total Industry

8Source: MVMA Retail Sales Reporting

lcnmlo-
e o Jo o
0 LICN=)
| o
o .

pry
k=
Q

O -
o o
O



179

Exhibit 4
JAPAN HAS BUILT GCAPACITY FOR EXPORT SINCE 1973
Millions
of Units
) Production of Cars, Trucks, and Kits
LY 8
3 12.8
»”
12§

Total Produotion *

3.8 k.0 z
Production for

Domestic Sales

[l A L | 1 1 1 ] 1 1 i 1 1 1
1969 '70 71 '72 73 V74 175 76 'T7 '78 79 '80 '61 1982
Proj. Projected

Jepanese Productjon (Millione of Units) ' : Capaoity
Export 0.9 1.1 1.82.0 GD 2.62.7 3.7 U6 L9 6.5(@D
Domestic 3.8 54,2 4,043 5.0 4042 ko141Y.7 5.1 5.0 3.0

Total 4.7 5.3 5.86.3 1.1 6.66.9 1.8 8.5 2.3 10,0 11,5 11.8% 12,8
Memos
Japanese Exports
to the U.8. 0.3 0.4 0.80.9 0.8 1.00,9 1.k 1.81.9 2.0 2.4(e)

Sales of Imports
to Japan (000) 18 17 19 25 32 4 43 41 42 50 60 4S(e)

*Japan Economic Journal and Journal of Commerce. .

Source: JAMA; Journal of Commerce for 1981; and DOT study/press reports.
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Exhibit 5

Seleoted Quotes From the Report of the Controller General*

. In the early 1950's Japan decided to develop its own passenger car industry.
This goal was achieved by excluding imports; by prevemting foreign invest-
ment, with the exception of licensing of foreign technology which falls
under Japan's Foreign Investment lLaw; and by granting preferred status to the
domestic sutomobile industry.

. Japan excluded imports by prohibitive tariffs and by highly discriminatory
commodity taxes. Even as late as 1972, the commodity tax on .the typical
gige foreign car was double the rate on the typical eise Japanese car.

Tariff Rates
Pasa r Car Rates Based on Wheelbase Length of
Less than 270 mm More nn
1955 40.0% 35.0%
1962 40.0 35.0
Apr 1969 36.0 17.5
Apr 1971 10.0 10.0
Apr 1972 8.8 8.8
Nov 1972 6.4 6.4

Commodity Tax Rates (Prior to 1971)

Rates Based on Hheelbms/%xge 8izes of
3 less than 270mm

304. .
greater than 3000cc 2000-3000cc  less than 2000cc

1954 508 kog 20%
1962 40 30 20
1966-70 40 30 15

. A variety of government zeasures gave the industry (1) greater access to
capital, (2) a preferrod claim on scarce foreign exchange, and (3) a share
in the tax stimulus program designed for high growth.

. The funds the industry received from the Japan Development Bank were esti-
nated by the Boaston Consulting Group to be about 9 percent of total cost of
passenger car facilities, 1951~55. Even more significant than the amount,
however, was the "signal™ such loans gave to the commercial banks, the pri-
mary source of outside funding, that automobile companies were to be given
priority on loan applications. Thirdly, the industry participated in the
tax schemes designed for high growth both through rapid depreciation and
overseas market development.

*United States-Japan Trade; Issues and Problems (ID-79-53),
pagos &3. §p¥olﬁr 19719
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Exhibit 6

IMPORTED VEHICLES ARE RESTRICTED IN MOST OTHER MAJOR AUTO-PRODUCING NATIONS

1980 Car 1980 1981 Restrioctions (In ° )
Industry Japensse Car ective ten on
Isport Share [Duty Rate  Requirement ~ _Japanese Jmports

Brasil 9% » 185-205% OB 95%

Yenesuela 9% . 6o-1008 &  51%

Mexico &7 » 50% ' Pormit only

Argentina 240 198 75% o8 90%

Spain ' 5k . 61%s/ OR 90%

Italy 1,52 » 1hg b/ 2,200 light vehicles
per yoar

Prance 1,813 © 2.8% wEy 3% share

Vest Germany 2,364 10.5% 1% b/

United Kingdom 1,514 - 11.9% 14% v/ 10-11% share

Tnited States 8,947 21,18 3%

4less than 0.1%.

o/ Nominal rate of duty in Spain is 37%, but the effective rate is about 61%
because of additional taxes.

Nominal rate of duty in the European Community is 11%, but ths effective rate
is about 14% because of cif base (fob cost plus insurance and freight) and
valus-added taxes. :

The U.8. is virtually alone among auto producing countries in not restrioting
Japanese imports with high duties, quotas, and local content requirements —- thus,
the U.8. has been a prime target for Japanese cars.
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Exhibit 7

U.3. AUTO PRODUCTION CUTS, LAYOFFS, AND SUPPLIER AND
DEALER CLOSINGS HAVE BEEN SUBSTANTIAL

Production Cuts Since 1978 Haye Cost 900,000 Jobs .

1980 (Below)
1978

1978 1979 1980
Cars 9.2 8.4 6.2 (2.8;
Trucks .7 .1 1. 2.1
Total i2.9 Tj:'j N :EE)
Estimated Economy-Wide Job Impact (000) (900)
Auto Company Layoffs Have Been Severe
1978 Avg. Indefinite Layoffs (000)
Hourly 1980 1981 T of
Employment 1271 175 2/2_ 372 1918
(000;
oM 466 80 137 93 89 89 87 19%
Ford 173 41 69 50 51 55 Sk 21
Chrysler 97 40 41 36 hg h;) W7 gg
AMC 1 2 5 _5
Total B B DB DR D 4
Memo: Temporary Layoffs (000) 63 29 25 ki3 37 16
Closed Businesses
137 Supplier Plant Closings Michigan 60 Illinois 9.
Ohio 21 - New England 8
Indiana 10 16 Other States 29

Trend of Domestic and Import Dealers

Domestic Dealers
Total Domestic Dealers

less: Import/Domestic Duals
Exclusive Domestic Dealers

rt_Dealers

usives
Isport/Domestic Duals
Total Import Dealers

Memo: Import Dealers As Pct
of Total Dealers

1/1/77 1/1/79 1/1/80
24,343 24,135 23,469
1,828 2,028 2,549
32,515 3,107 o)
b v o
1,82
8,304 6,489 7,086
22% 23% 24%

1/1/81
unt

—_——

21,864 (2,2711)
200(e) 1,172
T&m T‘J.LWZ'?)

h,600§0; 133
;,200 ] 1,1{
, 800 ’

29% 6 Pts
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Exhibit 8
JANUARY- ARY CAR SALES IN 1981 ARE BELOW 1
{Seasonally~Adjusted Annual Rates sﬁiloz —
1980 1981
Tolal Total
Imports Domestic Industry Imports Domestic Industry
January 2.9 8.6 11,5 2.3 6.8 9.1
February 2.7 T.7 10.4 2.8 Toh 10,2
Year-to-Date 2,8 8.1 10.9 2.6 7.1 9.7
1981 +/- 1980 Year-
to-Date -0,2 -1,0 1,2
- As A Percent - 7% -12% -11%
| Import Shares
1980 1961
Japaness  Other Total Japanese r To
Car ~ January 1961 21.2% h,o7%  25.9%  21.8% 5.2%  27.0%
- Pebruary 1981 21.8 5.1 26,9 23.9 5.0 28,9
- Year-to-Date 21.7% 5.0% 26.7%  23.0% 5,06  28,0%

Source: MVMA Retail Sales Reporting
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FIRST QUARTER U.8. AUTO PRODUCTION IS DOWN 13%
FROM LAST YEAR

Exhibit 9

U.8. First Quarter Car and Truck Production

First Quarter 1981 Above/
Production (Below) 1980
1 Units Percent
00) 000 1000)
Cars
Ford 324 348 (2u) (ns
oM 981 1,170 (189) (16)
Chrysler 168 169 (1) (1)
AMC 21 51 (30) (59)
\L] 47 u8 (1) (2)
Total 1,541 1,786 (2u5) “(14)8
Cars and Trucks
Ford 475 531 (56) (11)
oM 1,211 1,397 (186) (13)
Chrysler 185 206 (21) (10)
AMC 40 78 (38) (49)
W 59 55 4 7
Other* 32 o (8) (2)
‘Totnl 2 . 002 2 i 30 Z ( 205) (13)%

*Primarily heavy trucks; Intermational Harvester volume strike-
adjusted for First Quarter 1980.

U.S. First Quarter 1981 Production Compared
with Year-End 1980 Projections*

1981 First Quarter Actual (Worse)
ro}. Dec. ! than Projection
Units Fercent

Actual Proj.

T000)
Cars 1,541 1,853 (312) ans
Cars & Trucks 2,002 2,404 (402) (17)%

#*¥*Dgcember 23, 1980 projection for cars; December 8, 1980 for trucks.
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JAPAN'S AUTO EXPORTS TO THE UNITED STATES ARE UP IN 1961

Exhibit 10

Units (000)
560
400
300
263 +71% ‘
200
L
0 } 2 i 4 r i 1 : 1 9 Vi 4 4 _ g A A ’
61977 1 29 3 % 19 29 3 % 19 20 33 % 10
iz; Av:7 197 1979 1980 1967
Qtr Qtr

Source: JAMA and public statements by the Minister of International Trade and Industry.

}

World Briefs

Japan’s Vehicle Exports Rose 33% in J anuary
From a Year Earlier to a Record 531,539 Units

TOKYO~Japan's motor-vehicle exports
in January rose 33« from a year earlier and
Increased 0.9'¢ from December 1530 to a
record 531,539 umits, the Japan Automobile
Manulfacturers Assoclation said.

Officlals said the main reason for the in-
crease wag brisk exports to the U.S. and Ey-
rope. They added that shipments 1o develop-
ing countries remarned steady.

Exporis to the U.S. market rote 167
{rom & year eartier (0 209,205 units. Exports

to Europe jumped 42, to 124.211 units with
exports lo the Market alone
amounting to 96.516 units, 2 33% rise from 4
year earlier.

Separately the Japanese economic news-
paper Nihon Kel2ay reported that seven Jap-
anese aulo tnakers were considering holding
down exporis tn the US. to the year-ear-
her’s level of L.+ million units in an effort to
ease the growing trade friction between Ja.
pan and the U.S,

--The Wall Street Journal, March 2, 1981
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Exhibit 11

STOCKS OF JAPANERE CARS IW THE VNTTED STATES .B(B! 16¢ 1™ 1980

Units
(000)
350

333

16%

283

276
25 | 269

263

2ks

o)
o'r A i i b i iy Y 1 - L A A

Jan. Feb., Mar, Apr, May June July Aug. Sept, Oct, Nov. Dec, Jan.
1980 1981

Source: Ward's Automotive Reports
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Exhibit 12

IMPORT LIMITATION IS THE MOST IMPORTANT ACTION T0 ASSIST
AUTO CAPITAL TI

Effect on Ford |}
— Mid-point Estimate Of

Cash Flow rovements

981-
1981 Period
Bils {B1 1s)

. Ford's Proposed Regulatory Changes $0.1 $0. 4%
. Tax Changes: .
= The Administration's 10-5~3 Plan $0 $0

Limits on Japanese Imports, Nominal Terms of:
- 930,000 Cars and S Years
- 1,200,000 Cars and 5 Years

«w»

[=X~] oo
N W
o

0O =R

- 1,400,000 Cars and 3 Years
- 1,600,000 Cars and 3 Years

A WMo

*On an industry basis, savings to customers would reach about $5 billion
annually by 1985.
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Exhibit 13

A 10% SHARE LDIT OR 1 MILLION JAPANESE CARS IS MORK THAN JAPAN'S SHARE
~—— I THE KO AMD TOTAL INDUDTRY SALES IN SEVERAL COUNTRIES

X0 _AND TOT.

Ja

Restricted Markets
ited Kingdom

France

Italy

Spain

Nest Germany

All Other Markets
Norvay
Pinland
Irelands
Denmark
Netherlands

Belgium/Luxemburg
Switserland
Austria

Sweden

Portugal*

Subtotal Other Markets
All Western Europe

Momo: Japanese Share of:
EC Car Sales
U.8. Car 8Bales

*Local asseubly required.

e of
Mews: 1980
6 B 1979 1360 "‘%““‘“’
197 1977 197 (1)
8
9.4¢ 10.6% 11.08 10.8¢ 11. 1
2.7 2.6 1.8 2,2 2.%‘ 1.3
neg neg neg neg neg 1.k
neg neg neg neg . neg 0.5
1.9 2.5 3.7 5.7  10.5 2.4
28.3% 25.4% 20.4% 24,28 39.8% 0.1
1.9 21.8 204 23.8  36.2 0.1
1.5 15.5 21.8 25.% 31,1 0.1
16.5 17.1  13.7 18.1  30.7 0.1
16.8 9. 19.0 19. 26.2 0.5
18.0 191  17.5 17.6  24.0 0.4
8.9 12.1 12.6 16.1 22.5 0.3
6.0 5.7 7.0 12,4 19.6 0.2
8.2 10.% 9.7 10.1 13.6 0.2
14,8  13.9 16.0 10.6 7.2 -
1%.6% 16.1% 16.2% 17.4%  2u4.hg 2.0
5.7% 6.3% 6.4¢ 7.3%  10.3% 9.7
b5 5.9% 628 7.08 (.60 8.3
9.3 12.5 12.0 16.5 21, 8.9
*#49,000

Brasil
Mexico

Spain
Benelux
Italy

1,014
800

227
62
1,011
1,179

Car Indus Sales in Selected Markets

conliR Ol o

993

91k

Source: Industry Sources
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ACTUAL SALES OF JAPANESE CARS WOULD BE SUBSTANTIALLY HIGHER
THAN NOMINAL VOLUME LIMITS

Exhidbit 14

Japanese Cars Available for U.8. Sale
TR 2 198 1 1985
000 000 000 [ {000)
930,000 Nominal Limit
%aa'e Availabiiity r—-} 930 930 930 977 1,025
Supplemental Sources:
Ohio Honda Plant (2 Shifts) - - 120 167 294
2 More Japanese Plants (1 Shift) - - - 120 270
Stock Drawdown 150 150 50 - -
Third Country Production - - 50 - 100 150
Total Supplemental Sources 150 150 220 387 714
Total Availability 108 )1,080 1,080 1,150 1,36% 1,739 ]
1,600,000 Nominal Limit
Base Availability 1,600 1,600 1,600 1,680 1,764
Supplemental Sources 150 150 220 '%87 714
Total Availability 1,750 1,750 1,820 ,087 2W78
Total Availability:
930,000 Nominal Limit 11.6% 9.9% 9.3% 11.8% 16.6%
1,600,000 Nominal Limit 18.7 16.1 1.5 17.8 23.6
Mezo: Total Car Industry (Mile) - 9.35 10,9 12.4 11.6 10.5
Historical U.S. Sales & Shares for Japanese Cars
1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1918 1979 1980
Sales (000) ™ 592 807 928 1,377 1,328 1,740 1,893
Share (Pct) 6.6% 6.8% 9.5¢ 9.3% 12.5% 12.0% 16.5% 21.1%
Memo: Total Industry
(Mils) 1.3 8.7 8.5 10.0 1.0 11.1 10.5 8.9
Source: MVMA Retail Seles Reporting

. T1-112 0—81—18
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Exhibit 15

A 3-YEAR 1.6 MILLION LDQT NOT REDUCE JAPANESE SFARE SUBSTANTIALLY

Percent Japanese Share of U.8. Car Market

2 P
10 f
;0 9.3
é * Potential Share with Potential Share with
* 3-Year 1,600,000 Unit S-Year 930,000 Unit

Koainal Limit ' Nominal Limit

A

A i
1982 1983 1984 1985

'l | A '} 'l A |

1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981

. A nominal limit of 1.6 million Japanese imports is near the range of
free demand estimates,

+ A three-year limit would miss the repurchase period of buyers from the
1979/80 import surge.
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Exhibit 16

THE SHORTER THE DURATION OF LINITS,
THR-LESS THE GAR! IN U,0. CAR SALES

iy

0%

K1)

- 60
- 70

svare o N
|7 v ey L

o 1 J 100
‘" .. 4 3 L} 1
was + veAM vaaey L)
_— fo—
FOOER OF TEANS TILL BXD OF LINI?

« The proportion of intended import buyers who will "switoh*
and buy a U,8, oar depends on the length of the limitatione
related vait, '

+ Very few people will wait five years,

+ A short limitation period would result in substantial
fyaiters" and fewer "switchers",

Tar
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ZINPORT LINITS VOULD CAUSE WANY INPORT BUYERS TO SWITGH 70 U.8. CARS

- 8ueall Oar Prospects Vhose Pirst . 4
ov ov v
SpeSe-Dygiititinde nsnis Ml Lo
" " Vouldn't Bother me at A1l ] 328 818
. I'4 Buy a U.8.,~tuilt Car but it .
Yould Bother we & Idttle R k) 1
[RiESotal Deflaltely Buy V.2, 5. S 45 25 4|
. Id ‘v a U,8,~built Car but it
- Would r me & Lot 2 17 b
¢ I Vouldn't Buy a U.8.-built Oar
Under sny Circumstances sy ] -
Total (Inol. Don't Xnow) w W w

« late last summer, a telephone survey vas oconducted through 11,000 interviews
vhich identified statistically significant samples of prospective car buyers
vio intended to purchase Japanese, Rurcpean, or U.8. "small cars® within the
next three years, .

+ Of the prospects for Japanese cars, 6% said that they would buy American cers
if igports were limited; only sbout half of them were bothered even a little
about limite.

Question Posed

"Well, suppose that by the time you g0 out to buy your next new (NAME CAR) the -
following will have happened: the U.8. and othor governments have agreed on s

UH to reduoe the number of imported cars ooming into this country. You them

vill face the following situation: All imported cars are available in fewer
aumbers, resulting in extended waiting periods of 8 to 12 wontha op $800 to

$1,000 higher prices. New U.8.-built small cars are readily available, they

are priced below the imports, and offer about the same gas aileage as the

isports. Which one of the (above) four statements best desoribes your overall
attitude 1f all these things happened?®
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Exhibit 18

1

SUBSTANTIAL OUTS IN JAPANESE OAR IMPORTS WOULD MEAN
BAJUNR GAIRS 1IN U,.8 UAR DA -1

VAT,

1981 Effect With

gogg EE Car Industry Demand 9,350 9,3%0

Japanese Car Sales:

Assume "No Limit® Share of 21.1f (1980) 1,97% 1,975
Under Import Limite .
gk - e e
- \ | [+ aven
Total Japsnese Sales T'Gaﬁ, Iﬁ
Reduoction in Japanese Car Sales 895 228
Memo: Japanese Share Under Limits 11.6¢ 18.7%
e in U.8, (] :
ro88 PO 0o in Japanese BSales) 835 22%
less: Buropean Substitution (5%) 5 10
Japanese Buyers Who Weit (2-5%) 48 —
Actual Inorease in Sales of U.8. Cars 805 210
. JODS
;u; Eugu%mu (17 oare/jodb) 67 18
Auto Parts and Materisls Suppliers - 67 18
Rest~of-Zoonony 4y _%
Total Jobs Oreated (4.5 cars/job) by}

ro~7ax ¢ Pro reas0!

« Por Unit 41,350 $1,850
« Billions (x 605,000/210,000 oars) 1.49 0.39
Estimated Effeotive Tax Rate (Pot) 308 308
After-Tax Cesh Flow (Billions) $1.04 $0.268
Momo: Ford After-Tax Cash Flov (Bils) $0.40 $0.11

%108 share as in Western Burope (also equals 1976 Japanese sales in the U.8.).
*%Extra imports before limits begin and reduced inventory later as sales decline.
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¢
‘ Mid-point Betimates Of -
oar 1] .
23012983 ron ;
(0.0 Honlnal Volupe }
Total U,8, Car Sales (Mils) 21 3.1 3.9 0.8
Average Annual U.8, Jobs (000) 155 2% 175 178
Total Cash Flow (Bils) - Industry $2.9 b $5.6 8.0
: « Jord 1.1 - 1.7 2.0 Ok
Total anc Car Sales (m.) 1.7 2.’0 300 006
Average Annual U,8, Jobs (000) 125 180 135 120
Total Cash Flow (Bils) - Industry. $2. 3.4 b4 0.7
° ’ - Jord m 003 203 105 003
00,000 Yonlpal Volume ]
Total U.8, Car Sales (Mill) 10“ 2‘00 2.“ ocu
Average Annual U.8, Jobs (000) 100 145 110 85
Total Cash Flow (311.) - Ind\ll‘ﬂ ‘\1.9 ‘208 . ‘305 ‘005
« Ford 0.7 1.1 1.2 0.2
(1,500,050 Howlgal Volupe }
Total U,8. Car Sales (Mils) 1.1 1.5 1.8 0.2
Average Annual U.8, Jobs (000) 80 110 80 1Y)
Total Cash Flow (Bils) - Industry .5 - 2.1 $.6 $0.
- Ford 0.6 0.8 0.9 0.1
4
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Exhibit

M

20

op i Pritain (11§ Ehare
_ January 1981
T spanese
Retail 2/: Yord
Pord Piesta 1.1L $8,655
Toyots Starlet 1,2L 8,50h $ -151
Datsun Cherry 1.1L OL 7,279 -1,276
ord Esoort 1,3L $9,799
;oyoh Corolla 1.3L 8.}35 $-1,664
Ford Capri 1.6L $11,349
Toyota Celica 1600 8T 11,012 $ -337
Honda Acoord 9,794 ~1,55%

dividual Japanese Firms Priced Differently in
Britain* [France Netherlands Oermany

Price Inorease b; . )
B T — 2.0 8.28 798 2.08

Toyota 6.0 16.0 7.1 5.7
H:zgl : NA 2.y 7.0 1.5
Honda NA 5.? 10.9 11,5
Memo: Yen Revaluation 2.7% 14,7% 14.8% 15.7%

¥Market share limited to 11% in Britain; 3% in France.

