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PART 1

TEXT OF STATEMENTS SUBMITTED BY GOVERNMENTAL
DEPARTMENTS

Onrat STATEMENT oF Hon. Lurher H. Honaes, SEcReTARY or CoM-
MERCE: AccoMpaNied BY Jack N. BennmaN, AssisTANT Sec-
RETARY OF COMMERCE FOR INTERNATIONAL AFrAiRs; PETER
T. Jones, Dervury Assistant SECRETARY OF COMMERCE FOR
Trave Poriey; annp Dean B, Lewis, AssistaNT GENERAL CouN-
SEL, INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS

Secretury Honaes. Mr. Chairman, before 1 start the reading, ma
I thank you for the privilege of being hefore you. My testimony will
he somewhat longer than the other membors of the administration
primarily beeause 1 have beon usked to take the lead in this, und try
to put the entire bill in perspective.  Sueceeding witnesses will cover
more specific phases of it.

I appreciate the opportunity to appear before this distinguished
committee to urge your favorable consideration of H.R. 11970, the
Trade Expansion Act of 1962.  In my judgment it is one of the most
important pieces of legislation, perhups the most important, to come
hefore the Congress in the last decade.

As you gentlemen know, one of the most vital objectives of our
Government, and one of my most pressing concerns, is to achieve
rreater economie growth fur the country as a whole and more jobs for
18 citizens.

Our gross national product has in recent years increased by an aver-
age of about 3 percent per year. In comparison with that of meny
of our free world trading partners, this record is not outstanding.
The European Economic Community, since its formation, hus aver-
aged over 5 porcent annual overall growth, with 7% percent annual
growth of industrial production alone.

Jupan is moving ahead at a surprisingly high rate - about 15 per-
cent annually. 1 do not say we should necessarily try to equal these
records, for other nntions have started from much lower down the
senle of economic progress than ourselves, and so their growth is un-
derstandably more rapid. But we can and must do much better
than we have. '

Wae should, for instance, take up the sluck in our economic machine,
Important segments of American industry are currently operating
below full capacity. We must climinate this margin of idleness in
order to step up our productive efficiency.

We need to improve greatly our current unemployment situation.
In June of this year, the level of unempioyment in this country was
5.5 percent—4,463,000 people were out of work. This is an improve-
ment over Inst year's 7 percent rate, bus it is not enough,

1




2 TRADE EXPANBION ACT OF 1963

Some analysta scem to think that the United States has reached
an cconomic plateau - that afluence has brought us to the point where
ex&mnaiun cannot be continued and stagnacy has set in.

think they are wrong and | believe we can prove them wrong in
the years ahead.

This administration's goal for the economy is to raise the annual
growth rate of our GNP 1o 4.5 percent by the end of this decade, to
get our plants working at full capacity, and to cut unemployient to
4 percent as soon as possible,

The only way to meet these targets is to sell more products, to
expand the markets in which the goods of American industry, farma,
mines, and fisheries are sold. In other words, greater production
which means more jobs.

A more rapid economic growth is the fimst objective of the hill
before you, ll‘lw Trade Expansion Act will pave the way for greater
growth of the US. economy by providing access to new «-x!mnding

. \) . .
world markets, most immediately in the booming Kuropean Common

Market.

Some of the greatest opportunities for increased American sales lie
in fast-developing countries oversens. This act would give us a
tool to break down the tariff barriers that currently restrict those
sales. Ever since the reciprocal trade prograum was launched in
1934 by Cordell Hull, American export trade has prospered and
grown.

Tariff-reducing authority undor the most recent extension of that
program, however, was alinost entirely used up in our lust round of
trade negotiations, and on the 30th of June this year, it expired.
We now need a new instrument of reciprocal trading to preserve
and expand the country's export trade, thus adding to our economie
strength, which is the foundation stone of all our efforts at home and
abroad.

Of equal importance, this act fosters the strength, unity, and pros-
perity of all nations of the free world - our common goul which car-
ries with it the answer to communism's drive for world domination.

The distinguished Secretary of State, Dean Rusk, will deal with
the highly significant foreign policy implications of the act, including
the important matter of most-favored-nation treatment for such
nations as Poland and Yugoslavia.

I will concentrate, Mr. Chairman, primarily ou its role in helping
us nchieve greater economic growth here at home.

The United States exports more goods to foreign markets than any
other country--in 1961 1.8, exports totaled » rocord $20 billion.
About $15 billion of our exports represent manufactured and semi-
manufactured goods—8 percent of our total production in these lines.