Recove f U8, T Tard

Toyota Datsun
Pickup  Pickup

Btcnigrdl Repilar-Bed Models
April 1980 Wholesale Price 34,208 84,212

January 1981 Wholesple Price 5,199 5,215
Percent Price Increase 2ug 4%
Average Car Percent Price Inorease by January 1981
(Implied Pricing for Economics) 1 1?}
Implied Percent Price Increase for Tariff Recovery Pt Pt
Equivalent Tariff Increase on Wholesale Price*
Implied Tariff Pricing as Percent of Tariff Costs

. - - "o

% Tariff increase of 215 ad valorem is applied at FAS value --
about 15§ of vholessle price

L
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Homo !
0,000 Car Indust 9.8 Million

*  Industry &
8sles Share Share  Higher Ghare
glootxciﬁ g§ n.5%

] apanese Share (Pot) 20,28 21.1% 22.0% 22.0%
Lisited Japanese Share (Pot) 1.6 1.6 1.6 11.0
Percentage Decline in Share (Pot) W3g ysg W78 508

[Fercent Frice Inoreace 12,28 12.98__13.18 V.98

- - . e e

#Japanese praotice in Europe and on eruc'ku in the U.8. suggest car prices
could sotually rise by substantially less than 158 -- say, perhaps by 8.5%.

Different Sales Mixes Sugxest Jadanese Firms Could Pollow
—Different Prioigg fitrategies Under Inpord Limits

Subcompact Speoialty Compset Luxury Total

Toyota 367 164 36 12 579
Datsun 279 93 63 82 , 517
Honda 325 5B - - 378
Masda 62 Ly 55 - 161
Subaru 131 - - - 131
Mitsubishi __106 -3 — — 129

Total 1,270 i} 154 o 1,893

Source: MVMA U.8. S8ales Reports

"~
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Bxhibit 22

Pri o Care®
F‘N‘na % . 3(” to 158 2% to 5%

Per Average Car ($6,500 retail) $550 to $975 $130 to $325
Billlons (x 1,080,000/1,750,000 oars) $(0.6)t0(1,08) * $(0.1)t0(0.6 )
P (B4llions)
, Ots, m Workers
($10,%00 each*¥) $0.7 $0.2

Unesployment, Food Steups, eto. to Supplier
and Other Workers ($8,100)
Added Tex Revemues end Transfers (30§ Per

.9
each $6,000 U.8. oar x 803,000) K] 0,k
Total Improvemsnt in Payments & Taxes !g.U 0.8 '

Mot Anti-Inflationary Betect (Bils) $1.95 to 824  $0.2 to $0.7

0.2

© 1980 U.8.. Defioit vith Jepan $(10) $(10)
Btfect of Limit on' Japanoss Cars:
~ 895%,000/225,000 Pewer Oar Isporto
(#4,500/car) $4.0. $1.0
= Price Inorease (70% of retail) (0.80)t0 (0.7)  _(0.1)to (O.4)
Net Savings in Isports $3.4 %0 3.7 40,6 o $0.9
Potential 1981 U.8. Defioit With Japan $(6.3)t08(6.6)  $(9.1)t08(9.4)
‘Anti-Inflationary Inorease in Velue 18 to 38 Nog. $
.of the Doller

- - ww -

*Inport limits should not cause ineresses in prices of U.8, oars because of:
(a)' ¥ to 2 willion excess oapaoity for U.8, small csws; and (b) U.8, pro-
deotivity and! omel: flow imgpwovement: from- higher U.8. produstion volume.

#"Ratleote pavtial. ywer of TRA beuefits; on-going transfeve would be about

»000%
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Exhibit 23

8
440
= Chevette 500
« Monse/Bunbird 83
« J=Oars %%g
= X-Care
« Camaro/Firebird
Ohrysler
?Mv&usm 230
« K«Cars
AMO
= 8pirit 110
‘* = Conoord . 190
w
« Rabbit . 8%
Total/Aversge Sl

120
Lty

Memor [Estimated Average Japanese Import Fuel Koonomy

1981 CAYE Standard

BReyw

8«

a4

k)|

22w
30 mpg
22 mpg

Industry Voluse -(000)
1980 Import Share

- Total

Ssall (Inols Lower Middle)
Total "Small® Oar Mix

"Saall® Oar Volume
- Total (000)
« Imports (000)
« Domestic (000)

1961 U,8, Salep Yorecest
9,350

26,
2k

62.2%
5,816

~



oty oty ofth oty offy

Iodustry Sales Volume 9.35 10,9 12,4 1.6 . 10.5
"Saall® Car Mix - G 6% 6% 625 62
"Saall" Cur Sales Volume 508 6o8 7.1 1.2 6.5
S G Arsllability
Japanese ‘
= 930,000 Nominal Isport Limit 09 09 0.9 1,0 1.0
= 8took Drawdown 0.2 0.2 - -~ -
= Third Country hm - - 0.1 0.1 0.2
- g::.om Flant - - 0.1 0.2 0,3
- () 8o Flants - - - .
Bubtotel o Japaness Aveilebility  ToT LU 13 | i H
Other Imports %3 Q3 b 0.3 Q.3
"8aa11* Car Voluwe to be Bupplied
ty Domestio Producers Yo Sk 6.2 5.5 b4
I‘ Towestio Vawalll Oar 1ty
1, overt for U, Sales 59" 601 608 1.0 703
100 °|8 006 1.5 ) 2.9

Rxoess Donpuo Capaoity
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Exhibit 25

HISTORY OF U,8, OAR PRIORS WHNN JAPANRSE PRICES ROGE

Pord ﬁ % Euun Wonda  Yen/

Pinto .Chevette Q ;_o, B-210  Oivic Dollar
1977 Introduction Price | $3,352  $3,37 | [s2,n2 92,965 #2,922 | wasu

Price reases)

Yorr $ (10 § 9 § 186 & 169§ 205 5267
1978 Introduction (136) (91) 106 116 5 250
Mid-Yoart# 274 350 456 %19 609 205
1979 Introduotion  © (103) 29 23 W 28
Mid-Year 282 149 0 0 0 211‘ .
Pinal 1979 Price 93,659  93,773) | 93,963  #h,2v0 83,923] weas

Memo: Final 1 Pot. 1
"'/“ 1977?7%1@?00 I 49,28 +130a, +330” '.'39'6’ '.'3“03;'

d e -

*Waifo woqui, 2-door deluxe models; inoludes destination charges, power
front diso br » WSW steel belted radial tires, mm .uu rear vindov de-
froster, AN udio. reolining seats, body side moldings iuu seat belts

#The widely quoted Harbridge House study, u , based
{te oconclusion that domestioc price inoreases wou rt price
inoreases upon seven sonths out of this three year period of ycn fluowotion.

oo e
Ok
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Japanege Market Share
. of Subooxpact Cars

Japanese Market Share of
H Buboospaot Cars 5%

55 .
308

5
(1) -
Japanese Pric
Advantage, -
(Disadvantage)

llllll(.l;” IO N B BT

INMNINVIMIIIVIII I VLI IV
1977 1998 1979 1

263 266 235 189 205 220 246 219
a7 25 215 186 220 239 226 209
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Exhibit 27
U.8. CAR PRICE INCREASES FAVE BEEN LESS THAW THE OPI

Nev Car Consumer Yoar-to-Year Increase Momo:

Prist  Thtes  Cars  Prices Consumer Prices Car ha

Index” Index I ces (Consumer Prices Car Ghare

{19672 200) TRty THRET o (peey S

1960 104.5 88.7 (1.3) 1.6 «2.9 pte 7.6%
1961. 104.5 89.6 0 1.0 -1.0 6.4
1962 104.1 90.6 (0.%) 1.1 -1.5 V.8
196 103.5 91.7 (0.6) 1.2 -1.8 5.0
196/ 103,2 92.9 (0.3) 1.3 -1.6 6.0
1968 100.9 94.5 (2.2; 1.7 -2.9 ' 5.9
19 9.1 92,2 (1.8 2.9 -4,7 7.1
1967 100.0 100.0 0.9 2.9 -2,0 9.1
1968 102.8 104.2 2.8 4,2 -1.b 10.1
1969 1044 109.8 1.6 5.4 -3.8 1.2
1970 107.6 116.3 3.1 5.9 -2.8 4.7
1971 112,0 121.3 4,1 4.3 -0.2 4.9
1972 111.0 125.3 (0.9) 3.3 -4.2 4.4
197 11.1 133.1 0 6.6 -6.6 15.2
197 117.5 147.7 5.8 11,0 -8.2 15.8
1975 127.6 161.2 8.6 9.1 -0.5 18.
1976 135.7 170.5 6.3 5.8 +0.5 W,
1977 1h2, 181, 5.3 6.5 -1.2 18.5
1978 153. 195. 7.9 7.7 +0.2 17.6
1979#% 166.0 21%.9 7.9 10.0 -2,1 21.7
1980 (o) 178.5 239.0 7. 1.2 «3.7 26.5

¥Excoludes prioing for quality improvements such as emission controla.

“I:gl\{gss housing; including housing the OPI inoreased by 11.3§ in 1979 and 13.9%¢

Source: Price Indices prepared by the U.S. Department of Labor.
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Wg;&ﬂ:f" $5 8 49 4 k2 $b 48
" o w @ # % 8
4
Burpus/ (Datietd). $5 #8 #9 41 K2 W 48
T arplus vin — — =2 A M9
[ ]
the United States 5 412 49 40 0. 4M) 46

Bources U.8, Departsent of Commerce (through 1980)

Nissan 2,665 2,619 -a
Toyo Kogyo 8(1,8 1,16 +22
Honda ‘9)33 +20
Mitsubishi b 1,000 1, +-10
 JYES 300 426 +42
Il{’uu 3o 463 +3
- Daihatsu 350 4 +23
Hino 66 9 +5
Nissan Diesel 35 46 +31
Total 9,368 10,482 +12%
Memo: Manufaoturers
With Overtime 6,703 7,863 +17%

Minimum Overtime I l
Units 1,1

Source: JAMA and The U.8. Auto Industry, 1980(U.8. Dep't of Transportation)




Autogotive Faployment (1970 Dats)

Perscns Employed ing ‘. .

« Manufaoturing of Motor Vehicles 900,000

« Manufacturing of Automotive Materials

Total IDmployes in Automotive Manufacturing »000, —m——
« AMvtomotive Sales and Service y 140 12
Total Automotive Employment

Memos ‘!ottl Ieployed in Manufacturing . 30,M75,000

;o:r;o‘; .nu-un of Labor Statistios (Sector Employwent) and
MYMA Motor Vehiocls Faots and Figures '79

AUTOMOTIVE PERCENTAGE OF U.8. MATERIAL CONSUMPTION, 1978

5 //gz&//ﬂ 21.7% Gless 10%
16.5%

' / A7 A A A A A S A A YA A A TS,
\\\\\\\\\\\\m\\\\\\“\\)»\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\

$33%

L 1
I " % % %
fSources Compiled Motor Vehiocle Manufacturers Assoaiation of the U.8,, Ine.
nriz trade sources ’

Automotive Percentage of Retail Sales and ONP

1978 1979 1980
‘Sales by Motor Vehicle Dealers (Bils) $154 $161 $148 (e)
- A8 A Pct. of Total Retail Sales 19.2% 18.2% 15.8%(e)
- A8 A Pct. of GNP 7.1 6.7 5.6 (e)

Source: 8Survey of Current Business, Economic Report of the President.
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Bxhibit 30
wam 0
Gl o
-1989
RCONOMICS
b onssm DorrriX
[ e Y 14 A S m—— 19781985
_ MODEL YEARS
y
284 . Cylinder 388
Yord -
Engine 208 6~ 758 '
Us age N E? \lmd.r 30‘ N ~ -
528 ; b \\
- .
Cylinder 328 S 258 i
~
)
30 spg
9}
Ford 2 me
CAFE 20 I~ 1% mpg .
(npg)
10
[ ] [
197k 1980 1985 i
Model Years

- T-112 0~Bl—14



Exhibit 30

8 tes (Nationvide, representative sample of 5,248 oar
owners, started dur 1979 energy orisis, subsequently verified with
two more surveys with independent, matched samples)

Question: Do you feel that the U.8, Government should intervens to
restriot the number of cers imported from Japan?

Ansvers Yos @
* Mo

Not Sure 23

Hey York Times/CBS Poll (1,517 interviews nationwide, June 18-22, 1980)

Question: Which do you think is more important -- to protest workers'
o jobs at the cost of higher prices for some products, or to be
able to buy foreign goods at lower prices at the cost of some
unesployment in this oountry?

Answers Job protection @
Lower prices .
Both 1
Don't know 9

Detroit e Press ket Opinion Rese. Pol

— 11, eve nationwide, Seplember » )

Question: Would you favor or oppose government action slowing down the
import of foreign cars to help the American auto industry?

Ansvers Favor @
Oppose
Don't know 3

"Bven 46 peroent of the foreign car drivers said they favored import curbs.*

Roper Survey )

Publio Opinion Magazine in Septembsr 1980 reported: "A Roper survey this
summer found that about a two-~thirds majority believe the government should
aot more forcefully to limit foreign car imports.,"

Linit number of Japanese oars 28%
Place higher tariffs 20
Negotiate limit with Japanese 18

Do nothing 30

Don't know 5
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Ford welcomes the leadership and concern that Chairman Dan-
forth has demonstrated once again, as this subcommittee continues
its examination of the problems confronting the U.S. auto industry.

Automotive issues are receiving increasing national attention, as
well they shoild. The problems are real; the vitality of a funda-
mental national asset is at stake; and the time has become even
more urgent for meaningful and effective solutions. 4 ,

-~ At the time of the January hearings of this subcommittee, the
industry had just concluded the worst production year since 1961.

Since then, 1980 financial results have been announced—a stag-
gering loss of $4.2 billion in worldwide earnings for the industry.

In the past 20 years, the prior worst year had been an industry
profit of $2 billion. _ :

In sharp contrast, Japan moved into first place in worldwide
autokproduction and captured a record 21.1 percent of the U.S. car
market. f ’

Moreover, the brief period since the hearing has seen a further
deterioration in the immediate outlook for the domestic industry.

The corner simply has not been turned as we had hoped. First
quarter production schedules have been cut by 17 percent from
those planned in December to a level 13 percent below last year.

Security analysts predict the industry will incur further losses of
$600 million to $1 billion in the first quarter, worse than last year’s
first quarter loss of $468 million. ‘

Domestic manufacturers have begun very large rebate programs
to stimulate car sales—in spite of the enormous expense and the
fact that most sales under these programs are simply pulled ahead
from later in the year. : .

Even with February results inflated by rebates, sales for the past
66 days have run at an annual rate of only 7.1 million demestic
units. '

The Japanese share of our car market has increased further to
23 percent so far this year. C ,

Japanese auto shipments to the United States were up 16 per-
cent in January from year ago levels, and stocks were up 16
percent also.

So, as the first quarter draws to a close, it's now clear that 1981
will not be a good year for domestic auto producers. That's very
bad news for the 200,000 auto workers still on indefinite layoff—
most for 10 to 18 months—and for the owners and employees of
thousands of domestic dealerships and supplier plants throughout
the country. ‘

Nearly 1 million people have lost their jobs as the impact of
depressed auto production has spread through the economy. A
serious situation has now become even more serious; solutions that
once may have seemed reasonable are now wholly inadequate.

There 18 little point in going back into history to distribute blame
for the present situation. Instead, a national consensus is needed
‘about where we go from here with an industry that has been
required to undergo the most massive and expensive retooling in
history and one that has suffered heavily from conflicting national -
policies and priorities. o .
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~ Opinions differ about what solutions are needed, but the funda-
mental question is whether or not the United States wishes to hav

- astrong automobile industry. :

If this answer is not answered affirmatively, with effective ac-
tions, the inevitable result will be to encourage the transfer of
more auto' manufacturing and U.S. jobs overseas.

We, as manufacturers, are already goirago all out to address the
issues we can do something about; but Government must do its
part through changes in tax, regulatory, and trade policies.

There is unity among U.S. manufacturers on actions required in
each of these areas—as demonstrated by the February 3 letter to
the President from the chief executives of nine U.S. car and truck
producers.

We are encouraged by discussions underway in the administra-
tion and the Congress in these areas. It must be recognized, howev-
" er, that regulatory relief will be prospective—that is, it will help us
to avoid important cost and price increases in the future, but it will
not reduce costs significantly today. : : )

The business tax proposals, which we support, will actually be of
no near-term benefit to Ford without refundability.

The most immediate requirement, however, is to increase U.S..
car volume and employment. The single most effective. means to
achieve this increase is to limit imports of Japanese cars—prompt-
ly and decisively. _ '

We were invited today to speak to the legislation introduced by
Senators Danforth and Bentsen, S. 396. We applaud its intent, We
believe, however, that levels such as 1.6 million Japanese cars are
simply too high to do today’s job. -
 Statements by Japanese leaders suggest Japan agrees that car
exports to the United States should be reduced—the key issues are
- level and duration. :

In this regard, it might be helpful to look at other countries. In
the European Community, for example, Governments seem deter-
mined to limit Japanese cars to an overall share of 10 percent.

We see no reason why Japan’s share of our car market should be
more than Europe’s 10 percent. Translating this share to the U.S.
market would represent imports of about 1 million Japanese cars.

If such a limit were established for 5 years, it would create some
67,000 jobs for autoworkers in 1981.

in total, 178,000 jobs would be created throughout the economy.

Cash flow for the domestic auto. producers would be increased by
$1 billion this year. Over the 5-year period, the total cash flow
benefit would be some $6.6 billion—roughly equal to losses the
industry has incurred since mid-1979.-

Both the level and the duration of import limits are critically -
important to helf;ing the industgy to get back on its feet. Compared
with the 1.6 million limit for 3 years, a limit of 1 million for 5
years would add three to four times.the jobs and cash flow during -
the critical 1981-85 x])eriod needed to complete the $80 billion con-
version of domestic plants and products. -

This temporary restraint will not be inflationary. Even assuming
as much as 15 percent higher price for Japanese cars, the effect
would be more than offset by savings in unemployment costs and
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by the added tax revenues which will follow automatically as gains

in U.S. car sales put our plants and people back to work.

American taxpayers are already bearing the $3 billion cost of
auto-related unemployment and tax revenues lost to Federal, State,

and local governments. . - ,
This really amounts to a subsidy to support extraordinary levels

of car imports from Japan—hardly in keeping with the spirit of

scrutinizing every dollar.of taxpayer expense with great care.

~ As for U.S. car prices, our fundamental motivation is to increase
our volume of car sales. One of the basic cost problems is underuti-
lized facilities at today’s volume of sales; only more volume can

alleviate these penalties and raise productivity immediately. .

Furthermore, the full history of U.S. car price behavior whe
Japanese car prices rose in response to astronger yen demon-
strates a clear pattern of price restraint by individual U.S.. car
manufacturers aimed at recapturing volume from imports. ‘

- We at Ford would do so again, if under import limits, Japanese
prices were increased by supply-demand distortions.

Finally, temporary restraint is fully consistent with the adminis-
tration’s economic program which we heartily support as the pre-
scription for a healthier America.

e goals of auto import restraint are to get a key sector at the
economy moving; to reduce the drain on the Treasury of unemploy-
ment and other transfer payments; and to return thousands of
Americans to taxpaying status. ‘

Mr. Chairman, we ask supf)ort of the subcommittee in achieving
these critical goals and in helping the auto industry to maintain its
téraditional commitment to iInvestment and jobs in the United

tates.

Senator DANFORTH. Thank you. ‘

Senator CHAFEE. Mr. McCammon, on page 5 of your statement,
you talk of underutilized facilities at today’s volume of sales. What
does that mean? :

Mr. McCamMmoN. The industry presently has 5.4 million capacity
for small cars. This is shown on exhibit 23 of the material we
handed out. The demand, we believe, is around 3.6 million units.
The industry, therefore, is operating at about two-thirds of its
capacity for small cars.

nator CHAFEE. This is very important, Mr. McCammon, be-
cause we have heard various testimony here. You were here, I
believe, this mornin% A

Mr. McCammoN. Yes, sir. ,
~ Senator CHAFEE. You heard Secretary Baldrige say there was one

million units of unused capacity. Then, Mr. Young testified that he
thought that was a reference to a million units coming on stream.

As a representative of Ford Motor Co., you .are telling us now
that there presently exists 5.4 million small-car capacity? .

Mr. McCamMmoN. Yes, sir. : .

Senator CHAFEE. You are selling 3.6 million.

Mr. McCammoN. That is the estimate for 1981.

.- Senator CHAFEE. Why aren’t you selling the difference? -
- Mr. McCaMMoON. Part of the reason is the economy, and the
other part of the reason is the Japanese imports. . .

e
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* Senator CHAFEE. In other words, a person would rather buy a

o Ja nese car than buy your car? -

McCAMMON. Some people, 20 percent of the market buy

Japanese cars; 80 percent do not. It is sometimes a fine line on how

Ferson makes an individual decision. Some are very wholly com-
tted to the purchase, others are not.

Senator CuAree. Well, you said the problem was the Japanese
iml&otts How is this the problem? '

McCammon. Well, if your question is, why are they buying
some of their cars instead of our cars—— -

Senator CHAFEE.  Aren't they buying in dramatically mcreaeed
.amounts?

Mr. McCamMmoN. Oh, absolutely. Well, they make good cars, and
s0'do we. Their cars have tremendous momentum going for them.
The consumer perception of their fuel economy and quality is very
high. It will take time for us to turn this around. We have come
out with some excellent products -and are coming out w1th more.
The Escort that Ford came out with this year——

Senator CHAFEE. You are talking about momentum; you have 80
percent of the momentum and they only have 20.

Mr. McCaMMON. I think momentum is where you are mcreasmg
They are definitely increasing their. share. Our momentum is in
the other direction. Ours is declining. ,

Senator CHAFEE. Is price a factor? ‘

Mr. McCAMMON. Price is one of the factors. Perception of fuel
economy and quality is a part of it. We are making great progress,
I think, on the fuel economy front. The Escort that we came out
with this year has better fuel economy than most of the Japanese
imports. It has more room inside than any Japanese imports.

nator CHAFEE. Isn't one of the problems that you don’t know
how to advertise the cars?

Mr. McCammoN. No. We advertise and they advertise. As a
matter of fact, the Japanese probably out-advertise us 2 to 1, on a
per-unit basis. There is a lot of advertising. We are both trymg to
convince the customer that we have the best products on the
market. We are s ﬁgestm that we have a lot to do in the areas of
fuel economy, quality and other things that will take a period of
time and that we are asking for that period of tlme 80 we can
accomplish that job.

Senator CHAFEE. You indicated price was a factor; yet, unques-
tlonably, labor costs contribute as a factor in any automobile. Mr.
Young just testified that you have never asked for a reduction in
the wa%‘el rates; is that true?

cCammoN. We have been having discussions with the
UAW on this and other matters. We have not, at this point, for-
'mally asked that the contract be reopened.

As you heard, one of the key ingredients in all this is pubhc
golicy from everyone’s standpoint. I think it is clear from" Mr.

oung’s comments that the UAW realizes they have a part to play.
We have a part to play, as management I think the Government
has a part to play. oo

Senator CHAFEE I am alittle confused about this attitude toward
the Government. Since when do people rush to Washmgton every
time there is a problem? -
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Why should we make a decision which contradicts the long-
standing policy of this Federal Government, when you are not
attempting to settle wmr own problems? _ o
| Mr. McCamMmon. We are attempting to solve a lot of our’ prob-

ems. ,

" Senator CHAFEE. The wage rate is a decided factor in an auto-
mobile. Yet you haven’t discussed it seriously with the UAW. I find
that incredible, and impossible to understand.- : '

You're here seeking relief before you've attempted to work out
your problems with your own unions. )

Mr. McCamMmoN. We have had continual discussions on this sub-
i’:act. I think one of the key ingrediénts to how it all comes out is

ow the whole effort comes out. There isn’t just one thing that
needs to be done. This is a major problem. It needs to be attacked
by all ways we can bring to attack it. L ‘

This is one ingredient. We are working on this one ingredient
with the UAW, along with many other things with them in terms
of employee involvement, better quality. We have to work on thou-
sands of things simultaneously. This is one facet of that effort.
. Senator DANFORTH. Yes, sir. :

Would you describe to the committee the plans of the Ford Motor
Co. for investment in retooling for new plants and equipment over
the next 5 gears? ¥

Mr. McCamMmoON. Our announced capital expenditures for our
company are $20 billion for the 5-year period, 1981 through 1985.

e have to completely redo our product line as part of the
conversion to smaller, more fuel-efficient cars. For example, we
have to convert from less than a quarter of our engines being four-
cylinder engines to more than three-quarters being four-cylinder

engines.

'Fhese are huge expenditures. They take time to do, and take a
great deal of money to accomplish. , ,

Senator DANFORTH. If your capacity to produce small cars is now
gr::otﬁr t‘};an your sales, why would you have to spend so much for
re n ‘

Mr. McCammon. Well, part of the problem right now, as I indi-
cated, was a matter of perception among the public exactly what
the situation is. In fact, some people are willing now to spend $900
more for an Accord, for example, than a Fairmont in order to save
a nickel a day of gas. - : ,

It isn’t always a rational decision that is going on out in the
~ world of car buying. There are some people who don't take the
“time to completely analyze what the situation is. We have to get

gux; ‘}{)otint across, as has been suggested. We are trying our best to

0 at. ‘ T

Senator DANFORTH. It is clear, though, that Ford is going to have-
ttgd be?building more small cars 5 years from now than.it does
ay? R S

Mr. McCaMMoON. Absolutely. " | »
tdeén?ato; DANFORTH. And more than it has the capacity to build

- Mr. McCammoN. That is right. We are doubling. S ,
. Senator DANFORTH. There will have to be $20 billion of increased

spending by:Ford, over the next 5 years for retooling; is that right?
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Mr. McCammoN. That is absolutely right.

Senator DANFORTH. Now, last year Ford Motor Co lost- how
much money? ,

Mr. McCammMmon. $1.5 billion.

- Senator DANFORTH. Do you look for this year to be a profitable
year or a losing year?

Mr. McCammoN. Most analysts, securx& analysts believe that
this will be a losing year for Ford Motor I am not supposed to
project on behalf of Ford.

Senator DANFORTH. It is difficult, isn’t it, because of perceptions
and the problems you have with bankers and so on? \

Mr. McCamMoN. That is part of the problem. Also; we just aren'’t
supposed to project forward earnings in a public situation.

nator DANFORTH. Right. Is it fair to say that the company,
when it is losing money, may have some difficulty coming up with
the $201bill§?on needed over a 5-year period of time for the purpose
or retoo

~Mr. McCAMMON. Yes. There are two thin that work here. One
is that the losses you mentioned, and the other is the needs are so
much greater than ever before. The needs are far greater. The
period of time leading to this period of the $20 billion: expenditure,
the expendxtures are actually a third that level. Adjusting for
economics, they are probably about 60 percent today’s level.

S0, we have a giant leap. irc eur meds of expenditures. At the
same time, our prefitability is the worst in history

Senator DANPORTH. Now when the ed:bonal‘ writers say, well,.
Ford is going to do very well, the automobile industry is going to do
very well in 1981, an&theymmstgsmgto continue to make
large cars, if we provuie inaport relief, this will' just provide them
with a disincentive to move toward smaller cars and they will go
right back to the same old habit of buildimg large cars. ,

Is that a fair statement or is that an incorrect statement?

Mr. McCarmon. That is absolutely wrong. We are totally com-
mitted to converting our product line. The only risk at all is
whether we will have the money to de-it. It is not that we wonld
think of backing off We do net want to back off We want to do
everxbhnngbmnmL - possible: and we: can: afferd.

mkataﬂ’mmtheotﬁerdimm thaﬁwewwtdntbn
ahla to: it

Senator

1mmmﬁrw4m the American autemobile
comparries wmidsmyty raige: their prices and it will he mﬁwwnr

. V{Vould it be Ford!s intention to raise their prices if xmport limita-
tions were imposed?

Mr. McCasemon. What we want is- volume and»johs That is our
_motivation. We have underutilized facilities. We are operating at
about 60 percent of our paﬂt{' Productivity has been spoken to.
Productivity depends importantly on velume. That is a good way to
- get productivity.

Also, we want to keep our dealers happy. Have them sta
business ‘Keep our suppliers in busmess and keep them h thy

-
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Another very important thing and a reason why we would be
motivated to go for volume, not for price, is to. increase our owner
body, people buying Ford products. | : _

It is in our best interest that somebody buy a Ford product

" because they are more likely to buy it again.

Senator DANFORTH. So it is your answer that the approach you
wqulg take would be to increase volume rather than increase
price

Mr. McCAMMON. Yes.

Senator DANFORTH. Senator Chafee? ,

- Senator CHAFEE. Mr. McCammon, you have spoken a good deal
about productivity. What is the absenteeism rate at Ford Motor Co.
on the production line?

Ch%fl" cCaMMoON. 1 think it is in the range of 5 percent, Senator
ee.

Senator CHAFEE. Is that as of right now or over the past 5 years?

Mr. McCammon. It has improved. It has improved from prior

levels. @~ :
Senator CHAFEE. Would you be good enough to provide me with

* statistics showing what the absenteeism rate has been since 1976? I
~ assume those are readily available; are they not?

Mr. McCaMmmoN. I would be happy to Provide those.
[The material was subsequently submitted:]

PRrROPOSED RESPONSE TO SENATOR CHAFEE'S INQUIRY REGARDING COMPANY
ABSENTEEISM

Ford U.S. hourly absenteeism in 1980 improved somewhat compared to ex?erienee
during the latter part of the 1970’s. For examfle, Ford’s average rate of ‘‘short-
term” absence (less than 40 hours per week) for 1980 was 4.8 percent compared with
6.1 percent for 1977. Included in this measure of short-term absence are factors for
which significant improvement probably cannot be expected—iw duty, military
service, funeral attendance and other personal business. The OL and medical
absence portion of this rate, however, is an area where continued efforts to control
abuses may produce substantial improvement. In 1980, Ford’s. AWOL/Medical ab-
sence rate dropped to 8.0 percent from the 3frpercent 1979 rate—an improvement
of nearly 25 percent—helping to make last year’s performance the best in the past 6
years. Such improvement, of course, also been influenced in our judgment by
adverse economic conditions in the auto industry and indefinite of substantial
numbers of young, short-service employees, who as a group have tended to be more
absence prone than older segments of the work force. Using the same exam‘fle of
“ghort-term” absence, 1980 experience was slightly better than that of 1976 during
the Company’s last comparable economic downturn period.

~ FORD U.S. “SHORT-TERM" ABSENCE RATES

{In percent)
1975 1976 1977 198 1919 1980
AWOL/Medical 33 32 39 38 39 30
Total “Short-Term" 5.1 50 6.1 59 58 48
T March 24, 1981,

Senator CHAFEE. Do you have a contract with the UAW which

| provides, as Mr. Young indicated, that there is retirement after 30

years or at age 627
Mr. McCaMMoN. I believe that is the contract.
Senator CHAFEE. With full benefits?
Mr. McCamMMoN. Yes. :
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Senator CHAFEE. Would you comment:on the request of Mr.
Fraser and the UAW. for permanent legislation requiring a North
American content for vehicles? : : :

Isn’t that what you are here for? - ' .

Mr. McCaMmmMmoN: We are not seeking that today, but that may be
what this country will have to do in the long run. This is what a
lot of countries have had to do in order to support their domestic

- industries.

It is hard to say, but we think it is probably in the best interest
of this country, long run, to have automotive production here. If it
requires, down the road, that there be some sort of legislation, that
m%};be the case. ' R

nator CHAFEE. Do you require this because you are not able to
compete in price and quality?

Mr. McCammoN. At the present time, we have made great
- strides on quality. So, I think that will be under control as soon as
that becomes a part of the public’s perception.- |

The price is a difficult issue. In 1978, the cost to produce a"
Japanese car landed in the United States, was not much difference
from the cost of our producing a car in the United States.

In 1979, the first quarter, something dramatic hapﬁened, and
eve?rbody knows the first thing that happened and that is that
suddenly oil and gas became very expensive and people bought
small cars.

The other thing th:i don’t think about too often is this oil
shooting up in cost weakened the yen. The yen had been strength-
ening. That was one reason why our cost and the Japanzse cost
were relatively close to one another.

Since early 1979, the yen has weakened relative to the dollar and
& a result, the cost situation has widened to the point it is at

ay. .

In the long run, we have to make major improvements in this,
cost differential. We have to attack it on all fronts, labor costs,
productivity, quality and regulatory relief. ‘

Every way just has to be attacked in the long run. We can’t say
exactly how it will come out. It depends somewhat on the yen.

Senator CHAFEE. Do I understand from your comments made in
connection with the North American content, that being here may .
be the first step in a campaign which will involve very substantial
legisltati‘?n restricting automobile imports or contents into the
country

Mr. McCamMmoN. There has already been legislation, Senator
Chafee, in that regard. The domestic——

Senator CHAFEE. I want to know the Ford Motor Ce. position.

Mr. McCamMmoN. I was about to give that. That there has already
been legislation that domestic companies have to have 76 percent
North American conient in order for their cars to count. So we are
already operating under a domestic content rule.

The imports do not have the same rule.- ‘

Senator CHAFEE. Do I understand from your testimony and in
answering to questions, that you anticipate a 15-percent price in-
~ crease with this limitation in imports? : '

Mr. McCamMmoN. We are su%esting that the imported cars might

go up as much as 15 percent. We would be surprised if they would,
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by the way. In Europe, where they are limited, they have not gone
- up. They stayed well below European cars. - . :

When they had a truck tariff, in the United States, they did not
price for the whole truck tariff. So, they may not go up. ‘

But, on the other hand, if we grant that they would %:)e' up as .
r?uch as 15 percent, then we still believe this would not be infla-
tionary. : .

Senator CHAFEE. Does it mean that people would buy your cars
and just pay more than thefy would be paying normally?

Mr. McCamMmon. Well, if you are speaking of the prices of our
cars, we addressed that and said that what we are going after is
volume. That's what we need. That would improve productivity,
helg the dealers, help the suppliers and help us build owner body.

, our motivation is increased volume, not to increase in and
exploit any price opportunity that occurs because of supply-demand
distortions caused perhaps by Japanese limitations. :

Senator CHAFEE. Don’t you see ‘this as more than a temporary
rq?blem, or is it a temporary piece of legislation you are asking
or o
‘How long would you want the limitation on the imports to last?

Mr. McCammoN. We believe that it is important that it lasts in
the range of 5 gears. ‘The longer the period of time, the greater the
effect on the -domestic industry and its Togportunity to do every-
thing it has to do in the next 5 years..T
between 3 and 5 years. ,

In the third year, if it is a 3-year proposition, people can simply
wait. If it is a third year of a 5-year proposition, they are unlikely
to wait to buy new cars. .

Senator CHAFEe. What should  the limitation be on import -
volume? '

-Mr. McCammoN. We suggested that the Europeans are up in
arms about imports into Europe, and 10 percent is the share that
the Japanese presently have in the European community. We see
no reason why their share of the U.S, market should be greater
than 10 percent either. That would be about 1 million units in a 10
million year. :

Senator CHAFEE. Mr. Chairman, I don’t have any other questions. -
I do have a comment if this would be the appropriate time.

Senator DANFORTH. Yes. . . '-

Senator CHAFEE. Mr. Chairman, I am shocked by the testimony
received today. The automobile manufacturers and the union are
saying, “We are waiting for a national policy.” They appear to be

throwing up their hands not knowing what to do. :

- We have had testimony from the Ford Motor Co., and from the

UAW, saying that they are not goin%oto negotiate on a contract.
They are not going to do anything about these wage rates which
are the highest in the Nation, or their retirement benefits.

They are turning to Washington to wait for a national policy. It
seems to me, coming from that great community of free enterprise
-in Detroit, that this is a radical change. Go to big brother, the
Government, and let them come up with a solution to the problem
‘and then we might do something. I feel very disappointed, C

Senator DANFORTH. Mr. McCammon, I will give you an opportu-
_ nity to respond to that. Do you believe that big brother has been a

ere is a big difference |
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benevolent big brother in dealing with the automobile industry
over the last few years or has big brother perhaps been something
less than benevolent. L

Has the Government been a part of your problem or has Govern-

hent been viewed by the automobile industry as a kind of a cornu-
copia, heaping blessings upon you?
. Mr. McCammoNn. Well, the Government has been a thorn in our
side. Everybody knows about the regulations that have kept our
industry on the dead run to meet, in some cases, standards that
were really not in the public welfare, but nevertheless, required a
total, all-out effort to accomplish. Even this had an effect on our
ability to do some other things that may have been more produc-
tive in the long run. o

I think it is generally recognized that the regulations have been
quite a burden for the U.S. auto industry to bear.

In addition, as was mentioned earlier, the Policy of keeping gas
prices low in the United States was definitely a T%olicy that hurt
our long-run progress toward fuel efficient cars. There is no ques-
tion in my mind there. - L

Senator DANFORTH. Can the present problem of the automobile
industry be traced to Government energy policies?

Mr. McCamMoN. I think you could spend months, years, tracin
the problems of the industry. In fact, some people do that. I thin
' gll l:)fu us share the blame. Certainly, management, in looking

ack—— : :

Senator DANFORTH. Is there any.doubt that Government has a
sgbstar';tial amount of dirt on its hands, to use Senator Chafee’s
phrase
‘ xl: McCammoN. I sure think so. I think they do, Senator Dan-

orth.

Senator DANFORTH. It is not just regulations. Senator Chafee
pointed out that the bumper standards and so on applied to all cars
sold here. But the various regulatory requirements on your plants,
on emission controls and so on, those are peculiar to the United
States; aren’t they? : :

Mr. McCammMmon. That's correct.

Senator DANFORTH. Now, with respect to labor, if i)lvou were in
Mr. Fraser’s shoes, would you be resting easy at night regardin
what Ford and GM are going to do or would you expect Ford an
GM to follow Chrysler in asking the UAW for various restraints
and rollbacks? :

Mr. McCammoN. I think the UAW is fully aware that everybody
has to make a contribution to gett;i;xdg this industry back on its feet.
Nobody can stay out of it. We need every possible area of help. I
think there is no question they have that well in mind and they
are considering what they should do. . '

Senator DANFORTH. Now, do you believe that you and the UAW
are here simply to ask Government to do something without any
commitment on your part? : ‘

Mr. McCamMmoN. No. : : :

Senator DANFORTH. Or do you believe that there is a solid com- -
mitment on the part of the automobile manufacturers to spend
substantial amounts of money to retool, if you have the money

available?
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Mr. McCamMmon. Right.

Senator DANFORTH. Do you believe that the UAW recognizes that
it also has a commitment to, if necessary, adjust its compensation
program to make sure that Americans can sell a competitive car at

" a competitive price?

Mr. McCamMon. I think we are all fully aware of the problems.

| ~‘We all have to give it our all to make this industry healthy again.

Senator DANFORTH. Thank you very much.

That concludes the hearirig.

{Whereupon, at 3:07 p.m., the hearing was adjourned.]

By direction of the chairman the following communications were
made a part of the hearing record:]

.
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American Importers Association

A 11 West 42nd Street, New York, NY. 10036 » 212 - 944 - 2230
. Cable: IMPORTAIA

March 3, 1981

The Honorable John C. Danforth

Chairman, Subcommittee on International Trade
Committee on Finance

2227 Dirksen Senate Office Building
washington, D. C. 20510

Dear Mr. Chairman:

This letter is being written for inclusion in your
record of the hearings of March 9th on the current situation of
the domgstic automobile indﬁstry.

We write to you to register our opposition to S. 396,
H.R. 1954 and the other bills singling out Japan for legislative
quotas, at rollback levels, on its automobile exports to the
U. 8. These bills are not only a violation of our international
obligations under GATT, but are contrary to the "free market"
approach to solving economic problems advocated by this
Administration.

Increased automobile exports from'Japan are a symptom of
the problems of the domestic industry created by poor quality
control, short-sighted management decisions, high interest
rates, and the cheap energy policy pursued by previous
Administrations. 1Indeed, the U. S. International Trade

Commission has already determined that imports are not a

substantial cause of injury to the domestic industry.
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The Honorable John C. Danforth
March 3, 1981
Page Two-

In addition, the American Importers Association would
also like to register its opposition to a "voluntary" restraint
ajreement with Japan. Such an agreement would subject Japanese
manufacturers to antitrust suits from their American dealers.
Once in place, these agreements are almost impossible to end and
their very existence retards the readjustment necessary by the
industry receiving protection.

By lifting gasoline price controls, the Reagan
Administration has already taken a decisive step toward con-
vincing the domestic automobile industry that it must make an
unequivocal change in its production facilities toward smaller
more gas-efficient vehicles. Other actions presently contem~
plated by the Administration and the Congress to improve the
overall lot of U. S. business through changes in tax policy, and ;
deregulation would indeed help Detroit. Import restraints
whether negotiated or legislated, are not the answer|

Sincerely,
IS

O hief_
Mr. Gerald O'Brien
Executive Vice president

GO:jpp
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The Automotive Materials Industry Council of the United States ("AMICUS")
appreciates the opportunity of submitting this statement for the record of the public
Hearings on S. 396 and the current situation of the U.S. automobile industry.