The other 85 hillion consists of farm products- 12 percent of our
total agrieultural production. Out of our total sales of $20 billion,
something over $2 billion was financed by our Govermmnent aid and
support programs. Thus our strictly “commercial exports  were
around $I8 billion.

However, our entire $20 billion worth of exports constitute $20
billion of orders for American farm and factory products from over-
sen markets. This is a greater volume of annu sales, for example,
than the entire American automobile industry achieves in consumer
purchases of cars, parts, and accessories,



0y

TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1903 3

Our exports provide us with an estimated 3.1 million jobs and addi-
tional profita that, in large meusure, could not otherwise be achieved.

In comparison to this $20 billion of exports, we imported $14%
billion of goods from abroad last year, goods which are important
nssets (o our cconomy in many ways. They give us many cssenti
raw materinls without which much of our industry would quickly
grind to u halt.  They help present our customers with a range of
choice broader than anywhere else in the world.

They provide a competive stimulus that keeps our own industry
technologically progressive, und they help cheek inflation. They earn
yofits and ereate jobs for the million or more Americans whoso
ivelihoods ure bused on transporting, processing, and distributing
imported goods.

lt is estimated that some 60 percent of these importa are not signifi-
enntly competitive with goods produced in this country. These are
the bananas, the coffee, the tin, the nickel, the linen, the silk, and
other articles which are simply not produced in signifieant quantity
in this country.

I eall vour nttention to a chart which illustrates how we rely on
certnin products.  Showing there we have 100 percent of our ilmports
in tin, 89 pereent in nickel, 55 percent in zine, 34 in copper and so
forth and on the agricultural aiaﬂ-. Mr. Chairman, 53 percent of our
raw wool and 50 pereent of our sugar.

Ihe remaining 40 pereent, or uhout $6 billion, which are competitive
with American production represent only about 2% percent of our
overall output of transportable goods.

We should not overlook the fact that our imports help other coun-
trics pay for our exports, and that after excluding Government-
financed goods, our exports exceed the total value of our imports
by some $3 billion,

Mr. Chairman, 1 wish to call attention to the fact that this is the
largest single net entry on the credit side of our balance of payments
which, a8 vou know, has been running at a sizable deficit in recent
vears and is a matter of concern to all of us.

The distinguished Seeretary of the Treasury, Douglas Dillon, will
discuss with vou the relationship of the trade bill to this important
subject.

For years, international trade hus played a vital part in building »
healthy and vigorous American economy. Yet while U.S. exports
are large in volume, they have been relatively small in comparison to
the gross national product of the U.S. economy —Inst year less than
4 percent, which is the lowest of any industrinlized nation of the
world.

Endowed with an abundance of natural resources and a large domes-
tic market, the United States heretofore has not had the same need
or urge to engage in foreign commerce as have certain competing coun-
tries whose pereentage of GNP runs several times our 1-porcent rate.

Consequently, we have in the past by no means taken full ndvantage
of our opportunities for expanding the domestic economy by incressing
our sales in the international marketpliace.

In fact, we estimate that fewer than 4 percent of our munufacturers
are engaged in export trade.

We are now cntering a period of our Nation’s history when these
export sales cun count for more than ever before. Chanrged conditions



4 TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1062

at home and abroad point to new opportunities for increased economic
wth through export trade. More and more U.S, products will be
owing to Latin America us the Alliance for Progress stimulates
further development in that area. New markets for American-type
commodities will also spring up in other areas, including the Com-
monwealth nations and various lesser developed countries, us the drive
for economic development takes root in one country after another.

Japan, our second greatest customer, is expected to triple her pur-
chases ol foreign goods in the next decade and we must get our share.
These opportunities cannot be fully realized unless the barriers to
trade are reduced.

A still greater potential for the expanded sale of U.S. goods and
services in the immediate future lies within the booming European
Economic Community or Common Market —perhaps the most im-

rtant economic development in the last decade, a development which

should now like to examine in some detail as it relates to the legis-
lation now before you.

Mr. Chairman, the six present members of the Common Market
have o population approximnting our own and a combined gross
national product almost half the GNP of the United States.

Negotiations are now taking place looking toward membership of
the United Kingdom in the Common Market: and several other cou-
tries of Western Europe have applied for membership. Within the
foresceable future an integrated economy will be established com-
prising from 250 to 300 million people, with a productive capacity
second only to that of the United States.