AMICUS is a coalition of manufacturers that supply materials and parts
emential to the production of finished motor vehicles. In our previous testimony before
this Subcommittee on January 9, 1981, we presented facts and figures demonstrating that
suppliers of materials and parts make up the largest segment of the domestie automotive
fndustry. For every worker engaged in the assembly of a finished automobile, 3.3
workers sre employed in the production of materials and parts. The Department of
Trensportation estimates that there are over 40,000 supplier companies located in
virtually every state. These companies range in size from small and medium sized
businesses situated in local communities throughout our nation's industrial heartland to
large national and in some cases multinational corporations., Automotive suppliets
represent an important segment of o;n'onation'a industrial base. All supplier companies
will be profoundly affected by the outcome of the present crisis facing the major
automobile producers. '

The difficulties presently facing automobile suppliers may be {llustrated by
examining the importance of automobile manufactures to the nation's steel industry.
Something approaching a quarter of the domestic steel industry's sales volume is
attributable to the American automotive industry’s demand for our various products.
This significant percentage includes both direct sales of iron and steel mill products to
automotive producers, and sales of steel (either directly or indirectly through warehouses
and steel service centers) to manufacturers of automotive components and parts.

mM-112 0~81——15
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It is not possible to quantify precisely the losses to the ateol industry in
sales, profits and employment that can be directly and specifically attributed to
increased automotive imports as such. But clearly there is a marked effeot on the
economic position of this industry.

For eumpio, on average, cars contain approximately 2000 pounds of raw
steel equivalent (or about 1600 pounds of steel mill products). When these cars are
menufactured by domestic producers, much of that quantity would normally be supplied
by domestic steel producers. Thus, for every 100,000 cars imported, sales of as much as
100,000 tons of raw steel equivalent, which could have been bought from domestic mills
or domestic warehouses and service centers, are lost.

With respect to jobs, it has been estimated that, on average, one million tons
of output of steel mill products would be worth about 8000 steelworker jobs. As a matter
of simple arithmetic, then, one million compact cars imported from overseas that might
have been produced in the United States using domestic steel would represent the loss of
8000 American steelworker jobs. In addition, we estimate gach steelworker job
genmtu‘threo additional jobs in the U.S. economy which would also be lost.

As domestio sales of American-made cars have continued to fall throughout

- 1980, so have shipments of domestic steel to this country's automobile producers. For
example, in 1980 d.inct shipments of steel to the U.S, automotive industry dropped by
approximately 35% in comparison with 1879 phlpments.

Overall, the operating rate of this country's steel production facilities fell
from more than 87% for 1979 to under 73% for 1880, At one point ln'the third quarter,
the U.S. steel industry's operating rate dropped to as low as 51.7% and never rose above
86% In the third quarter of 1980. And since mid-1979 there has been a work force
reduction of 48,000 production workers. Some of that loss obviously comes from a
decline in the industry's sales to the domestic auto industry.

‘1



Accordingly, the automotive industry’s return to healthy sales volumes and
its abllity to recoup markets lost to Imports are of vital concern to the U.S. steel
fndustry. The same type of impact can be measured in other industry groups such as iho
glams, plastios, rubber and foundry industries,

Various witnesses who have come before this Subcommittoe have expressed
concern that the fmposition of restrictions on imports from Japan would endanger
America's leadership role in promoting free trade among the nations of the world, We
respectfully disagree and suggest that just the opposite will likely occur if effective
relief is denied this vital segment of our nation's industrial base,

The United States market is the largest and most Jucrative market in the
world, It is also the most open and free market in the world, This is true both as a
general proposition as well as specifically in the case of trade in automobiles (See
Exhibits 8 and 6 to the testimony of the Ford Motor Company). Our nation's preeminence
among nations who favor free trade came about following World War II when the other
industrial nations of the world were devastated by the war and when our home market
was secure. Even in our own country, however, our willingness to reduce tariff barriers
and our ability to promote free trade was possible only because short term interim relief
B was available to eliminate hardship when industry segments were especially hard hit by
import surges. Indeed, it is questionable whether any nation of the world including our
own could risk an all out commitment to free trade if temporary relief from import
surges such as provided for in Section 201 of the Trade Act of 1974 were not available.

This Committee must ask itself what will happen to our nation's strong
commitment to free trade if major segments of our automotive industry—the cornerstone
of our industrial base—are permitted to go under, It is our judgment that the

o~
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implications of such an event for our entire economy will be 8o profound and so adverse, ‘

that our nation's long term commitment to free trade would be placed in ‘serious
jeopardy.

The prospects for the domestic automotive industry are extremely bleak at
the present time, It is difficult to isolate one upeémc cause for the industry's present
problems. There is no one single remedy which will resolve all of the problems facing our
industry. It is certain, however, that the relentless surge of imports is a major obstacle
to its recovery., AMICUS favors the negotiation of voluntary restraint agreor;unt
between our government and the government of Japan. If such an agreement is not
forthcoming, serious consideration must be given to the imposition of legislatively
improved quotas.

Washington, D.C.
Pebruary 9, 1981

‘l
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The Honorable

John C. Danforth

United States Senate
washington, D. C. 20510

Dear Senator Danforth:

We have reviewed the testimony presented at the March 9 hearing
with great interest. All of the issues you have considered at
recent hearings -- regulatory reform, capital. formation and tax
revisions, and imports -- are critically important to us. We
expect that this series of hearings will make an important contri-
bution toward defining a comprehensive federal program to revita=-
lize the U. 8., automobile industry. We appreciate the leadership
you have shown in the discussion of these issues and in developing
solutions to these problems.

" We believe the Chrysler position on these subjects is widely
understood, partly as a result of several appearances before you
at recent hearings. Regulations now add over $1,000 to the retail
cost of a new car. Future regulations could add another $600 (not
inecluding air bags). -We, like many others, are convinced that the
public benefit of these regulations is far less than the cost.
Therefore, we should review these regulations, keeping the ones of
net benefit to the public and revising or eliminating those which
cost more than they are worth.

Excessive requlation also works against the public interest in other,
less obvious, ways. At this time, 25 percent of our research and
development staff is working on future regulatory requirements.

These resources would be much more productive if they could be used
for car and truck cost reduction and for development of more fuel-
efficient cars and trucks demanded by the public.

It is well known that the industry as a whole will have great
difficulty in raising capital to finance new products and new
technology for the 1980's. Recent tax proposals, providing greater
depreciation deductions or liberalized tax credits, do nothing to
help capital formation or reduce tax costs for the companies with
the greatest need -- those companies which are expending billions
of dollars annually to improve our Nation's energy and trading
positions and which are incurring losses or have loss carryforwards.
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wWhile refundable investment tax credits and/or energy credits would
be helpful, they would not provide the additional capital needed to
develop and retool for all the new products required. Inasmuch

as the Administration's business tax proposals would be of sub-
stantial benefit to only those members of our industry which are
profitable, what is needed is tax legislation which would also

help those of us which have accumulated huge operating loss carry-
overs during 1979 and 1980. 8uch legislation could be in the form
of "deduction equivalents", i.e., each qualifying business would
receive a "capital recovery payment” equal to the tax benefit which
would have been derived from its R&D and/or depreciation deductions
had the business been profitable (corporate tax rate times the
deduction). This would allow all companies, both taxpaying and
non-taxpaying, a current capital recovery benefit for their quali-
fying deductions. Such legislation need only be enacted for a
three to five-year period.

In your most recent hearing you examined the question of import
restrictions or agreements. We continue to believe that a negotiated
or voluntary agreement with the Japanese should be reached, and

that legislation should be enacted only if the Japanese fail to
cooperate, We feel sure hearings like this one are powerful evidence
that if an agreement is not made quickly the Congress itself will
act. The record of the January 15 hearing before your committee
contains additional discussion and detail on our proposals.

More and more people are coming to understand the problems of our
industry, due in no small part to these hearings, We await the
final recommendations from your committees with optimism. 8ince
we did not appear at the March 9 hearing, we take this opportunity
to offer our continued cooperation to you and your staff. If we
can help, please get in touch with us at any time,

Sincerely yours,

c.A. /ﬁ;u44£‘151/

C. M. Kennedy
Director ‘
Federal Government Affairs
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1348 Connecticut Avgnuo NW Washington D.C. 20038 (202) 785 4835
consumers @ for world trade

STATEMENT TO THE SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE
SUB COMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL TRADE
MARCH 9, 1981

8.396 - QUOTA ON AUTOMOBILE IMPORTS FROM JAPAN

Consumers for World Trade (CWI) is a national, nomprofit,
membership organization, established in 1978. CWT supports
expanded foreign trade to help promote healthy economic
growth; provide choices in the market place for consumers;
and counteract inflationary price increases. CWT believes
in the fwportance of increasing productivity through the
efficient utilization of human and capital resources. CWT
conducts 1ts educational programs to keep American consumers
informed of their stake in international trade policy and
speaks out for the interests of consumers when trade policy
18 being formulated.

. DIRECTORS .
Joan R. Braden® Doreen L. Brown Isaiah Frank Raymond Garcia

Hendrik 8. Houthakker Lonnie King Peter F. Krogh William Matson Roth
Fred Sanderson Philip H. Trezise .

J.M. Colton Hand
Seymour J. Rubin
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8,396 ~ QUOTA ON AUTOMOBILE IMPORTS JAPAN

Consumers for World Trade strongly opposes 8.396, a bill to
impose quotas on the importation of Japanese automobiles, for the L e

foliowing reasons:

The American consumers would be the principal victims of such

protectionist action.
The recent deregulation of oil and OPEC triggered price increases

on gasoline make small fuel efficient éaro a necessity for most
Americans. It is important that the consumer be Qwarded an opportunity
to shop, compare and buy with care an automobile which will meet his
netﬁs at the best possible price. Quotas will deprive the consumer of
this opportunity, by narrowing his choice 19‘the market place and

artificially increasing the purchase price of the product.

Import quotas are inflationary and discourage both productivity
and cqmgetitiveneun.

Trade restrictions are not beneficial to a stable domestic economy,
either in the short or long-run, and are generally self-perpetuating.
The {immediate inflationary effects of quotas are self-evident: the
cost of the imported product rises in response to a limitatioﬁ of
supplies, and, soon after, the cost of the domestic product rises in

response to the easing of competition. These price increases, coupled
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with higher energy costs, and high interest rates, will compound:
the increasingly heavy financial burden the American consumer has .
been forced to bear.

Benof;gn to the American industry are uncertain, yet the risks
to the consumer are documentable.

It is likely, under these c!rcumguncu. that the consumer will
postpone purchasing a new car, thus counteracting the benefits
intended for the domestic industry. On the other hand, the costs to
the consumer of automobile quotas has been the subject of a number of '
studies (see attached impact data). Although actual figures may vary
in some of these studies, they all indicate clearly that protectionist
measures have a negative effect on the U.8. economy, and a severe
aconomic impact on the American consumer.

In a letter to the Editor of the CWT Nwsle;tcr (August 1980), a
consumer from Tucson, Arizona wrote: ’

. "...Hopefully now, with stiff competition from foreign imports,
the Amarican auto industry will see fit to improve their product to
meet America's economic and energy problems, and at the same time rod.uco
the amount of unemployed workers in the industry.

Should this happen, in the future I will be able to find an
American car that meets my needs." ‘

Consumers for World Trade endorses these sentiments and urges this

committee to reject 8.396.
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consumers @ for world trade

CONSUMER IMPACT DATA FOR
TRADE RESTRICTIONS ON IMPORTED AUTOMOBILES*

Federal Trade Commission Report Data AR

Avallabllity of cars

= Tarlff would reduce imports by about 1 million cars.

- Quota would reduce imports by about 700,000 cars.
Infiationary Impact .

- Tariff would raise import prices by about $1,160 per car.

- Quota would raise import prices by about $527 to $838 per car,
Cost to the Consumer

- Tariff would cost consumers between $5.8 billion and $6.6 billion.

- Quota would cost consumers between $2.9 billion and $4.9 billion.

"The cost to consumers would probably outweigh the gross benefit of profits to
the producers by at least $1 billion, with the differences going to importers;
tariff revenues for the government; increased costs of domestic automakers;
and the cost of administering the quotas.” ,

Results of a study by Charles Pearson, economist, Johns Hopkins School of
Advanced International Studies

-~ Quota would cost consumers $245,000 per year per job restored (includes
~a-cgleulation of jobs lost in the nlmported automobile industry).

~= Tariff would cost consumers $395,000 per year per job restored.

*This deta does not apply to S.396. It refers to the quotas and tariffs requested
in the Ford-UAW petition to the International Trade Commission, and is
intended only to emphasize the impact on the consumer of import restrlctions
on automobiles.
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Council
fora
Competitive
Economy

Testimony of Joseph E. Coberly, Jr.
Council for a Competitive Eoconomy
on AUTOMOBILE IMPORTS
Before the House of Representatives
SUBCOMMITTEE ON TRADE
Friday, March 7, 1980

Good afternoon, Mister Chairman and members of the subcommittee.
I am Joseph Coberly, vice president of Cobarly Ford in Los .Angeles,
one of the largest Fbrd &;alers in the country. I am also a vice
chairman of the board of the Council for a Competitive Economy, a
- new national membership organization of businesspeople dedicated
to the market economy, unhampered by regulation, subsidies, or
protectionism.

I have been a Ford dealer since 1960, My father started his
Ford dealership in 1916 and was involved with other American
auto companies. 1 stress my ties to domestic automakers because
I am here today to urge that Congress not restrict the importing
of automobiles. I say this because I believe that any form of
trade restriction--from tariffs to guotas to local-content laws
to requirements that foreign companies build plants here--will
ultimately harm all concerned, The victims will include the
American consumers, Americans involved in the export and import
of autos, the auto workers and the automakers themselves. I say
this knowing that within 300 feet of my business stands one of the

nation's largest Datsun dealerships.

410 First Street, S.E.  Washington, D.C. 20003
(202) 844-3786
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The harm to consumers is obvious. Judging by their behavior
over the last several years, a great many want foreign cars, even
when they are more expensive than their domestic counterparts.

They want them for many reasons--fuel-efficiency, styling,
engineering. Consequently, to deprive them of the opportunity to
buy the cars they want is to harm them. Their liberty~-their
ability to enjoy their lives--will be diminished.

In other words, the effort to impose restrictions on foreign
cars is a conspiracy to thwart the Americaﬁ‘consumer.

Restrictions on imported autos certainly harm Americans
involved in the imported-auto business. What can possibly justify
government interference with the liberty and peaceful activities
of forty~-five-hundred imported-auto dealers and their one-hundred-
forty-thousand employees? By what standard are they sacrifice&
to the one-hundred-fifty-thousand United Auto Workers now on
indefinite layoff?

The harm to these groups is obvious. Less obvious, but no
less real, is the harm that would be done to the domestic auto
industry and its worfers if imports are somehow restricted. How
strange! How can limiting rigorous competition harm our manu-
facturers? Before I answer this, allow me to comment on the
embarrassing spectacle now before us.

It is a cliche to state that free people acting in an open,
competitive economy is what made American great. It is a cliche
because it is 80 obvious and well-known. The desire to produce
and achieve prosperity in the face of rigorous competition lifted
civilization to heights never imagine by the richest feudal nobleman.
The challenge and the will to do better was all it took.

Today that is changed. To quote a recent editorial in the
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California's Orange County Register, "Today the world is witnessing
the spectacle of American workers and businessmen grovelind before
their competition."” The president of the United Auto Workers goes
to Japan "begging that his workers be protected from competition.”
And now, we see high piaced executives of some American automobile
companies calling for restrictions on imported cars. Why is this?
In my opinion, it is simply because these manufacturers have been
caught with. their pants down....too many big and medium sized cars
and not enough small cars with the body styles, engine choices,
drive trains, transmissions and accessory combinations which today's
automobile market is demanding. No wonder their profits are downl

Now let me say that the Council and I are dedicated to the proposition
that profits are good, that businessmén should strive for the highest
possible profits and that they have an absolute right to them. But we
have NO sympathy for businessmen who seek government intervention to
maintain their profits...because that interferes with the rights of
others. )

The automakers and autoworkers at the very least want Japanese firms
to build plants in the United States and to use locally-produced parts.
But these are bad ideas. If such measures were efficient, the Japanese
companies would have already done so. But note that it is only the
Japanese competitors who are being sd pressured. GM isn't pressuring
its Japanese affiliate, Isuzu; 60: Ford its affiliate, Toyo Kogo; nor
Chrysler its affiliate, Mitsubishi. The restrictions are to be limited
to the Big fhree's compztition only. That sheds light on the real motives,
which tend to be couched in patriotic terms. '

The question, then, is how the restrictions being proposed will
harm the automakers and the workers themselves. First, history teaches

that trade restrictions inevitably bring retaliation.
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. Bo we can expect that our auto exports will suffer: if we block

. theirs, Second, any shelter from the competitive forces of the
market will tend to make our manufacturers soft. American auto
consumers vote with their dollars. When they decided they wanted

—small, fuel-efficient autos, they turned to the firms that were

offering them. This, in turn, induced those who were offering

1eas-efficien£ cars to change their ways.

Today, consumers are demanding efficiency that exceeds even
the government's standards. And the automakers are scrambling
to serve them. Competition has forced them to make a better
product, and it will continue to do so if allowed.

Stiff competition is what keeps firms primed and alert to
the ever-changing tastes of consumers. It cannot be in the
long~run interest of the auto companies to be protected from
consumer demand. It is even less in the interest of their
workers. Stagnation is not good for them either. In the market
economy, competition would induce the auto companies to invest
capital that would make their workers more productive. This of
course would raise their wages. Any protectionist scheme that
retards this process makes workers less productive and, so, less
affluent, than they would otherwise be.

In addition, the market always holds untold and unforeseen
opportunities. Protectionism inhibits the need to search for
them. For example, assume that because of market conditions, it
is more economical for Japanese firms to make a subatantial
number of the cars driven in America. If that is so, the market
will divert domestic capital and labor to products for which we

have an advantage. By not allowing this process to work, we deny
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workers and entrepreneurs--and consumers--more lucrative
alternatives to the current situation.

There is a grain of truth in the claim that foreign firms
have an unfair advantage over domestic firms. But the unfairness
comes not from the Japanese~-who have served American consumers
well despite thelr lack of natural resources and great distance
from our market. The unfairness comes from the U.S. government's
intervention in the economy. 1Inflation, the energy crisis and
regulations have taken the starch out of American industry, made
it goft, timid, unwilling and largely unable to compete. The
government's inflationary monetary policy--with the resulting
havoc on profits, depreciation and tax brackets~-has taken a fantastic
toll on productivity, as this committee well knows. The energy
crisis--an exclusive product of federal energy policy--has also
greatly harmed the industry by causing an abrupt change in
consumer tastes and the sudden need for retooling. Finally,
regulation--if by nothing but the sheer weight of the paperwork-~
has greatly impaired the agility necessary for firms to respond
quickly to consumers.

All of this raises costs, and, to the extent the Japanese
have lower costs, the regulations place American firms at a
disadvantage. To name one example: The limits placed on cheap
imported steel raise costs to our automakers by fifty-to-seventy-five
dollars a ton, according to automotive analysts. Let's remove
those barriers to aompetittoﬁ, rather than whipping up

resentment against the Japanese.
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Some people have argued that the Japanese can compete unfairly
because they pay their workers less than American firms do, and so
they can charge less for their products. There are two things to
be said: Our laws governing collective bargaining may indeed
enable the United Auto Workers to force an uneconomic wage on the
automakers. If so, the union has only itself to blame for lost
sales and layoffs. V

But even if this is not the case, we would be foolish to
restrict Japanese cars. If the Japanese can produce good cars
more cheaply than we can, they should. It does no one any good
to force consumers to pay more for cars than necessary an& to
keep American workers in inefficient jobs. If consumers could
buy cheaper cars, the money saved would go perhaps toward whole
new industries that produce things we can make more cheaply than the
Japanese. That's the beauty of the international division of
labor, and the law of comparative advantage.

The fear of cheap imports is unfounded. If they were really
danggrous, it would follow that Japan could totally destroy our
economy by giving us everything we want for free. But how could
that be bad? We'd then have all the goods we want, plus all of
our productive resources and labor free to produce anything else
we needed. But of course, the whole idea is absurd because the
Japanese sell to us only so they can buy from us.

Other people have argued that the Japanese have their own
barriers to limit the entry of our cars. This is true. But
erecting barriers here is like cutting off your nose to spite
your face. Increasing the amount Americans have to pay for goods

is hardly a way to teach the Japanese a lesson. Imagine if
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Japanege ports were destroyed and phlecally unsuitable for our
ships to enter. Would it make sense for us to destroy our ports
to get even?

I urge you to remember that imports--especially cheap
imports-~-are benefits to our people. Exports are the payments
for those benefits. Whom do we hurt when we deny ourselves of
them or make it impossible for other countries to buy American
products?

Goods trade against goods at home and abroad. Limiting imports
in any way must hurt our people and our ability tp export.

The best way to persuade the Japanese to remove their barriers
is to remove ours. They will soon see the great benefits of
international free trade.

The term "American ingenuity" is an honorable one. It was
used to explain the mafvelous advances of our market system. In

seeking a solution to America's decline as a productive nation,

“we must realize that the American people haven't changed. There are

still great automotive engineers and entrepreneurs in this country.
The problem is that the incentives have changed. And only one
institution could have changed them: the government.

I know of no inherent reason why domestic auto firms cannot
be as responsive to consumers as Japanese and European firms. The
antagonism toward foreign businessmen is misplaced. They are
living up to the American dream. More power to them] American
producers and workers must not allow themselves to forget that
great. dream and ask for special favors. Instead, they should
demand that the shackles of government regulation be removed so

they may again strive to realize it.

As a Ford dealer, I welcome free competition because I know
I'11l have a better product to sell as a result. As a citizen of
the world, I welcome it because I know that liberty, prosperity
and peace are at stake. _

Thank you. I am happy to answer any questions the committee

has.

77-112 0—81——16
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Senator John Danforth

Chairman, Finance Subcommittee on International Trade
2227 pirksen Senate Office Building

Washington, DC 20510

Dear Senator Danforth:

Last week the American people witnessed the appalling
spectacle of autoworkers destroying a Japanese car with
sledgehammers., Their glee at this irrational act should
disturb all advocates of peace, social cooperation, prosperity
and liberty.

Unfortunately, some responsibility for the attitudes that
produce such an act lies with members of the U.S. government
who have encouraged the fallacjious view that auto imports
are harmful and undesirable. Introduction and promotion of
8.396 have contributed to this unsavory atmosphere. The
Council, a national business membership organization dedicated
to a free, competitive economy, is concerned.

I have enclosed a statement presented last spring before
the Huuse Subcommittee on Trade by Joseph E, Coberly Jr.,
a vice chairman of the Council, Mr. Coberly owns one of the
largest Ford dealerships in Los Angeles, so you might expect
him to favor import restrictions. On the contrary, he has
taken a principled stand for free trade, and he eloquently
stat:: ;he Council's position against import restrictions of
any kind. '

Auto imports have not harmed the domestic auto industry.
A Japanese car can do nothing until an American decides he
prefers it to any alternative. ‘The wor arm” is misleading
in matters of trade, but if anyone is "harming” the industry,
it is the American buyers or foreign cars~-not the foreign firms.
We have cherished the freedom of consumers in this country,
but that is what is assaulted in 8.396. Comparisons of Japanese
export policy to warfare are inappropriate: No one is forced
to buy a foreign car. All the Japanese firms can do is offer
their cars and hope for willing buyers. To limit auto imports
to 1.6 million or any arbitrary level, whether by legislation i
or "agreement," is to tell several hundred-thousand Americans v
their freedom is expendable. And the rest will have to pay '

410 Flsst Street, S.E.  Washington, D.C. 20003
(202) $44-3786
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Senator John Danforth

Subcommittee on International Trade
9 March 1981

Page Two

higher prices.

Coddling the auto industry will not help it. In fact, it
is being severely damaged by the uncertainty that now exists.
If the industry were sure that restrictions would not be imposed,
it would be increasingly sensitive to opportunities to improve
its competitive position. Holding out hope for intervention
necessarily diminishes its sensitivity to unforeseeable
opportunities. 1In fact, the industry will never know precisely
what adjustments are needed unless we have free trade. The
"breathing room" rationalization is wrong. Import restrictions
will provide not breathing room, but a breather, a chance to
stall. That is the last thing the industry needs. If it is
going to compete, it needs to move immediately. This intervention
will only give the industry a chance to forestall adjustment to
market conditions.

The government simply has no business getting into this
issue. I urge you and the subcommittee to reject protectionism
in all its forms. The American auto industry has been a victim--
of U.S8. government fiscal, monetary, energy and regulatory
policies. You can do your part by removing these burdens. But
do not consign the American people's liberty to the trash heap
in a futile attempt to help the American auto firms.

Thank you for your attention.
S ITN Yy s
//éf:;dﬁk_,u/ﬁ/ o

Richard W, Wilcke
Pregident, Council for a Competitive Economy

RWW/slr
Encl.
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General Motors is pleased to have this oppo:tuplty to subnmit
& statement to the Senate Subcommittee on Iﬁternational Trade
regarding B.396 and the current state of the automobile industry.

The United States automotive industry experienced a period of
unprecedented decline during 1980. Total industry vehicle sales
(inecluding imports) of 11.5 million units in 1980 were down more than
18 percent from 1979. For U.S.-based manufacturers, the decline was
closer to 25 percent -~ down to the lowest level in almost 26 years.
Consequently, production in the United States was sharply curtqildd;
with hundreds of thousands of auto industry employes affected ﬁf
the resulting layoffs.

Despite decreased employment and other cost-reduction measures put
into effect at General Motors, we were not able to reduce costs in line
with declining volume. Nor were we able to fully recover through higher
prices the increased economic costs of labor, materials and other factors,
including equipment required by government regulations.

The result was that in 1980, GM sustained a losss for the first
time since 1921. Despite a return to profitability in the fourth quarter,
the loss for the year amounted to $762.5 million. As a whole, the after~
tax losses of the U.S. auto companies exceeded $4 billion in 1980.

During this period of extreme financial pressure on GM and
other U.S. manufacturers, it is imperative to press forward
with investment programs to improve the competitiveness of the
domestic auto industry. These massive investment programs that
are already in progress will cost the domestic auto_industry
§$70 to $80 billion through 1985.  General Motors is committed to an
investment program of $40 billion worldwide on major product redesign,
nevw prodﬁctl and plant construction or modernization during the five
years from 1980 through 1984. 1In addition, we expect to spend another
$40 billion from 1985-1989.
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_.This massive investment in new products, product redesign and
t‘cilitien is absolutely necessary for us to be fully competitive.'
However, it has imposed -- and for a number of yeari will continue
to impose -~ a major challenge to our financial resources.

Our policy has been, and continues to be, to maintain
a atroné tinancial position which relies primarily on
internally-generated funds to meet the long-term capital needs
of the business. Given the cyclical nature of the automobile
industry dnd the potential for substantial volume fluctuation,
as wall as the substantial operating leverage created by the
sizeable capital investment required in our business, we believe
that prudent business practices would suggest that we avoid
further compounding these risks by the addition of gsignificant
!inancial leverage through high debt levels. Consequently, our
capital structure has been relatively debt-free.

However, in 1980, the decline in earnings coupled with
increased capital expenditures made it necessary for General
Motors and its consolidated subsidiaries to borrow $1.3 billion
in additional long-term debt. These boérowings were made available
for the worldwide operations 9£ the Corporation for repayment of
existing borrowings, for woxking capital and for capital
investments, including debt or equity investments in subsldiaries
or associated companies.

Looking ahead to 1981, we are optimistic. There has already
been some recovery from the low point reached last May when credit
restraints depressed retail car and truck sales in the United

States. Overall vehicle sales are expected to improve in 1981,
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'Qith~the industry's annual rate of deliveries strengthening as

the year proceeds. General Motors anticipates at least 13

million new vehicle deliveries in the United States this year, .

compared with 11.5 million in 1980C. ‘

Turning to the subject of automobile imports, Senator Danforth
and others have introduced §.396, which, if enacted, would
restrict Japanese imports to 1.6 million autcmobiles a year
for the next three years. This would be a reduction of about
300,000 units per year from the 1980 import figures. According to
available information, this reduction could be achieved by simply : .
cutting back on oyertime production in the Japanese auto industry.
This reduction could be about doubled by elimipating overtime
completely. In either case, guch a reduction should not result
in unemployment in that industry.

In its February 3 letter to President Reagan, the Motor Vehicle
Manufacturers Association -- of which we are a member ~- gaid the
following regarding the import situation:

*Government actions are also vital to success and

they carry the same urgency as those under way in the

private sector. MVMA member companies urge the Adminis-

tration and Congress to move swiftly and aggressively in

four critical areas: . . .

"Second, undertake initiatives to persuade the

government of Japan to demonstrate responsible international

behavior by taking action which would result in a voluntary,

immediate and substantial reductiop in passenger car

exports to the United States for a meaningful period of

time.” . . .
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We :gontinue to support this recommendation. This approach cleaily
would be in the national interest in order to help abate the growing
protectionist pressures, both here and abroad, which could result in
lasting harm to important world trade relationships.

In the area of regulatory changes, General Motors has developed
detailed recommendations of regulations which need rapid government
review and action. We have long supported regulations where there is a
demonstrable health or safety need not met in the marketplace.
Attached are lists of 6ur priority and secondary concerns as tb
regulations which might be eliminated or modified without a
significant effect on health, safety or the environment. This
includes the potential savings involved in eliminating or
modifying the regulations shown as priority concerns.

‘Also attached is a paper that outlines our views on changes
in the tax structure.

These recommended actions combined with responsible monetary
and fiscal policy will help stem the rising inflationary pressures
on both business and the individual.

In summary, General Motors believes the U. 8. auto industry
is in its most financially vulnerable period in several decades.

The recommended chandes in regulatory, tax and trade policies are
necessary to create the environment for the private sector to make

its maximum contribution to the nation's progress.

LN BN
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PRIORITY RECOMMENDED ACTIONS TO IMPROVE COST/EFFECTIVENESS
, OF GOVERNMENT REGULATIONS

Janusry 26, 1981 .
General Motors has long supported regulations where there is s demonstra-
ble health or ssfety need not met in the marketplace. This paper includes
several priority regulstions which sight be eliminated, or modified as
indicated, without a significant effect on health, safety or the
environment. The cumulative effect of these changes would save consumers
and taxpayers billions of dollars.

Subject Recommended Action
1. Passive Restrasints Eliminate requirement, or at a

minimum, delay snd reverse order

2. 1984 Heavy-Duty Engine Exhsust Establish 85% standard and con-
Emissions and Test Procedures tinue current test procedure

3. 1984 Light-Duty Truck Exhaust Modify 1984 regulations
Emissions Regulations

4. Light-Duty Diesel Particulate Maintain 1982 standard of 0.6 gpm
Standards and Four-Year Wajver and grant full four year waivers

of NOx Standard--1981-1985 on all diesels
5. Bumper Standsrd Reduce from 5 mph to 2.5 mph
6. National Ambient Air Quality _ . Relax the definition of
Ozone Standard “"attainment"
7. Industrial Wastewater Allow 3 years leadtime from date
Discharge to Municipal Sewers of standards for multiple source
plants

Note: All estimates given represent the best information currently
available to General Motors and are subject to change, given the
variability of regulatory, technological, market and other factors.
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PASSIVE RESTRAINTS

The Regulation

The current standard, FMVSS 208, requires, in part, that 1982 full-size
car models be equipped with passive restraints -~ either air bags or
automatic belts. These requirements will be extended to intermediate and
compact models in 1983, and to all cars by model year 1984. The standard
was the subject of vigorous legislative activity in the 96th Congress.

The Issue

The mandated phase-in schedule for passive restraints provides a
competitive advantage for the majority of foreign imports. Because of
their smaller size, most import cars will not have to comply with the
standard until the 1984 model year. Thus, for two model years, U.S. full-
size models, which will have to be equipped with passive restraints, are
placed in an unfair competitive position becsuse of this rule.
Intermediate-size models will be adversely affected for one model year,
1983.

Passive systems include automatic belts or air bags. Both are more
expensive than current belt systems. Both have evoked customer resistance
in the marketplace; the air bags becsuse of their cost, the sutomatic
belts because of their obtrusiveness. We believe that consumer resistance
will be 806 great and the use of the restraints so low that the safety
benefits will not justify the costs of this controversial regulation.

Recommended Action

General Motors urges that the passive restraint requirements be
eliminated. Available masnual belts provide excellent restraint to
motorists who use them.

There is an immediate need to avoid the sharp economic impediment that
these requirements, which are scheduled to take effect September, 1981,
would place on the domestic car market's recovery. Accordingly, if the
passive restraint requirements cannot be immedistely withdrawn, then, st
8 minimum they should be delayed and their order of implementation
reversed. Such action would remove the present competitive advantage
afforded most foreign imports, and would release needed capital which is
so vital to the financing of the transition to smaller cars.

If the passive restraint standard were promptly rescinded, GM would be
sble to avoid most of the projected $285 million investment for passive
belts in all its cars. Moreover, this regulatory asction would save GM
customers $70-$100 per car depending on belt system design. For GM
customers, this represents an annual savings of about $100 million in 1982
and about $600 million in. 1984 and beyond. If inflatable restraints are
considered, the additional investment savings would be $60 million, based
on 100,000 units annually. The estimated consumer cost for the inflatable
restraint system based on this volume is §1,000.
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1984 HEAVY DUTY (HD) ENGINE EXHAUST EMISSIONS AND TEST PROCEDURES

The Regulation

EPA set HD engine exhaust hydrocarbon (HC) and carbon monoxide (CO)
emission stsndards which require 90% reductions from 1969 models. EPA
also promulgated new test procedures, sudit and useful life requirements
and maintenance restrictions. This regulation spplies to all GM heavy-
duty engines, both gasoline and diesel, used in trucks over 8,500 pounds
GVW,

The Issue

The statute specifies 90% reduction, but permits a less stringent
standard. EPA's other requirements are not required by the law nor were
they contemplated by Congress.

EPA established such stringent standards that they require use of
catalytic converters on gasoline engines ~-- primarily to meet the 90% CO
standard. This means that compliance will be extremely costly, due to the
need for dual catalytic converters bearing heavy noble metal loadings,
additional AIR pump capacity and increased expense for more stringent
certification tests. These would be required, even though the air quality
improvements which result probably will not even be measurable.
Therefore, the issue is whether such a regulation is really in the public
interest or should it be moderated to a more cost/beneficial level.

The other requirements established by EPA constitute redundant,
nonproductive .regulation .which _increases costs, reduces engineering
flexibility, and stifles innovation.

Recommended Action

Retention of the current 1981 test procedure and revision in the CO
standard to an 85% reduction would avoid $1,000 per truck in hardware
costs for gasoline engine trucks, principally for catalytic converter
systems. This impact on air quality would probably not even be
measurable. This revision would also save $1,700 per gasoline powered
truck for added unleaded fuel costs over the lifetime of the truck and
supporting equipment. Total annual increased consumer costs because of
this regulatory program equal $950 million.

In addition, GM investment of $100 million, principally for new test
facilities and supporting equipment, could be avoided if current test
proecedures are retained. The new test procedures have not been shown to
be any more realistic than the old ones. European nstions have recently
decided to bring their test procedures for heavy-duty trucks into
agreement with the current U.S. test procedures. EPA should revise its
test procedures back to those now in use, so that they csn De in
compliance with the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade and with the
international standards harmonization effort.

Finally, EPA should use the passengér car requirements for "useful life"
and the Acceptable Quality Level (AQL) in its selective enforcement audit
tests. :
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1984 LIGHT-DUTY TRUCK EXHAUST EMISSIONS REGULATONS

The Regulation

The 1984 and later model year light-duty truck exhaust emission standards
require reduction of 90% for hydrocarbons and carbon monoxide compared to
1969 models. The regulations also extend the current "useful 1life"
compliance requirement (five years or 50,000 miles) to the time when the
engine must be rebuilt (approximtely 100,000 miles) and change the
"average" emissions compliance concept of the Clean Air Act to an "each
and every" vehicle compliance obligation by requiring that 90% of vehicles
(10% AQL) tested during selective enforcement audits comply with the
standards. This regulation applies to all GM light-duty trucks under
8,500 pounds GVW with the greatest impact on the 'approximately 1 million
GM vehicles produced each year equipped with gasoline engines.

The Issue

The fuel economy impact of the new regulations will be much greater than
EPA estimated. In addition, the new standards in combination with the
extended '"useful life" requirement and the 10% AQL cause excessive costs
and the air quality need is marginal. Thus, the issue is whether it is
really in the public interest to increase significantly the compliance
obligations for light trucks from those required for passenger cars.

The fuel economy loss in miles per gallon will run from 7% to
13%.

The regulations will add significantly to piece costs (for the
addition of an AIR pump and improvements to the catalytic
converter to extend the useful life from 50,000 to 100,000
miles), test costs and maintenance costs, approximating $110 per
vehicle. While a cost estimate for meeting this standard has
been developed, the technology to produce a 100,000-mile
catalyst capable of meeting the stringent emission levels has
yet to be proven.

The potential consumer savings per model year if the
regulations are postponed would be approximately $710 million.

Consequently, GM believes the public interest is not being well served in
such a regulatory program.

Recommended Action

The most recent light-duty truck exhaust emissions regulation should be
withdrawn and a more reasonable regulation promulgated.

At a minimum, for light-duty trucks, EPA should modify the 90% Acceptable
Quality Level requirements in selective enforcement audit tests to agree
with the level used in passenger car audits, and should also adopt the
50,000 mile "useful life" definition Congress specified for passenger
cars. -

L 2
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LIGHT-DUTY DIESEL PARTICULATE STANDARDS
AND FOUR-YEAR WAIVER OF NOx STANDARD -- 1981-1985

The Regulation

EPA regulations require passenger cars powered by diesel engines to meet a
0.6 gram per mile (gpm) exhaust psrticulate standard on 1982 models and »
0.2 gpm level on 1985 diesel-powered cars and 0.26 gpm for LD trucks.
Congress authorized a four-year waiver of the 1.0 gpm NOx standard to 1.5
gpm to encourage the development of diesel engine technology.

The Issue

The particulate standards promulgated by EPA are more stringent than
required and may unnecessarily limit the use of fuel efficient diesel
engines. The 0.2 gpm standard for 1985 is not technologically feasible at
the present time. Even the 0.6 gpm standard for 1982 cannot be achieved
on most ‘engines without a waiver of NOx to 1.5 gpm becsuse the technology
for controlling particulates increases NOx emissions and vice versa. In
addition, high altitude requirements add to the problem. California's
requirement of meeting a 1.0 gpm NOx standard at 100,000 miles is &
further disincentive to offering diesels in that state.

Particulate control concepts being researched need much more development
before they can be considered practical. The most promising technology
for meeting a 0.2 gpm particulate stsndard involves some form of
regenerating particulate trap, but the development remains in the
experimental stage. Additional equipment requirments and other
modifications to the exhaust system, i.e., insulation, heat shields,
etc., likely will be needed.

Cost for the control hardware is difficult to estimate since no feasible
system has been developed. However, cost estimates on the prime‘concepts
being developed are in the $600 per car range with annual consumer costs
of about $700 million. It is estimated that GM investment costs will run
$300 million.

The particulate standards should be based on a Clean Air Act requirement
for the control of vehicular air pollution, considering cost, lead time,
and other relevant factors. EPA has chosen to set technology-forcing
standards which will cause unnecessary development costs and dampen
enthusiasm for long-term use of this fuel-efficient engine. If the
standards were postponed, the effect on ambient particulate levels would
be minimal. Thus, the issue is whether the public interest in conserving
the nation's petroleum resources and supplies is being well served.

Recommended Action

The 1985 0.2 gpm particulate standard for cars and the 0.26 gpm standard
for LD trucks should be rescinded until reasonsble control technology is
available. EPA should grant NOx waivers for light-duty diesels to the
maximum extent sllowed by the Clean Air Act (1.5 gpm for four years).
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BUMPER STANDARD

The Regulation

The current standard requires that bumpers be designed so as to prevent
any damage to the vehicle and limit the smount of damsge to the bumper
after longitudinal, pendulum and barrier impacts at 5 mph and 3 mph corner
pendulun impacts.

. .

The Issue

There is a considerable body of evidence which indicates that the current
regulation does not meet DOT's statutory obligation to "..,seek to obtsin
the maximum feasible reduction of costs to the public and consumer...”.
Studies by GM, Houdsille Industries, and indeed even NHTSA (when correct
data are used) indicate that a standard requiring 2.5 mph instead of S mph
impacts would yield s net cost savings to consumers. This result occurs
because of the greater initial cost and replacement cost of the stronger
bumper. Moreover, becsuse of the increased weight of a 5 sph bumper,
millions of gallons of additional fuel are consumed snnually by the U.S.
fleet. .

If the standard were changed to a 2.5 mph requirement, we estimate that GM
car buyers would realize an initial cost savings of $50 per unit. When
applied to approximately 6 million North American GM passenger cars, this
amounts to an annual consumer cost savings of about $300 million.

A modification of the standard as recommended below would:

Conserve fuel.

- Save the motorist money.
Stimulate the automotive industry recovery by allowing manufacturers
to hold down prices.

- Be responsive to the Congressional intent.

Recommended Action

The NHTSA should change the current bumper standard to one requiring -

longitudinal, pendulum and barrier impact test speeds of 2.5 mph, and
should reduce corner pendulum impacts to 1.5 mph. Also, the 3/8 inch dent
and 3/4 inch "set" limitations on the bumper itself should be removed in
favor of 1979 model year damage limitation criteria (no damage allowed to
vehicle, but bumper can be damaged).

.

»
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", 'NATIONAL AMBIENT AIR QUALITY OZONE STANDARD

The Regulation
EPA recently modified oione standard from .08 ppm to .12 ppm. Complisnce

"is determined on the 'basis of a one-hour average exceeding the .12 ppm .

level more than one day per year on average which constitutes
noncoupliance for an Air Quality Control Region (AQCR).

The Issue

The Clean Air Act requires states which cannot demonstrate compliance by
1982 with the ozone standard, to include vehicle 1/M programs and very
stringent hydrocarbon (HC) controls on industrial sources -~ through
their State Implementation Plans -- in order to get an extension of the
deadline to 1987,

At a less stringent level (5 exceedances per year), many of the Air Qual-
ity Control Regions would no longer be in noncomplisnce snd would be
relieved from having to impose I/M programs.