This enlarged and prosperous Common Market, perhaps embracing
most of Western Europe, will create an opportunity of wholly new
dimensions for U.S. exports, which last year amounted to $6.3 billion
to all Western Europe.

In recent years the Common Market has been growing at twice the
rate of our own economy, and here is a chart which illustrates this
principle. You see what has happened there, if I may go up here.

In our own U.S. market we have gone up from 1953 18 percent,
whereas ('anada has gone up 119, the European Trade Association of
which Britain is now a memﬁer, is 124, while this Common Market we
are discussing has moved up to 145 percent from a base of 100 in 1953.

Europe is experiencing the explosion of demand for consumer dura.
bles we have known for the last generation. The rise in personal
income and the standard of living there will open up a vast market, as
i8 dramatized by this chart comparing the Europeans’ per capita use
of consumer goods with our own.

You will see there, Mr. Chairman, out of every 100 people in the
United States we have 95 radios against 23 in the Common Market.

Pussenger cars we have 34 against their 7, television receivers 29
against 4, refrigerntors 28 agninst 6, washing machines 27 against 6.

Anybody, who is interested in selling as we are, can see what n
tremendous opportunity there is ahead for the sales of things that
we do best, most efficiently and less costly.

Someone will have to sell them a great deal of merchandise before
they reach our level, a3 you can see. In the next 10 vears, the gross
national product of the present and prospective Common Market
nations is expected to rise by 50 percent or more.

There is one obstacle, howover, to this new opportunity that we
must overcome. In the process of creating a widened trade area, the
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Commeon Market is moving to eliminate all internal tariffs on goods
traded between Common Market member countries.

Internal tariffs, that is between the six, others may join, others have
already been out by an average of 50 percent on industrial goods and
by 35 percent on a substantial number of agricultural commodities.
Complete internal free trade will be ostagfishcd somewhat before
1970. At the same time, and there is the danger, the community is
in process of establishing a uniform common external tariff applicable
to goods imported into any European Economic Community member
from a nonmember country, including the United States.

In many cases, our exports to an EEC country compete with those
from another EEC' member, whose goods will soon be duty free. Be-
cause of this, the height of the EE(™s common external tariff wall be-
comes of critical importance to U.S, exports.

If the Market’s external duties remain at scheduled levels, our
ability to compete in Europe will sharply decrease and our exports
can be expected to suffer accordingly.

For example, no duty will be imposed on German tires or radio and
television parts sold anywhere within the EEC' but these same articles
produced in America if sold to a Common Market member will he
subjo.ct to a duty of 18 percent, or $1,800 for every $10,000 order.

These are just examples of the general pattern of the tariff dis-
advantages now scheduled to develop for most of the industrial
products we sell today to the present and prospective members of the
Common Market.

It is expected that under the EE(Ms new Common Agriculture

Policy there will be disadvantages of similar effect facing some of
the important agricultural commedities we now sell to Europe—
wheat, feed grains, poultry, and rice, for example. The Community’s
new Common Agricultural Policy with its variable duties and other
features poses a serious problem which the distinguished Seeretary
of Agriculture, Orville Freeman, will discuss with you.
, It is generally accepted that if we have to pay the scheduled com-
mon external tariff rates of the Common Market while our European
competitors go duty free, we stand to lose a substantial amount in
annual sales we would otherwise be able to make to the expanded
EEC market.

Thus, the adverse effect of the new EEC trade policies on our agri-
cultural and industrial exports could lead to a serious reduction in
jobs and profits, a loss of tomorrow’s rich opportunitics for economic
growth, and a severe blow to the bonds of cooperation upon which a
strong Atlantic alliance must be based.

To avoid this possibility, Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen, the
Common Market must be encouraged to implement its announced
policy of liberal trade by making substantial reductions in its external
tariffz. We must bargain to obtain for American producers essentially
the same duty-free tariff troatment that is given to our European
counterparts in the EEC, so that we can compete with them on a
similar tariff footing.

There is only one way to accomplish this. We must negotiate a
new trade agreement with the Common Market countries. We must
bargain for reductions in their tariff rates on goods we want to sell
them by offering in exchange to lower our tariffs on goods in which
they have a trading interest here.
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In ordor to m. ke such a bargain, our negotiators must be equipped
with the kind of authority contained in the Trade Expansion Act of
1962.  As | mentioned, our tariff-negotiating authonty under pre-
vious legislation has been used up and has now expired.”

lat me now examine the new act's most important provisicns,
beginning with those that directly concern our trade relations with the
Common Market. As I do not want to take up your time with a
lengthy deseription of the bill, I would like to insert in the record an
annex to my statement which presents the hill’s provisions in greater
detail than my discussion.