The 1982 date does not take into account that the stringent automobile HC
controls mandated for 1981 will take several years to become fully
effective in the national fleet because of fleet turnover. In wmwany
regions, these controls would produce compliance without I/M or industry
having to retrofit facilities to achieve unnecessary levels of
hydrocarbon emission controls.

Recommended Action . . .. . . _ .

The Administrator of EPA should relax the standard and indicate to the
states that SIPs will be acceptable without stringent HC controls if pro-
jections indicated no more than five ozone exceedances per year. This
would eliminate the harsh interpretation of the '"rare event" compliance
philosophy now used, without jeoparding public health.

The action would save consumers about $1 billion annually between 1982 and
1987 by avoiding unnecessary "inspection and maintenance" programs. GM
investment savings could be up to $1.0 billion over the 1981-1987 period
principally for paint facilities that would not have to be equipped to
meet unnecessary levels of hydrocarbon emission controls. This represents
an additional saving to GM consumers of $120 million snnually.
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INDUSTRIAL WASTEWATER DISCHARGE TO MUNICIPAL SEWERS -

The Regulation

The EPA is required to establish pretreatment pollution standards for
* introduction into publicly-owned treatment works of those pollutants
which are determined not to be susceptible to .treatmeat or which would
interfere witk the operation of such treatment works. The category or
categories of sources to which the standards apply will be designated by
the EPA as '"categorical" pretreatment standards. The standaxds shall
specify a compliance date not to exceed three years from the promulgation
date. These standards are projected to be promulgated at various times
through July, 1981 by single manufscturing source category.

The Issue

Most of GM's 138 plants are integrated facilities (facilities with several
‘wastewater categories) and will be affected by at least seven different
categorical pretreatment standards yet to be promulgated. As an exsmple,
complisnce with the single source electroplating standards, by October,
1982, will cost GM an estimated $100 million. The other single source
standards yet to be promulgated would require a projected additional $200-
$300 million for compliance. By requiring compliance with each single
pretreatment standard as promulgated, cost effective design of treatment
facilities to treat similar contaminants in multiple wastewater streams
from integrated facilities would be precluded. Redundant and duplicative
treatment facilities will be required and the potential for early
obsolescence of portions of treatment facilities installed to comply with
8 single categorical standard will increase significantly.

Recommended Action

EPA should exempt integrated facilities from single categorical
pretreatment standards until three years after the last single standard
affecting an integrated facility is promulgated. This would allow time
for affected industries to minimize expenditures by cost effective design
of treatment facilities.

16FS$/126
1/27/81




3. 1984 Light-Duty Truck Emissions
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POTENTIAL SAVINGS OF ELIMINATING - -

OR IFYING

R&gulutiOg/Recogggpded Action Investment

1. 19821984 Passive Restraints

Passive Belts

NHTSA should eliminate the
passive restrsint requirements
that commence with full-size
cars in 1982 model year and
apply to all cars by 1984.

Inflatable Restraints

To equip one car line with air
bags at an estimsted option
volume of 100,000 units annually.

2. 1984 Heavy-Duty Engine Emissions
EPA should modify the emission
levels from 90% to 85% control
of CO, retain the curreat test
procedure, use the passenger car
requirements for useful life,
and the passenger car AQL of 40%.

EPA should modify the 90% AQL
and 100,000 mile useful life
requirements to agree with
passenger car 40% AQL and
50,000 mile life.

4. Light-Duty Diesel Particulate
Emissions and NOx Waiver

EPA should maintain the 1982
particulate standard of 0.6

gpm versus mandsted 0.2 gpm for
passenger cars (0.26 LD trucks)
until control technology is
availadble.

EPA should grant the full four-
year NOx wsiver (available

under Clean Air Act) from 1.0 to
1.5 gpm through 1985.

5. g%er Standard
SA should reduce the current

bumper standard from 5 mph to
2.5 mph.

"6. NAAQ Standard for Ozone

Redefine attainment to include
five annual excursions instead
of just onme.-

. 7. Industrial Pretreatument

Standards
Exempt integrated facilities
from single categorical pre-
treatment standards until three

. .years sfter last standard
.affecting integrated facility
is promulgated.

1GF8/1262

1/27781
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SECONDARY RECOMMENDED ACTIONS TO IMPROVE COST/EFFECTIVENESS
: OF GOVERNMENT REGULATIONS
February 1, 1981

General Motors has long supported regulations where there is a demonstrable health
or safety need not met in the marketplace. This paper supplements our priority
list of seven regulations, dated January 26, 1981, and covers those areas of
secondary concern, yet very important regulations, which might be eliminated or
modified as indicated, without a significant effect on health, safety or the

environment.

taxpayers billions of dollars.

The cumulative effect of these changes would save consumers and

Section I. These recommended changes can be implemented by the Executive Branch*

Subject Recommended Action
1. Redundancy in Enforcement of Eliminate redundancy
Emission Standards :
2. Aftermarket Emission Control Withdraw regulation until realistic
Parts solution is found
3. The 207(b) Emissions Defer implementation until an accurate
Performance Warranty short test is developed
4. Medium and Heavy Truck Noise Rescind 1983 standaxd (80 dB)
Standards
5. Fields of Direct View Withdraw current regulation
6. Theft Protection Withdraw ignition lock requirement
7. Restraint System Comfort and Withdraw current regulation
Convenience
8. Fuel Use Act Relax boiler operating requirements
9. Industrial Boilers - New Allow more extensive use of innovative
Source Performance Standard technology
10. High Altitude Regulations for Eliminate unnecessary interim standaxds
1982~83
11. Hazardous Waste Management Prioritize classification of wastes
12. Unregulated Emissions Continue current practice indefinitely
13. Engine Adjustment Tampering Regulation should only apply to idle air-
fuel mixture .
14. Consumer Information Eliminate the current regulations from
Regulations cars
15. CO Waiver Grant two-year industry-wide waiver

*This list does not include items which require Congressional action such as the
Clean Air Act or Capital Formation.
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Section II. .Prospective Regulations Which Should Not Be Promulgated A

19.
20.
21.

Subject

1984 Light Duty High Altitude
Standards
Crashworthiness Ratings

Pedestrian Protection
Side Impact Protection
Chlorofluorocarbons (Freon)

Ultimate Medium and Heavy
Truck Noise Standard
Heavy-Duty Engine Emissions
Certification Procedures for
Deterioration

Heavy Duty Vehicle Fuel Evap-
orative Emission Reduction
Indirect Visibility Requirements
Rear Lighting System
Post~1985 Passenger Car Fuel
Economy

Eaission Testing at Different
Temperatures

Child Restraint Tether
Anchorages (FMVSS 210)

Bus Noise Standards

Vehicle Refueling Vapor
Recovery

Control Location and
Identification

Hydraulic Brake System
Inspectability

Multi-Piece Wheels

Speed Governors for Commercial
Vehicles

1986 Heavy-Duty Diesel
Engine Particulate Standard
1985 Light Duty and 1986
Heavy-Duty NOx Standard

Recommended Action

Use 1982-83 proportional standards with
maximum test altitudes of 5,200 feet
Withdraw proposed regulation pending
correlation of test to field data

Do research before promulgsting a new
rule

Redirect research to investigate sub-
systems tesths

Need better definition of the problem
and potential solutions

Retain the current 83 4B standard

Retain present procedure

Standard should specify certification
"by design"

Retain existing standard

Retain existing standard

Withdraw ANPRM - Retain 1985 MY standard
Withdraw - propossl unwarranted
Retain present standard

Propose voluntary bus noise standards
in lieu of regulation

Control, if needed, should be at
service station not on automobiles
Retain existing standard

Do not promulgate a new rule

Do not promulgate a new rule
Withdraw in favor of 55 mph enforcement

Withdraw NPRM
Withdraw ANPRM
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- SECONDARY RECOMMENDED ACTIONS TO
IMPROVE COST/EFFECTIVENESS
OF GOVERNMENT REGULATIONS

.

February 1, 1981

SECTION I

THIS SECTION LISTS CILANGES TO EXISTING REGULATIONS THAT THE EXECUTIVE BRANCH
COULD IMPLEMENT.*

Note: All estimates given represent the best information currently available to
General Motors and are subject to change, given the variability of
regulatory, technological, market and other factors.

*This list does not include items which require Congreuionai action such as the
Clean Air Act or Capital Formation.
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REDUNDANCY IN ENFORCEMENT OF 'EHISQIONV'S‘MNDA'RDS

The Regulation

EPA's. automotive emission compliance requirements are redﬁndqnt. The need to
comply is not in question, only EPA's means of insuring it.

P

‘The .Issue

Certification is the first compliance process requirement currently costing GM
nuriy 348 million a year. Some certification provisions and their related costs
sre not needed. EPA is developing additional requirements that could discourage
innovation aimed at fuel efficiency.

Plant Inspections by EPA are a redundant compliance tool because of constantly
improving production processes and quality control that assure our products are
built correctly.

A third enforcement Activity evolved when EPA required GM to subait intcmlly-
generated production quality control audit data on exhaust emissions (FETS).

Our current FBTS program is far more effectivc and mskes obsolete EPA's fourth
layer of requirements, Selective Enforcement Audits (SEA). General Motors has
experienced 63 SEA test orders to dste; passing 61 with'the remaining t.vo having
corrective action already underwvay at the time of the EPA audit.

EPA employs In-Use Surveillance to verify in-use compliance for five years or
50,000 miles. EPA's current testing program can check each major engine family at

least once during its five year/50,000 miles period. Approximately 3.8 million GM
vehicles have been recalled and repaired by GM st no expense to the owners. This
success rate obviates the need for the other compliance steps described herein.

Clean Air Act Section 208 Requirements give, EPA broad authority to gather
information in determining compliance. EPA's requests have been overly Eroad,
required unnecessary effort in responding, and cast doubt on the need for this
requirement.

EPA's seventh compliance tool, Defect Reporting, requires identifying production
. errors, exceeding 25 of one kind, in utetiaf: or workmanship. GM's exemplary
voluntary record prior to the regulation proves this requirement unnecessary.

EPA is currently requiring state implemented Inspection/Maintenance (I/M)
programs. In-Use Surveillance is much more effective than I/M because the tests
for compliance are more reliable and cost beneficial.

Performance Warranty - Section 207(b), s ninth requirement, is triggered by I/M
and requires manufacturers to pay for the repair of cars after 1980, that fail the
I/4 "short test" even if the failed part is not original equipment nor even
manufactured or authorized by the manufacturer.

Recommended Action

EPA should reduce redundancy by relying primarily on the In-Use Surveillance and
Recall programs, and eliminate or reduce all other enforcement regulations noted
above.
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AFTERMARKET EMISSION CONTROL PARTS

The Regulation

The aftermarket part self-certification regulations were effectﬁ@; on
December 26, 1980 as a result of requirements added to the CAA in the amendments
of 1977. The unacceptability of the proposal was evident at the EPA public

hearings on October 3 and &4, 1979, in which the proposed regulations were:
overvhelmingly rejected by all witnesses. Even the automotive aftermarket:

associations, which originally lobbied in Congress for the program and drafted
emissions standards for specific parts and systems, did not support the
regulations as proposed. ‘

The Issue

This program now permits aftermarket parts manufacturers to self-certify that
their parts would not cause the emissions from a car to exceed emission standards
if these parts were installed. It allows each vehicle manufacturer to monitor the
notices of intent to certify aftermarket parts to enable appeal and decertify
decisions. Vehicle manufacturers would be liable for the quality of the part and
installation, despite the fact that vehicle manufacturers have no control over the
parts or the people involved. While these regulations were portrayed by EPA as
not having a significant cost impact, they aze in truth "significant major
regulations” (as defined by the President's Executive Order 12044). General
Motors estimates $20 million in non-recurring facilities. cost -- and $30 million
annual recurring cost ~~ for GM alone.

Recommended Action

The aftermarket self-certification regulation should be reconsidered and delayed
until a definitive cost effectiveness analysis can be performed. This delay would
not have a significant negative impact on air quality, aftermarket part
manufacturers, the independent repair industry, or the vehicle manufacturers.

REA

Al werm
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THE 207(b) EMISSIONS PERFORMANCE WARRANTY
The Regulation

EPA has iwplemented the performance warranty provisions of the Clean Air Act by
regulations defining s "short test" for I/M programs. Under this warranty, 1981
and later model cars failing an emission "short test" would be brought into
complisnce at the expense of the vehicle manufacturer. However, the "short tests"
RPA proposes differ from the test used to certify vehicles and, in fact, no short
test exists, nor is one likely to be developed, which will adequately correlate
with the certification test.

The Issue

The Performance Warranty Regulations fall under Section 207 of the Clesn Air Act,
Complisnce of Vehicles in Actual Use. The defect warranty and recall provisions
of this Section already are operative. The performance warranty regulations,
inspection and maintenance and aftermarket part self-certification regulations
are going to be very costly to implement; costly to consumers and taxpayers.
Their total cost is expected to run into billions with only a nominal, if any,
improvement in air quality. :

Since the Performance Warranty Regulations have just been issued, there has not
been an opportunity to evaluate their impsct on the 1981 model fleet. However,
these regulations likely will have a significant adverse impact on the sutomobile
industry in terms of adaministrative costs, burdensome procedures for
implementation, warranty costs for parts, diagnosis and repair, and the cost of
warranting s third party manufacturer's part. Although the total cost of
implementing this Performance Warranty has not been estimated yet, it is expected
to be substantisl.

In addition to the administration and implementation costs, the regulations are
currently the subject of litigation in order to clarify the legality of the
requirements.

Recommended Action

The performance warranty regulation should be rescinded u:itil a practical way is
found to measure the emissions performance of vehicles in service. Existing In-
Use Surveillance and Recall programs are adequate and much more effective ways of
assuring the emission control performance of cars in use.
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MEDIUM AND HEAVY TRUCK NOISE STANDARDS

The Regulation

The next scheduled noise reduction for medium and heavy trucks will reduce the
maximum allowable sound level from 83 dB to 80 dB oo January 1, 1983.

The technical and economic analyses used to justify truck noise standards were
made in 1974. Update of these would result in substantial changes to the eco-
nomics of the regulation. '

The lssue

Changes required to meet the 80 dB truck regulation in 1983 will increase the cost
of GM trucks to consumers by approximately $365 per unit or $35 million snnually.
This does not include the increased maintensnce costs on these trucks resulting
from the added complexity of noise control hardware and noise shields which
restrict accessibility for maintenance.

Recommended Action

Enforcement of the 80 dB truck regulation should be rescinded until an updated
cost/benefit analysis demonstrates the need for an 80 dB standarzd.
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FIELDS OF DIRECT VIEW

The Regulation

FMVSS 128 contains windshield transmissibility requirements which will
necessitate a reduction in the amount of tint in certain passenger .car
windshields.. The rule also restricts the pumber and size of ohot:uct:lom ouch as
pillars, in the driver's field of view.

The Issue

The NHTSA has failed to show that windshields meeting the exining‘re‘quirenentu
prior to the promulgation of FMVSS 128 represent a risk to the public. Moreover,
such a change could have an adverse affect on occupant comfort in affected
vehicles.

NHTSA also has not demonstrated that vision obstructions on existing vehicles
represent a risk that justifies the need for a standard. Many GM car lines nearing
production and/or projected.to run beyond the effective date of this standard will
require costly structural revision to meet the newly promulgated regulation.

Recommended Action

The NHTSA should withdraw the standard.
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THEFT PROTECTION

The Regulation .

NHTSA has extended the Theft Protection Standard (FMVSS 114) to light trucks and
MPVs and increased requirements for ignition locks with key release buttons or
inhibitors. (These inhibit inadvertent locking of steering on some cars with
floor-mounted transmission levers.) This change will prohibit the current GM
desaign.

The Issue

The requirements involving light trucks and MVPs (except walk-in vans) are either
already incorporsted in GM vehicles or are scheduled to be included before the
effective date.

NHTSA has not demonstrated the safety need or the cost effectiveness of the
requirement which disallows GM's current steering lock inhibitors.

Recommended Action

NHTSA should withdraw this requirement since the existing standard adequately
addresses any vehicle safety need.
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RESTRAINT SYSTEM COMFORT AND CONVENIENCE

The Regulation

NHTSA has issued specific comfort and convenience requirements for manual and
.automatic seat belts for psssenger cars and light trucks. The manusl front .
outboard lap/shoulder belt currently used in passenger cars axe exempted. NHTSA
believes such a proposal would encourage belt usage.

The Issue

Available information does not support NHTSA's contention that low usage rates of
restraint systems is attributsble to a lack of comfort and convenience, A more
logical explanation for the high rejection of restraint systems:is the lack of
understanding on the part of consumers regarding the safety benefits of restraint
systems. lIronically, restraint systems judged in consumer surveys as. offering
high levels of comfort and/or convenieace, have not been shown to achieve
significantly higher than gormal usage rates. Thus, the current regulstion is
inappropriate in that it is based on unsubstantiated assusptions regsrding any
benefits anticipated from restraint systems which would conform.

Further, the concepts of comfort and convenience which involve subjective percep-
tions by consumers already provide powerful competitive incentives for manufac-
turers to incorporate features which enhance comfort and convenience, especially
for automatic belts. Thus, regulation is unnecessary, and could be
counterproductive if it limits or precludes marketplace incentives. The potential
also exists for increased design costs where regulation restricts a manufacturer's
design freedom to consider less costly, but equally effective approaches,

Recommended Action

The current regulation should be withdrawn pending further review of all
strategies vhich offer potential for increased sesat belt usage. Special emphasis
should be given to strategies which could promote increased restraint usage by
increasing the awareness by the consumer of the benefits of restraint systems.

Consideration of regulatory strategies, e.g. the current regulstion mandating
comfort and convenience, should include a determination that: 1) such strategies
will result in increased seat belt usage, and 2) adequate marketplace inceatives
do not exist. Furthermore, NHTSA should also reconsider its intention to publish
“performance guidelines" for restraint syztems in that such activity is
inappropriate as a rulemaking function.
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' FUEL USE ACT
The Regulation

The Powerplant and Industrial Fuel Use Act and the regulations implementing it
. would require all new and meny existing Major Fuel Burning Installations to buro-

coal as their primary energy source. 1
The Issue

GM opposes this approach because its implementation would impose overly stringent

exemption requirements. In addition, it may force GM to make large expenditures

to convert existing non-cosl capable boilers to cosl. G is committed to the use
of coal in its boilers wherever it is cost effective. . S -

Recommended Action

The regulations should be modified to minimize the costs of compliance or consid-
eration be given to a total rfepeal of the Act. ’
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INDUSTRIAL BOILERS-NEW. SOURCE PERFORMANGE STANDARD (NSPS)
' The Regg_latg‘o o ) e

‘BPA is currently developing a New Source Performance Standard (NSPS) for 'indus- h

trisl ' and commercisl boilers oi 10 to 250 milljon’ Btu. The leading control
‘options will likely require the use of baghouses for particulate control, as well
as flue gas scrubbing for sulfur dioxide emission control. Environmental impact

studies clearly indicate that these controls are unreasonably contly based upon a

colt/effectiveuu analysis.

‘The Issue

Based on extensive monitoring and modelling data, the cost of baghouses and wet

scrubbers can be shown to be exceuive when applied to 1nduntrial-iize boilers.

The estimated cost of baghouses and scrubbers to the total 1ndust.tinl sector will
be $2 to $3 billion between now and 1985. If technological innovstions such as the
nevly developed GM side stream separator and low-sulfur coal can be used as an

alternate to baghouses and scrubbers, this estimate could be reduced to

approximately $360 million, with only minimal impact on sir qml;ty.
For GM, compliance with the proposed NSPS for the control of sulfur and particu~

lates of the approximately 60 replacement boilers scheduled over the next tem’

" years is estimated at $153 million; use of the alternate control strategy is
estimated at $21 million, thus allowing s potential saving of approximately $130
million.

Recommended Action

EPA should postpone the NSPS until environmental data from the use of the G side
stream separstor and low-sulfur cosl is analyzed.
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HIGH ALTITUDE BEGULATIONS FOR 1982-83

The Re;uht(on

.EPA has promulgated high altitude emission standards for 1982-83. This regulation
is unnecessary from the. sir pollution standpoint, is not required by law and will
result in significant certification expenditures and some hardware additions.

- The Issue

The Clean Air Act authorizes, but does not require, EPA to set hi;h: :lltitudo
emission standards for 1981-83, Such standards were recently promulgated by EPA
for 1982-83 cars and light trucks.

1981 GM cars will employ emission control technology which provides substantial
altitude compensation. On the average, the 1981 GM cars should provide high
altitude emission control similar to the EPA propossl. Thus, the regulations will
result in no perceptible benefit to air quality. However, certain truck models
would require additional equipment to achieve the proposed standards -~ equipment
which will add $70 to the consumer cost per affected vehicle.

There is provision in the regulation for "modification" of low altitude vehicles
to meet high altitude standards.

In addition, the regulation requires cars to be capable of sdjustment to meet
standards at both high and low altitudes. This capability is not available on all
cars and thus could eliminate certain high fuel economy cars from national
production. It will most certainly add substantial cost to the car manufacturers'
certificstion testing burden.

Recommended Action

EPA should rescind the 1982-83 high altitude emission requirements.
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HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT

The Regulation

On May 19, 1980, EPA promulgated hazardous waste regulations under the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act. Subsequently, several amendments to these
regulations were msade by EPA. These regulations include criteria and lists- for
identifying hazardous wastes. EPA did not consider the "degree of hazard" concept
recommended by professional and industrial organizations during the rulemaking
process. Therefore, all identified hazardous wastes are required to meet the same
stringent requirements. This EPA approach does not allow orderly implementation
of controls, imposes unnecessary control costs on less hazardous wastes, and
diminishes efforts to control the most hazardous substances first. .

The Issue

EPA estimsted that the hazardous waste regulation will impose $310 million cspitsl
cost and $510 million per year operating cost on industry nationwide. The totsl
cost estimated by the business community wss over $2 billion per year.

EPA's failure to consider the "degree of hazard" concept is evident in the listing
of the following two wastes as hazardous in the May 19 regulations. and as amended
on November 12, 1980:

o "F006 - Wastewater treatment sludges from electroplating operations
except..."

) "FOO7 - Spent cyanide plating bath solutions from electroplating operations
except..."

FO06 is much lower in degree of hazard than F007 because many soluble toxic
constituents have been destroyed or precipitated during wastewater trestment
which generated the sludge. F007 is usually more hazardous than F006 because it
may contain highly toxic cyanides or strong acids which require specisl
management.

Recommended Action

EPA should revise the May 19, 1980, regulations to incorporate the "degree of
hazard" concept.
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UNREGULATED EMISSIONS

The Regulation

EPA has indicated that it plans €o require msanufacturers to run extensive product
tests and health effects studies related to possible exhaust emissions which are
presently unregulated.

The Issue

The 1977 Clean Air Act Asendments state that, effective with 1979 model-year
vehicles, no emigsion control device or element of design shall be used if it will
contribute to an unreasonable risk to public health, welfare, or safety. To date,
EPA has issued certificates of conformity based on manufacturers' statements that,
to the best of the manufacturer's knowledge and belief, the emission control
devices being used comply with the requirsments of the Act. However, EPA has
indicated that it plans to require these statements to be based upon extensive
product tests snd health eifects studies. The detailed test program outlined by
EPA in a draft proposal in late 1978 would cost msnufacturérs hundreds of millions
of dollars per year.

The amount of testing proposed by EPA is much more than needed to effectively
monitor unregulated pollutants. The requirements of the legislation can be
satisfied by a continuing, orderly research-oriented study of the sort that has
been in existence for some time in General Motors. In this program, we review new
control system concepts and new engine design types for the probable occurrence of
unregulsted emissions, snd test for unregulated pollutants that are suspect. We
also assess potentisl effects on air quality and public health. Areas of
particular concern are studied in more detsil, either within GM or by outside
contractors.

Recommended Action

EPA should continue the current complisnce-statement procedure.

0
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-13- .

ENGINE ADJUSTMENT TAMPERING

The Regulation

The Parameter Adjustment or anti-tsspering regulation forces manufacturers to
design engines so as to eliminste engine system adjustment features or to limit
their range of adjustment. The regulation is ambiguous and EPA has been forced to .
make arbitrary judgments for each proposed design. Furthermore, carburetor idle
mixture screws are the only adjustable feature for which tamper resistance can be
justified, according to EPA's own field surveillance data.

The Issue

The basis for this regulation is field surveillance work which indicated that
sisadjustment of the air/fuel mixture at -engine idle was a common occurrence.
Subsequently, EPA issued a broad regulation affecting this adjustment and seversl
others which have not been demonstrated to be field problems. The final rule,
published on January 12, 1979, required four parameters to\be sealed in the first
tvo years, beginning with 1981 (idle mixture screws and choke in 1981, ignition
timing and idle speed in 1982). GM voluntarily included an idle mixture screw
sealing cover on all of its cars beginning in 1979, two years before the rule
became effective. In the- spirit of discouraging tampering, G voluntarily
provided tampexr-resistant features for chokes in the 1980 model year.

EPA has been vigorously enforcing this regulation in an arbitrary manner by
requiring detailed approval of every design proposed. Decisions about the
sccessibility of adjustments have been highly subjective and have added
considerable complexity and cost to the carburetor choke mechanism for 1981.

EPA has responded to industry concerns sbout the excessive cost and rescinded the
1982 idle speed requirement on August 26, 1980 asnd the 1982 ignitionm timing
requirement on October 28, 1980.

GM is currently negotiating with EPA to rescind the 1981 choke tamper resistance
requirements. The action was initiated by s GM letter dated November 20, 1980
pointing to & continued lack of justification from recent EPA surveillance
studies. 1f EPA drops this requirement, GM new car buyers will save $28 maillion in
1982 with commensurate savings in future model years.

Recosmended Action

EPA should rescind sll Psrameter Adjustment requirements except those for idle
aixture screvs. :

. T-ug 0—81—18
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CONSUMER INFORMATION REGULATIONS

The Regulation

The current Consumer Information Regulations require manufacturers to provide
information ‘to NHTSA, to customers and to prospective customers about stopping
distances and tire reserve load.

The Issue

This consumer informstion is costly to disseminate and has proven to be of limited
value. It generally has been ignored by the customer. Reports from dealer
showrcums indicate that buyers rarely ask for this information. Compliance with
the Consumer Information Regulation costs G approximately $750,000 each year.
Stopping distance of cars and tire performance are already regulated by other
standards.

Recommended Action

NHTSA should eliminate the current Consumer Information Regulation requirements
as they relate to passenger cars since they have little perceived customer value
or safety benefit.

-

1PES/A3SI
1/29/81
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CO WAIVER

The Regulation

A standard of 3.4 gpm CO becomes effective in 1981, however Congress provided for
wvaiver to 7.0 gpm CO for both 1981 and 1982, Emission control technology has been
.developed to meet this statutory standard but with increased cost and in some
cases lost fuel economy and reduced driveability.

The Issue .

Most experts agree that granting an industry-wide two-year CO waiver would have
insignificant effect on air quslity and public health. A balancing of risks shows
that the fncreased cost to meet the statutory standard far exceeds any possible
benefit.

An industry-wide CO waiver could save GM consumers about $140 million for model
year 1982 or a savings of ‘$70 per vehicle for those vehicles not previously
granted CO waivers for 1982. However, at this late date, it is unlikely that GM
could take much advantage of the potential savings. Nevertheless, it is in the
nation's best interest that EPA grant an industry-wide waiver.

Recommended Action

EPA should graat an industry-wide two~year vaiver.
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SECONDARY RECOMMENDED ACTIONS TO
IMPROVE COST/EFFECTIVENESS
OF GOVERNMENT REGULATIONS

February 1, 1981 o
SECTION 1I oy
THIS SECTION LISTS PROPOSED REGULATIONS WHICH SHOULD NOT BE .PROMULGATED*

Note: All estimates given represent the best informstion curremtly available to
General Motors snd are subject to change, given the varisbility of
regulatory, technological, market and other factors.

*This list does not include items which require Congressionsl action such as the
Clean Afr Act or Capital Formation.
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1984 LIGHT-DUTY HIGH ALTITUDE STANDARDS

The Progoui

The Clean Air Act (CAA) requires that, beginning with the 1984 model year, light-
. dity vehicles must meet sea level standsrds regardless of the altitude at which
“they are sold. EPA is preparing a report to Congress on the economic impact and

tachnological feasibility of meeting ses level standards at all altitudes.

Availsble dats suppoct proportional standards (i.e., standards similar to those in

effect at high .Ititndc for the 1982-83 models) for high altitude aress.

Furthermore, the data support the enforcement of standards at altitudes no higher

than that of Denver. EPA has already indicsted that the standards should be

cntorced at altitudes no highcr than 6,000 feet.
¢ Issue ’

- When high sltitude regulations were prosulgated for the 1977 model yesr, they were
met with strong resistance from dealer orgsnizations. Consequently, the Clean Air
" Act was amended in 1977 to.place certain limitations oo EPA ifi promulgating new
high sltitude regulations prior to the 1984 model year. These limitations provided
that EPA could not establish high sltitude regulations before 1981 and that the
standards could not require s greater percentage reduction than is required for
ses level vehicles.

The CAA Amendments of 1977 also specified that, beginning with the 1984 model
year, vehicles must meet ses level standards regardless of the altitude at which
they are sold. Congress obviously had some concern about the wisdom of requiring
msnufacturers to meet the standards at all altitudes becsuse they required EPA to
report to Congress, by October 1, 1978, on the economic impact snd technological
fessibility of meeting the sea lml standards at all altitudes. ‘

Unfortunately, EPA bas not yet reported to Congress on the 1984 altitude issue.
Nevertheless, the EPA report, which will probably be issued vithin a few months,
will ‘significantly “impact the 1984 high altitude issue in the forthcoming Clean
Afr Act review.

hcgmgded Actign

BPA is' Justified in recommending to Congress proportionsl standsrds (same as in
effect for 1982-83) for 1984. Also, EPA is justified in recommending that testing
at Denver's altitude (essentially 5,200 feet) would be adequate to judge
compliance.

v
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CRASHWORTHINESS RATINGS

The Proposal

Through enactment of Title II of the Motor Vehicle Information and Cost Savings
Act, the Department of Transportation is charged with the task of developing
methodology to determine the characteristics of passenger cars relative to their
damage susceptibility, crashwortbiness and ease of diagunosis and repair. The
Secretary must then devise means to communicate this information to the public.
The NHTSA has issued (1-16-81) a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking.

The Issue

NHTSA has conducted extensive and expensive laboratory crash testing of cars at 35
mph with the stated presumption that such tests may reliably indicate relative
crashworthiness differences. Such dats, NHTSA has stated, may be utilized to
create vehicle crashworthiness ratings. The agency has publicized the test
results in their recently issued “Car Book."

The proposed rulemaking essentially requires automobile manufacturers to certify
their cars’' crash performance at 35 mph ("Pass" or "Fail" the rélated crash
protection standards), provide substantiation of the certification to the Agency,
and provide a window sticker, indicating 1) failure to meet occupant crash
protection requirements at over 30 mph crash test speed, or 2) success at meeting

occupant crash protection requirements at 33 ggh (or hi.ﬂ'etz crash test speeds
(no certification at speeds between 30 and 35 mph are allowed). ’

General Motors has consistently supported consumer information vhat is meaningful
and that will be used by consumers in their purchase decisions. Such information
must be accurate, reliable, and readily understood by the public to be of value.
The proposed rulemaking, the NHTSA public comments, and the representation (such
as the "Car Book") of the 35 mph crash test results as indicative of real world
crashworthiness are misleading to the public. Test technology does not exist to
allow such laboratory crash testing to be reliably correlated with real-world
highway accident performance. At the present time, test dummies are not accurate
representstions of humans, and the injury criterias used in conjunction with these

dusmies lack strong medical foundation. Also, the close relationship of a frontal
barrier test impact with a real world frontal impact still must be established.

The continustion of the NHTSA 35 mph crash testing, dissemination of test results,
and the proposed rulemaking before research and development provides the proper
test tools, are inappropriate from a technical viewpoint, misleading to the
public, and are wasteful of the taxpayers' money.

Recommended Action

NHTSA should change their program to one of resesrch and development which
responds to test technology questions. Further, publication of laboratory crash
test results such as NHTSA's recent "Car Book" should be immediately discontinued.
In addition, NHTSA should recall the NPRM on this subject until such questions can
be properly answered.
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PEDESTRIAN PROTECTION

The Proposal
NHTSA has recently issued a propossl for rulemaking on pedestrian protection.

The lssue

The basic assumptions made by NHTSA that this standard will save weight and not
require additional cost are incorrect. The standard probably will require "soft
face" designs which, particularly for smaller vehicles, are g.aerally more costly
and add weight. The NHTSA hss not completed planned research which is needed to
estimate the benefits associated with this proposal.

Recommended Action

NHTSA should withdraw the proposed rulemaking until the necessary research data
have been gathered and analyzed.
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SIDE IMPACT PR 10N

The Proposal

NHTSA has indicated its intent to require full vehicle crash tests to establish
compliance to a new standard on side impact performance.

The Issue

GM's primary concern aver this issue is that the NHTSA wil]l decide to require
- compliance to a standard based upon full vehicle crash tests using crude dusmies
and questionable injury criteria. Further, analyses of real-world accident dats
has shown that injury mitigstion potential would be more properly addressed by
adopting sub-system tests and incorporating design changes in response thereto.
GM cannot support a standsrd that might exclude alternative side impact test
strategies potentially yielding more consumer benefit in less costly or less
complex ways. GM has publicly offered its cooperation in the development and
evaluation of viable alternatives.

Recommended Action

NHTSA should redirect its research activities to include consideration of alter-
native, more effective test strategies for improving side impact protection. In
addition, it should actively solicit the cooperation of industry to investigate
and evaluate these alternatives,

i

iy
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CHLOROFLUOROCARBONS (FREON)
The Propossl

EPA 1is considering regulation of the non-aerosol uses of chlorofluorocarbons
(CFCs) based on National Academy of Sciences (NAS) studies which state that the
increasing ozone depletion rate is cause for concern, 11‘ worldwide uses of CFCs
continue at today's rate.

The Issue

EPA bas already cut the U.S. usage of CFCs by 50% by banning CFC use in aerosol
sprays in 1978. Now EPA plans to reduce CFC use further by eithker limiting pro-
duction to current levels or by limiting production up to 70% of curremt piro-
duction in the future. The effects of this proposal have not been adequately
assessed. There are no currently available gubstitutes for GM's major uses (i.e.,
anto;otive air conditioning refrigerant R-12 and flexible seat foam blowing agent
R-11

1f a change to any known alternate refrigerant for vehicle air conditioning sys-
tems is required, the machinéry, equipment and tooling for the current systems
would have to be replaced. If an alternate refrigerant were selected now, we
estimate that it would take General Motors 5-7 years to test, develop and place
into production a systea that would be compatible with the new refrigerant.

If General Motors were to change to an alternate blowing agent used in flexible
seat foams, the development time to place such a foam into production is curreatly
estimated at 2-3 years.

The Clean Air Act requires the Administrator to study the CFC problem worldwide
and mske recommendations. A CFC regulation is not mandatory and no effective date
is specified in the Act. EPA's current propossl for production restrictions via
economic incentives is not permitted by the Act.

General Motors would have to invest approximately $400 million for new machinery,
equipment and tooling for both vehicle air conditioning and for flexible seat
foams to use alternatives to CFCs.

Recommended Action

EPA ihould postpone any regulatory actions until the problem and potential solu~
tions are better defined.




218

ULTIMATE MEDIUM AND HEAVY TRUCK NOISE STANDARD

The Prop_oui

In the truck noise regulations originally proposed in October 1974, the EPA
included plans to limit truck noise to 75 dB. However, when the regulation was
finally published in 1976, based upon an evaluation of the techmology and
economics by the Administrator, it required s reduction to only 80 dB.
Subsequently, EPA has stated that it is the intent of the agency to further tegu-
late to 75 dB, probably by 1985.

The Issue

EPA has spent, and is spending money to build prototype trucks at the 75 dB level
to try to demonstrate the viability of & 75 dB regulation. These prototype trucks
do not offer any new technology compared to that demonstrated and reported by the
DOT quiet truck programs starting in 1974. The DOT reports on these programs wexe
part of the EPA evaluation of the viability of a 75 dB regulation in 1976.

There is no new infomation today that should change the conclusion of the Admin-
istrator in 1976. The technology for attaining the 75 dB sound level for trucks
still requires engine and transmission enclosures, the cost and complexity of
which are out of proportion to the benefit attained. The production cost to the
consumer for the noise control hardware installed on a prototype truck recently
outfitted by an EPA consulting firm was estimated to be $1500.

The EPA intention to require 75 dB is being pursued without any indication of new
technology being available and without an appraisal of the benefits ensuing from
regulations already in effect. This expressed EPA intent forces industry to
divert resources from more pressing problems.

Recommended Action

EPA should stop pursuing the goal of a 75 dB regulation on medium and heavy trucks

until:

1. The improvement in the environment resulting from 83 dB trucks has been
properly evaluated.

2. There is a demonstration of noise control technology, other than total
enclosures for engines and transmissions, that would be more cost beneficial
and more practical for field use,

iy
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HEAVY DUTY (HD) ENGINE EMISSIONS CERTIFICATION PROCEDURES FOR DETERIORATION

The Proposal

First proposed as part of the 1984 HD exhaust emission package, this provision was
withdrawn and recently reproposed in an ANPRM on 1985 LD and 1986 HD NOx.

The Issue ;\

EPA intends to implement s system of testing HD engines to establish certification
deterioration factors. This system would require that engines be placed in
‘vehicles which are in service. Periodically, the engines would be removed from
the vehicles for emission testing and then reinstalled for further use.

The GM cost estimate for the program as originally proposed in 1979 is
approximately $10 million just for the initial model year. GM considers the
current durability test requirements to be adequate.

Recommended Action

.

The "in-service" procedure to determine deterioration factors would be unduly
complex and add considerable expense. The durability test should continue to be
accomplished on an engine dynamometer and completed prior to start of productien.



KEAVYDU‘I'Y VEHICLE FUEL EVAPORATIVE EMISSION REDUCTION
The Proposal

EPA has proposed an unduly complex heavy-duty (HD) vehicle evaporative c-iuion

certification procedure.

The Issue

In May, 1980, EPA proposed avaporative emission rules for HD vehicles patterned
after existing rules for light-duty (ID) vehicles. Becsuse of the large number of
different truck sodels necessary to satisfy the variety of truck uses, the size of
the HD test fleet would be almost as large as that for LD vehicles. Considering the
difference in LD and HD vehicle sales, the HD test burdemn would be

disproportionate. Vehicle certification would be further complicated by the

proposed requirement that manufacturers of incomplete vehicles somehow determine
the final configurations of vehicles to be completed by secondary vehicle builders
in & worst case configurstion and procure these completed vehicles for
cartification testing. Thm, the vehicle manufacturer becomes responsible for the
actions of others.

EPA's approach to HD vehicle evaporative certification is particularly absurd in
view of California's successful and cost effective control of HD vehicle evapora-
tive emissions. Since 1973 Cslifornia has certified control systems "by design"
i.e., by projecting light-duty vehicle system design data to establish heavy-duty
vehicle corpliance.

Recommended Action

EPA should take the long overdue action of adopting the Californis regulatory
concept of "by design" certification. If some additional type of testing is
deemed necessary, it should be limited to system component testing in order to
preclude the need for large new building facilities and oversized test equipment
which would cost GM an estimated $6.5 million (1980) dollars. It also would avoid
annual dats-fleet certification costs estimated $1.3 million (in '80 dollars).

4
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INDIRECT VISIBILITY REQUIREMENTS

The Progou;'

NETSA has proposed amendments to FHVSS 111 which among other things would require
the drivers to see s significantly greater ares in their rearview mirrors.

The Issue

NHTSA has not demonstrated that a safety need exists for sdditional regulltion of
indirect visibility.

This proposal wonld require outside mirrors on every passenger car to be made
considerably larger. Anticipated costs would be about $75 million. In addition,
the requirements for the inside rearview airror of sporty and hatchback models
could require major structursl redesign. Some truck models slso may require major
structural redesign. GM has estimated the engineering and tooling costs of this
propossl, applied to one vehicle line, at $18.6 million.

Recommended Action

NHTSA should not (':’ro-ulgate the proposed changes to the standard since a safety
need has not been established, and the associated costs could be substantial.
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REAR LIGHTING SYSTEM

The Propossl

The NHTSA has just released a NPRM that would require all passenger cars manu-
factured after September 1, 1983 to have an auxiliary high-mounted stop lamp.

The Issue

Two NHTSA studies have indicated that vehicles using a single, high, center-
mounted stop lamp in addition to the current stop lamps tend to be involved in
fever rear end accidents. However, a definitive cause for this spparent sccident
reduction has yet to be determined. The addition of an asuxiliary high center-
mounted stop lamp will also increase costs substantially beyond the NHTSA
estimates of $4.45 to $5.21 per car.

Recommended Action

NHTSA should forego this proposal pending a further study to fully determine the
causes for the observed effects. This would allow for less restrictive design
constraints and assure that anticipated safety benefits will be realized.

‘¥
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POST-1985 PASSENGER CAR FUEL ECONOMY

The Proposal

The Energy Policy & Conservation Act (EPCA) gave DOT the authority to set
standards beyond 1985. Once such standards are finalized, Congress has 60 days to
review them. DOT on January 20, 1981 issued an ANPRM on this subject.

The Issue

Beyond 1985, there are numerous questions that virtually preclude a responsible
commitment by anyone -- whether in industry or government -- to a specific level
of fuel economy. There are so many external factors of unknown dimensions that
could influence consumer purchase decisions that it is only possible to speculate
as to what level of fuel economy will be closest to what consumers will demand.
Standards that exceed consumer demand can result in lost sales and reduced
employment. Standards that are lower than what consumers want are obviously
unnecessary. One of the largest factors that will affect consumer purchases and
the most difficult to predict is the price of gasoline beyond the next year.

Recowmended Action

The ANPRM should be withdrawn -- DOT should retain the 1985 27.5 mpg standard
since manufacturers are currently responding, and will continue to respond, to
consumer demand for higher fuel economy.
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EMISSION TESTING AT DIFFERENT TEMPERATURES

The Proposal

EPA is developing regulations which would require emission testing of vehicles at
tesperstures above and below the tempersture at which the standard emission test
is run. These regulations would require major new expensive facilities and add
significantly to the certification test load. There is no current evidence, to
our knowledge, that indicates air quality benefits resulting from this effort and
expense.