(Annex A appears on pp. 35 38 of pt. 1 of the printed hearings.)

In order to cope suceessfully with the new opportunity and challenge
off. red by the EEC, US. trude negotiators could muke use of two
major nuthorities contained in this hill.

The first of these the general authority (see. 201)  -anthorizes the
President to proclaim, with certain snfegunrding exceptions, a 50-per-
cont gradual reduction of U3, duties existing on July 1, 1962, pursuant
to trade agreemonts with the EEC and other free world nations.

Though the need for trade bargains with the EEC is perbaps the
most urgent, we must also seek to secure favorable treatment for our
exports to the entire free world.  And the general 50-percent authority
is equally essentinl for this purpose, as T will discuss luter.

With the EEC the 50-percent authority will certuinly be lielpful in
overcoming the challenges which the common externnl tariff represents
to our exports, which [ have just discussed.  But this 50-percent
authority by itself is not enongh to acconlish onr objectives con-
cerning the European Common Market. 16 we were able to reduce
our tariffs by no mwore than 350 pereent, the EEC' could then be ex-
pected to hold down its ceductions, still leaving an external tarifl
wall as a formiduble barrier agninst many particularly immortant
U.S. export products which compete with duty-free rival EEC goods.

Therefore we also need a specinl nuthority (see. 211 for negotinting
with the Europenn Economie Community to give us the necessar
additional flexibility and bargaining power to remove this handicap on
particularly important items.  The EEC is moving to intermal free
trade or zero tarifl; we need authority (o go to zero on certain items,
too. .

The specinl authority would authorize the President to redue
bevond 50 percent or to climinate gradually -to give ample time to
onr producers to adjust - all tariff and other trade restrictions on
those enterories of goods in which the United States and the expanded
Common Market together supply 80 pereent or more of free world
export valne and thus together dominate the free worll export market
in those voods.

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, there are probably 20 to 30 eategories
where we und they together manufacture and ship more than 80 per-
cent of the free world total which will be subject to this particular
provision.

The exnet items included under this nuthority ean only be deter-
mined finally at a point closer to the negotiations, but in general they
will include » substantial portion of our industrinl hard goods--Ma-
chinerv. transportation equipment, and metal manufactures —and »
significant number of consumer hard goods.  They will nlso, to a very
large extent, be commodity eategories in which we and the Clommon
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Market export more than we import und which in the main are char-
acterized by advanced technology, relutively high capitalization, and
relatively low lubor input per unit of production.

These categories ure, in general, those in which no controlling nd-
vantage is gained from the availubility of un abundant supply of labor
at low wage rates. In accordance with the 80-percent formula, these
cutegories of goods nre not now produced and exported in large quun-
tities by third countries.

Indeed they include industries which, in our U.S. economy, pay
realtively high wages compared with some of our import-sensitive
industries.

The 80-percent formula selects those goods of which the United
States and the Common Market are major suppliers to the world.
The formulu, therefore, contemplutes a gradual reduction and possible
elimination of U.S. and EEC tariffs on items or categories of goods
in which we and they have a common export interest.

Where approprinte, n gradual move to free trade or zero taviff on a
common list of eategories of goods of major interest to hoth European
and American exporters would have significant advantages. It would
also be in keeping with the policy and the techniques of tariff reduc-
tion within the Common Market itsell.

Pust diserepuncies in US.-EEC turiff levels would tend to be ‘vashed
out, and industries on each side would have the assurance that their
foreign competitors will receive the sume tariff trentment.

For example, as part of an overall agreement the 14 percent EEC
tariff and the 8'; percent U.S. tariff on parts for trucks and cars
might both be brought gradually to zero.

think it is absolutey essential thut our negotintors have this bar-
gaining authority in negotintions with the EEC if we ure to huve any
reasonnble expectation of ohtuining duty-free trentment from the EEC
and of thus eliminating the crippling competitive disndvantage that
we would otherwise fuce.

This authority is consistent with the direction taken by tariff legis-
lations in the past. Twice in the past, U.S. tarifl legislution has au-
thorized mujor cuts of up to 50 percent. In many cases such cuts
equal or exeeed a reduction to zerv lrom present rates.

One point that 1 think is worth noting  when we talk of reducing
tariffs to zevo, in many cases this means a veduction of not many per-
centage puints: contrary to normal beliefl the average U.S. tarifl on
industrial gouds is 11 percent, and many are well below this level.

The step from a tanfl of about 11 percent to zero is not us great as
many tanfl cuts that have been made under pust reciprocal trade
legislation.

Me. Chairman, we will have a sheet available for any of yvou if you
want to show the history from 1934 to present to show what has
happened.

tis of course important that the system of classification of prod-
ucts by eategory be drawn up and made public as soon as possible,
and the bill provides that this will be done.” It is anticipated that the
svstem which: will be chosen is the one shown in annex B, which, Mr.
Chairman, 1 will submit for the record showing the classification.

(Annex B referred to appears on pp. 4043 of pt. 1 of the printed
hearings.)
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The 80-percent formula list will be calculated just prior to the time
negotiations with the EEC are undertaken, nné it will be based on
the Common Market's membership at that time.

When the United Kingdom joins the EE(, as is confidently ex-
pected, 20 or more categories will probably qualify under the special
authority.

Attaoﬁod as annex (' for illustrative purposes only, is u tabulation
of the categories in which the United States, the EEC and five pro-
spective members, including the United Kingdom, supplied 80 percent
or more of “aggregated world export value' in 1960.

(Annex C relerred to appears on pp. 4445 of pt. | of the printed
hearings.)

I wish to emphasize that the list of commodities to he actually
offered in negotiation under this specinl authority may be shorter
than the full list of commodities technically eligible for such treat-
ment. The actual negotiating list would be decided upon only after
public hearings have been held by an interagency committee and by
the Tariff Commission as required by the bill.

Furthermore, the Tariff Commission and the relevant executive
branch depurtments will have reported to the President their views
concerning the probable impact on American employment, produe-
tive facilities, and profits that might result from the anticipated
tariff reductions on such commodities.

Under the act, the President on the basis of such ndvice may re-
serve uny item from negotiations and in addition is required to reserve
certain others.

I will discuss this reserve list in more detail later when I deal with
all the safeguurds contained in the bill.

This bill follows the practice of past trade legislation in not stipu-
lating the detailed method of negotiation to be followed. since our
negotiating team should have the fiexibility to choose whatever method
is most uppropriate at the time negotiations take place.

Thus, for example, the several tariff-reducing authorities could be
used, as appropriute, to negotiate tariff concessions on a product-by-
product basis, as has been customary in many tariff negotiations wp
to now.

Useful as this technique has been in the past, however, a bronder
basis for the negotiation of tariff reductions under these authorities
must also be used if substantial further progress is to be made in the
lowering of tariff burriers.

In negotintions of any magnitude, item-hy-item treatinent tends to
create long delnys and unnecessary complexity. The last round of
negotiating under the 1958 extension of the reciprocal trade program
was finally completed just this vear.

Moreover, the EE(" has itself found it necessary to use a broader
basis for negotintion in the reduction of its own tariffs, and wherever
approprinte vnder the specinl and general authorities, we must be
ready to work in the same way in order to have the flexibility and
bargnining power to achieve our objectives of bringing down free
world tanff burriers,

Further, the technique of broadly based negotiations has the
advantage of carrying with it a built-in response to changing trade
conditions. A striking feature of our modern world is the rapidity of
technological developments, which is constantly creating new products.
and from them new trading interests and opportunities.
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Our own producers are probably the world’s leading innovators.
‘Therefore, it is strongly in our own interest to negotiate on hronder
groupings of items which would result in tariffs being lowered not
only on products in which we now have a strong export interest, but
also on products in which we may well develop such an interest in the
future through technological innovation.

In recognition of the importance of the EEC' uren us a market for
the exports of American farmers, there is a scparate section 212 in
the bill deiling with this sub!'ect.

Under this section, Mr. Chairman, the President is authorized to
exceed the 50-percent limitation on an agricultursl commodity, if he
determines that such action would tend to assure the maintenance or
expansion of U.S. exports of like articles.

"hus, the President would be authorized to reduce the duty by more
than 50 percent only if a concession is obtained on the like article; he
is not given a general authorization to exceed the limitation on an agri-
cultural product in return for concessions on other products.

T'his bill sets up a standard list of articles that would qualify as
agricultural products ‘under this section; neither forest articles nor
textile products are included. And articles on this list would bo ox-
cluded from tariff reductions bused on the dominant supplier, or 30-
percent formula.

Secretarf' Freeman will be able to discuss this section with you in
more detail.