The Issue

EPA believes that the the Clean Air Act empowers them to expand certification
testing requirements to include operating temperatures and conditions not now
included in tke Federal Test Procedure. In September, 1978, EPA issued sn Advi-
sory Circular wvhich attempted to implement such changes without even using normsl
rulemaking procedures. General Motors responded by questioning the need,
authority, and proposed method of implementing these requirements. G believes
that these additional testing requirements are not mandated by the Clean Air Act
nor required from the standpoint of air quality in view of the sany other existing
layers of coampliance.

General Motors has voluntarily supplied data to EPA which demonstrate that present
control systems at temperatures different from the standard test temperature
provide about the same proportionsl control as they do at the standard
temperature. Thus, elaborate new test requirements would not provide any
significant additional air quality benefits.

For the 1980 model year, the added cost to General Motors for additional testing
and new facilities to comply with EPA's proposed requirements would have been
approximately $20 million. Thereafter, the cost of testing would be about
$500,000 annually.

Recommended Action

EPA should cancel this activity.

h
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CHILD RESTRAINT TETHER ANCHORAGES (FMVSS 210)

The Promui

The NHISA proposes requiring sachorages for child restraint system (CRS) top
tether straps at each rear seat position in passenger cars, MPVs and light trucks.

The Issue

The NHTSA indicates that its proposal is based on studies which have found that
top tethers on child restraints are properly secured to the vehicle about half of
the time. The NHISA velieves that a significant increase in the rate of top tether
attachment can be achieved through requiring vehicles to provide tether anchors at
all resr seat positions.

However, NHTSA's own review of studies has also shown that the lap belts needed to
secure the CRS to the vehicle are used sbout half of the time. The similarity of
usage rates in these two instances strongly indicates that a significant change in
attachment rate for top tethers would not occur if anchorages were provided.
Additionally, most child restraints are not even equipped with top tethers.

Recommended Action

G recommends that this proposal be withdrawn on the basis that negligable bencﬁ.t
snd unnecessary cost would result from this regulatton

7-112 O0~81-——19
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BUS NOISE STANDARDS

The Proposal

In September 1977, EPA proposed progressive exterior bus noise standards of 83 dB,
80 dB and 77 dB. - EPA has not yst promulgated the regulation. These standards
would apply to school buses, transit buses snd intercity buses.

The Issue

Genersl Motors has proposed voluntary standards for transit, suburban and
intercity buses on the following schedule:

——~ ° Sound Level Standard (dB)

Effective (Not to Exceed)
Date Extecrior Interior
Jan. 1, 1981 83 83
Jan. 1, 1983 80 80

This is an improvement on the schedule we believe is being considered by the EPA.
It eliminates the 77 dB exterior noise standard proposed by the EPA.

Inasmuch as a 77 dB transit bus conforming to all other performance requirements
in this couatry has not been demonstrated, the technical risks of initially
regulating to this level are prohioitive. It is probable that this level of
regulation would require a fully enclosed efigine compartment. Sufficient time
must be allowed to design and adequately test such unproven features for
durability.

Recommended Action

We suggest that EPA accept voluntary standards for transit, suburban and intercity
buses and thereby avoid costly administrative burdens for government and industry
alike without redeeming benefits.

EPA should not consider the 77 dB level until it has been demonstrated that buses
operating at that level will meet performance, maintenance, and durability
requirements.

With regard to voluntary standards for school buses, it continues to be the
General Motors position that school buses be controlled to the same level as
medium trucks. This would allow for the most expeditious control of this class of
buses on a voluntary basis. Responsibility for compliance to the voluntary
standards would be accepted according to the proposal contained in the Federal
Register, Vol. 42, No. 176, September 12, 1977, Page 45776 et seq, Noise Emission
Standards for Transportation Equipment Buses.

K
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VEHICLE REFUELING < VAPOR RECOVERY

The Proposal

The Clean Air Act (CAA) requires EPA to examine proposals relating to refueling of
vehicles to determine the feasibility of requiring new vehicles to utilize on-
board hydrocarbon control technology ss opposed to recovery utilizing ststionary
equipment at service station fueling sites. A decision to go on-board nmot oaly
would involve more cost per unit of emissions controlled, but would impose
national control which is not needed in many areas.

The Issue

EPA is required by the CAA to impose regulations requiring on-board control if it
finds that approach (compared to service station control) feasible and desirable.
However, that judgment must, by law, consider cost effectiveness; GM esticates the
cost is about three times greater for on-board control in dollars per ton of
emissions prevented. The estimsted cost per car of on-board control hardware is
$16 to $24 per car which translates to $100 to $150 million per year to purchasers
of GM vehicles.

If control of refueling emissions is actually required in certain areas ic can be
obtained quickly and more cost effectively with service station control. On-board
control would involve a national program, regardless of need and require more than
ten years to become effective -- as a result of the time needed to replace older
cars without this type of control.

Reco-ende‘d Action

If control of refueling emissions can be justified, it should be confined to ser-
vice station control in those areas where it csn be shown to be necessary and cost
effective.



: CONTROL LOCATION AND IDENTIFICATION
The Propossl

NHTSA has requested menufacturers' future plans for control locations and .

operating modes. It is NHTSA's belief that theze is a safety bazard vhen drtnu
are distracted from the road vhile unchtu for unfamiliar controls.

The lssue

The industry has slready schieved some degree of standerdization through seversl
SAE end 180 Recommended Practices. GM has achieved s fairly high degree of
standardization of msany controls withia our own product lines. There is no coan-
clusive evidence that further control standsrdisation could reduce accidents.

If ostandardisation "of control locations and operating modes is eventually
,topond. it could require the redesign and tooling of imstrument panels, sultie
unction control stelks (i.e., turn signsl levers with other control functions
included) steering wheels, dod even radios. It could restrict insovation and have
& nagative effect ou competition,

WAM&

NETSA should not impose further control location and opereting mode
standardisstion until it can be shown that each specific control requiresent can
contribute to vehicle safety.
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ULIC BRAKE 8 NSPECTABILITY
The Propossl

NHTSA is considering s stendard which would require thst consumers and ucﬁnicn
be able to inspect brakes without removing a wheel. _

The Issus

We believe that a thorough evaulation of the condition of a brake system can only
be made following removal of the wheel (and brake drum where applicable).

The inspection openings required by such a standard could ceuse increased exposure
of brake components (i.e. linings, springs, etc.) to weather and contamination,
thus causing premsture vear and possibly necessitating additionsl msintensncs.

bas not yet published a propossl detailing actual inspectability
uqutu:onu. For this reason, the total impact of such s regulation csnnot be
assessed,

Recomsended Action

NHTSA ;hould not promulgste a rule requiring brake inspections without wheel
removal,
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MULTI-PIECE WIEELS

The grogogai

NHTSA bas been petitioned by the Insurance Institute for Highway Safety to ban the
production of multi-piece wheals (used on medium snd heavy duty trucks).

The lssue

Although some designs of multi-piece wheels have experienced separstion when
damaged or mis-assembled, the frequency of such occurrences is very lov. Accord=
ing to the National Wheel and Rim Associstion, it is one per 1,347,000 tire
changes. Usually only s few designs have been involved, some of vhtch are novw out
of production. The only alternative = one-piece wheels - uses a different series
of tire sizes than do multi-pisce vheels. Even if there is sufficient capacity to
sanufecture one-piace vheels for all truck production, there does not appear to be
sufficient cepacity to manufacture the needed tires.

¢ d_Acti .

NHTSA should withdraw the proposal to categorically ban multi-piece wheels. It
could result in a shortage of one-piece wheels and tubeless tires that would
restrict truck production. NHTSA first should determine if those few designs with
bigher incidence of separations are still in production, and if so address them
individually.
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8P| GOVERNORS FOR COMMERCIAL ICLES
The Proposal

Trailway Bus Company has petitioned NHTSA to establish a stendard to limit com=
mercial vehicle speed to 57 mph. Trailvays subsequently, withdrew their support
of this regulatory action.

e Issu ,

Speed may be limited through restrictions of engine power and drive ratios, engine
speed governors, or rosd speed sensing governors. The best of these devices is
not likely to control speed better than plus or minus seven mph. In order to keep
all commercial vehicles from exceeding 57 mph, some vehicles, therefore, would be
limited to speeds as low as 43 mph. This would be unacceptable, and would lead to
ivste customers, widespread defeat of the system, high warranty costs and traffic
congestion. Many commercial drivers have indicated a concern that speed limited
vehicles are not safe due to such problems as restricted passing performance. The
cost of these systems could be more than $100/vehicle. _

Recommended Action

NHTSA should not respond favorably to this petition. Rigorous enforcement of
existing speed laws is & more cost effective solution to the problem of excessive
vehicle speed.



On December 23, 1980 the EPA Administrator proposed in an NPRM a particulate
standard of .25 g/bp-hr for heavy-duty engines for 1986.

The Issue

EPA data show that by using engine modification and trap oxidation, the proposed
standaxd can be met by using a 60% efficient trap oxidizer snd engine modification
to xeach the particulate emissions of the best engines currently produced.

GM has not been able to assess the full ‘impact of this propossl in terms of
hardware costs or feasibility, However, complisnce by GM engines is pradicated on
successful introduction of trap devices on light duty diesels the prior yesr.
Fuel-fired traps will be required consequent to practice of idling HD diesels for
extended periods in cold weather,

Racomsendad Action '

Withdraw NPRM. Buggest Congress direct that an NAS committee be formed to assess
existing and potential future technology. .

y

4



On Juuu:y{ 13, 1981 the EPA Administrator éopoud in an ANPRM more stringent NOx
standsrds for 1983 1light duty trucks ) and 1986 heavy duty engines (HDE).
This notice also proposed stringent {a-use durability prograss.

The Iseue

The Clean Air Act of 1977 set & statutory NOx reduction of 75% from an uncontrolled
baseline determined from tests of used vehicles/engines, but alloved & lesser
- standard with concurrence of NAS if a 73% reduction is not feasible on o
techoology, cost, lead=time or fusl economy basis. The baseline dutermined is
unrealistically low snd its validity is incressingly questionsble. The sssociated
78% reductions to 0.9 g/mile for LOT snd 1.7 g/bpehr for HDE sre copsequently
unsttainsble and the ANPRH sddresses standards of 1.2 gpm for LDT and 4.0 g/hp-hr
for HDE, An NAS committee is assessing complisnce technology under EPA contract.
The Californis Air Resources Board also plans to reassess the feasibility of the
S.1 g/hp=hr NOx standard adopted for 1984 because of doubts that technqlogy exists
for concurzent compliance with the EPA particulste standard NPRM. o "

]

The ANPRM also includes sn in-use durability progrem, similar to that proposed as
part of the original 1984 HDE rulemsking, and requires & ssnufacturer to show
ressonsble 1likelihood that maintenance will be performed, requires minisum
masintensnce intervals for electronic engine controls and makes minor changes to
the HDX transient test procedure. ,

GM has not bsen able to assess the full impact of this propossl in terms of
hardvare cots or feasibility.

ed Act
Withdraw ANPRM and work with the NAS committes to make them fully aware of our

technology and economic assessment and convince them that the EPA baseline NOx
data are invalid.
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Recosmendations on Tax Legislation

There is need for quick action by Congress on an investment-

. oriented tax reduction package and for renewed restraints on Federal
spending, Both u::rouc # are absolutely essential to reduce inflation

and to stimulate the investments necessary for real eoconomioc growth.

The auto industry has embarked on an extraordinary multi-billion T .
dollar capital investment s ran to respond to the titive demands
of the marketplace. In addition to pursuing consistently snti-inflationary

fiscal and monetary policies and to reducing the burden of ernment
::xuuuon. the Pederal Government can encourage growth in automobile
industry and the entire eco tax changes geared toward inoreasing
uvin! and investments and productivity. To that end, the following
rities should be stressed;

prio
= Jones=Conable

® An rtant provision is that deductions and inyestment tax
oredite would be allowed on recoverable costs as soon as the
costs are incurred, rather than held in abeyance until the
related asset is oomplete and ready for use, This "as-spent” |
provision ‘should be retained irrespeotive of what depreciation
approach is passed.

o The recovery period for in d used in the auto
industry would bé reduo esent minimum 1ife .
of 9.8 years (i.e., 12 years class life less 20 g:cone allowvable
reduotion) to five years with a 10 percent investment tax oredit.
However, because the shorter recovery period would be phased
in over a five~year period, the full tax benefit would not be
achieved for several years. !

o The recovery period for (dies, jigs and fixtures used
in auto manufacturing) wo t extended from the present
three~ysar life with a 3-1/3 perc nt tax oredit to five~

ear 1life for uohtnor{ and oquirune with a 10 percent investment
ax oredit. Investments in special toole ::5“"“ a high pro-
. portion of the capital dutlays needed to produce new models. .

® To reduce cash flow problems in the early years, the ohange in
treatment of special tools should be phased in in a manner consistent
with the phase=in schedule for machinery and equipment.

® Corpogete Tax Rate Reduotion

o The existing maximum incoms tax rate of 46 percent (on taxable
inoome over $100,000) should be reduced one percent per vear
until a tax rate of 40 percent is reached,

® Reduoing corporate inocome tax rates is the best long-term
approach to encourage investment because it would provide an
solute benefit rather than merely accelerating recovery of
capital ocosts, .

o,'



295

° thttuli. changes more specifically direoted to the auto
industry could inolude: ‘ : ,

A% i S A AC1LRRY

L1l N

Lgrat ; oment. Allowing
Ven-year deprecliatios of machinery and equipment
instead of the current nine-and-a-half-year-iife)

* S S o 2R SR
(7 pecia stead of the ourrent three-
yoar 1ife,

° + A new olass of energy

I3 [1] ) e auto industry to

cla 10 peroent enexgy tax oredit for all capital

expenditures, Lnaluun; lraul tools, utilised for the

manufacture of fuel efficient motor vehicles. Extension of

the existing energy tax oredit would provide signifioant

tax savings and, thus, aid in meeting the capital requirements

needed to meet market demand for inoreased fuel cconomy.

/3/8



o

NIDA.

‘AMERICAN HONDA MOTOR CO., INC.
WABHINGTON OFFICE - 988 L'SNFANT PLAZA NO.,8.W., SUITE 908
WASHINGTON, D.C. 30034 (308) 0041000 THLEX 440800

March 3, 1981 "“ !

_ 'T
Senator John Danforth, Chairman

International Trade Subcommittee

Senate Pinance Committee

2227 Dirksen Senate Office Building

Washington, D, C, 20810

Re: 8. 396
Dear Senator Danforth:

American Honda Motor Co., Inc. appreciates tha opportunity to
present its views to the Subcommittee. American Honda opposes the
imposition of quotas on Japanese automobiles as a response to the
narket shift éo small fuel-efficient vehicles and the recession.
However, as a Japanese manufaoturer committed to U.8. car produce

., tion, these comments are directed to our particular concern with

8, 396, which does not accommodate Honda's U.8. production.
The U.8. Congrass and the past and present Administrations
have encouraged Japanese automobile investment in the U.8. Por

. economic and business reasons, Honda decided to undertake such an

investment several years ago. We have begun construction of an

. automobile plant that will cost upwards of $200 million in

Marysville, Ohio., It will produce 120,000 cars a year.

C |
«

#

-
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Produotion will begin in late 1982 with the 1983 model Ancordﬂ
The plant is an integrated facility and will contain stamping,
welding, painting, and injection molding operations as well as
final assenmbly and can be expanded if market conditions warrant.
All of this will be done under applicable U.S8, loroign trade sone
regulations, '

8. 396 as now drafted does not accommodate this Ohio
production. Under the bill, production from a foreign trade sone
ii treated like an import from Japan. "Entered" is defined as
"entered or withdrawn from warehquse for consumption within the
customs territory of the United States.” Thus, a shipment from
the Marysville plant will be treated the same as a shipment from
Japan to Los Angeles for the purposes of this luqillae§on.
Instead of encouraging investment in the U.8., by a Japanese
automobile manufacturer, 8, 396 fails to recognisze that
investment. ‘

We feel inclusion of our U.8. production in the quota from
Japan is unjust. This point was raised and thoroughly discussed
in both American Honda's testimony before the International Trade
Commission on October 8, 1980 on the Section 201 Trade Act case,
"Certain Motor Vehicles and Certain Chassis and Bodies Thereof,"
and in the po-e-hoarihg brief filed in that case o; October 20,
19680 by American Honda. 1Indeed, both petitioners, the United Auto
Workers and the Ford Motor Company, agreed that there is a need:
fot special consideration for Honda's Ohio production.
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Placing U.8. production under a quota creates a disincentive
for -Japanese auto manufacturers to locate in the U.8. Honda
believes this is not the intent of 8. 396. Therefore, we
respectfully recommend that an amendment be adopted which excludes ‘ ¥
Japanese automobiles produced or assembled in a foreign trade zone
from the quota.

Moreover, in anticipation of Honda's Ohio production
beginhing in late 1982, the Company urges the Subcommittee to
consider special treatment for its imports in 1981 and 1982,

"8incerely, !

o 4

N e C( . \.L"-“M‘\‘

Toni A, Harrington
Washington Representative
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b U.S. Council for an Open World Economy

%
e

7216 Stafford Road. Uo?n'h&z'n',’vuw 22307
UENCHUSMARAIDNSMEN ZWE NENIENRNEXE
VLR
(202) 785-3772

Statement submitted by David J. Steinberg, president, U.8. Council
for an Open World Economy, in hearings of the Subcommittee on Inter-
national Trade of the Senate Coammittee on Finance, concerning.pro-
posed control of automobile imports, March 9, 1981

(The U.8. Council for an Open World Economy is a private, nonprofit
organisation engaged in research and public education on the merits
and problems of achieving an open international economic l!lt.m in
the cverall public interest. It in no way speaks for, or is oblie
gated to, any private interest concerned with any aspect of the
automobile business. Its sole standard is the total public interest.)

Our Council's views on the plight of the U.8. automobile ine
dulerzl and on a prudent, constructive policy response, were most
recently presented to your Subcommittee two months ago. Our pre=~
sentation to the current hearings reaffirms our advocacy of a
coherent auto-industry x'mvolcrune strategy directly addressing
the real problems and needs of this major U.S8. industry, which is
a major component, not onl.x of the nation's industrial base, but
also of the nation's mobiliszation base per se.

Even if import restraint were a practical, effective way to
bu! adjustment time (in some cases it is, in the case of automo=
biles it is not), it should be only one component of a comprehen~
" sive adjustment policy involving commitments by government, the
industry and the industry's labor force. Legislation authorising
(but not establishing) such control should be only one facet of a
total legislative faoluqo dealing with all aspects of the policy
that require legislative action. A bill concentrating on rt
gontrol, especially a bill establishing a particular Tt quota
(such as 8. 396 now bafore the Snbcmgttu) is the wrong route.
It may acquire a life of its own. 1Its simplicity and political
attractiveness (however shortsighted) may in fact delay or divert
the attention that should be given to legislative measures that
happen to be more complex and tm-cmunins. rt acontrol is
a subsidy. If used at all (and then only if justified by striot
standards), it should be related to a carefully devised, annually
reassessed, industrial-adjustment plan, and its cost should be
made known to the nation.

The import controls of other major auto-importing countries
deserve our closest attention and call for the most constructive
remedial measures. U.8. legislation establishing automobile import
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restrictions is the wrong ruronu. A U.8. initiative udd.ng
a free-trade arrangement involving all auto-producting countries
(denying free-trade treatment to auto exports from countries not
yet Y“?‘“d to fully open their domestic markets to foreign auto-
mobiles) is the right response. The obstacles to such a pact are

msonumentals nevertheless, the effort is worth making. Better to

try and fail than not to try at all. We musy do all we can to #

ralse the sights of the international dialogue on world trade in -

automobiles. The import controls of other auto-importing countries v

should not be the example we follow. We must seek a more prudent, -

more productive standard. - ' -
. . ' 1
The notion that import control would buy time for rebuilding }

the U.8., automobile industry, and would restore the jobs of thou=
sands of U.8. workers now out of work in the auto i try and
related enterprises, rests on the risky, if not faulty, assumption
of substantial substitution of new=-U.S8.-car purchases for the foreign
cars denied entry dur the prescribed period of Tt control. '
Such subatitution is not automatic, particularly if rt controls
result in higher prices for all new cars. 1If rt controls
are on Japanese cars alone, the substitution of new U.8. caxs for
the Japanese cars danied entry ia made even less likely by the
continued, unrestricted availability of cars from other countries.

" The effect on U.8. auto-making jobe is also influenced
rie automation in the U.8. industry. This, and the overal .
need to restructure the U.8. auto industry, underscores our Council's
view that the coherent stra needed for redevelopment of the U.8.
auto industry should be part of a coherent strategy to redevelop
the U.8. transportation system. Besides other benefits, such a
transportation policy (stressing fuel efficiency and fast, safe
transport) would help generate alternative empl nt for U.8. /
workers whose jobs in automobile and related production can no
longer be sustained.

Congxess nheuui press for earliest development of this eygc
o

of strategy the Administration, making known its readiness
aocpexrate with suitable legislation where needed, ..

O

=

;.? -
s
a

a