Another exception to the basic 50-percent limitation, is the provi-
sion authorizing unlimited tariff reductions on articles dutiable at a
rate of not more than 5 percent ad valorem or ad valorem equivalent.

In most cases, such duties serve no significant protective function.
Tariff concessions on such products as on others, will be grunted in
trade agreements only where the United States receives commensurate
benefits for its export products. Among the articles dutiable at rates
in this low bracket are a number of crude products imported into the
United States in substantial quantities which are not produced at all
or only in limited quantities in the United States and are of particular
interest to less-developed countries.

I have discussed trade bargaining with the EEC at length because
I believe it is in this area that the need for negotiations and mutual
tariff reduction is most urgent. We must remember, however, that
the United States has vital trading interests with nations all over the
world. Canada and Japan, in that order, are our largest single trad-
ing partners. We have had long and fruitful trade relations with
Latin America and with the members of British Commonwenlth.
Our cggnmerce with the emerging countries of Asin and Africa, is
expanding.

npan,gfor exa'nple, tought $1.7 billion from us last year, $700
million more than : he sold to us. In the next decude her economy is
expected to Coubl: and her imports to triple. Here is an attractive
and profitable pot:ntin] business for us.

Latin America, for instance, last year hought $3.4 billion from the
United States. and with the Alliance for Progress stimulating the eco-
nomic growth of the area in the next decade, the opportunities for ex-
panding U.S. exports should be considerable.

Other lees developed countries will require extensive imports of
equipment and machinery as they move along the path to indus-

88078—63—38
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trinlization and economic growth.  Africa and Asin offer the prospect
of now and expanding export markets for American consumer goods.

All these arens are important to us.  They ure in the process of rapid
cconomice expansion, which ean be maintained only by tapping world
markets and sourees of supply.  ‘They therefore promise o fm-onw
still better customers for U.S. furin and factory products than they
are today

In some of these countries us well as others certain tarilfs and non-
tariil restrictions are unduly high.  They tend to sustain ineflicient
cuterprisos, impede economic growth, and deny to the people of these
countries and to the United States the mutual advantuges of freer
trude relations. We recognize the need for protection of so-called
infunt industries in nations in the early stages of development, but
wo feel these barriers should not otherwise serve to restrict imports
unreasonably.

We therefore look forwurd 1o greater trade with these nations out-
side the EEC' by means of the same kinds of trade negotintions as will
be conducted with the EEC.  ‘The main bargsining tool in the non-
EEC negotintions will be the general H0-percent authority, which, as
we have seen, will also be helpful in opening up markets of the Euro-
pean Community for 1.3, gouds

This general authority empowers the President, in negotiating trade
agreemonts with all free world nations, to reduce gradunlly U.S.
tariffs by as much as 50 percent with certain safeguarding exceptions.
I might add that the authority to reduce low-rate duties of 5 percent
or less will also be available in such negotiations s n helpful bargnin-
ing tool.

Phere is one other wrill-reducing authorization which pertaing (o
the less developed countries.  Seetion 213 contains o special provision
under which the President is authorized to exceed the al-percent limita-
tion on tropical agricultural and forestry commodities not produced
in significant quantities in the United States.  The s0-pereent limita-
tion may be exceeded on these commodities only if the EEC' has made
A commitinent to treat its own imports of such produets in a way that
is likely to assure compnrable aceess for these articles, substantially
without diserimination among free world countries.

This provision is directed purticularly to improving the opportunity
of less developed countries in Latin America and elsewhore to obtain
access W the EEC market on terms substantinlly equivalont to the
terins which the EEC provides for the dependencies and former depend-
encies of its member states.

For example, it is vitally important to the success of the Allinnee
for Progress that Latin American coffee receive the snme tarif tront-
ment in the EEC that is granted to coffee from Afviea.

Because the authority only pertains to produets not produced in
significant. quantities in the United States, it represents no serious
competitive threat to any of our domestic producers. It is. nonethe-
less, an important milestone in U.S. trade eggislation, for it affirms in
principle our national interest in opening up markets here and in
Europe to the produets of the lesser developed countries for their suke
and our own.

The lesser developed countries need foreign exchange for their own
development, and we want them to develop ns strong members of the
non-Communist trading community. This will reduce their need for
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foreign assistanee and their heavy relinnee on the United States us a
market for their gomls.

I would like to discuss safeguards, Mre, Chairman,

n our efforts to expand U.S, trade, we must not only obtain trade
neeess for our exports, but, as in the past, we must provide safegunrds
to prevent or correet such havdships as inereased imports to the tnitvd
States might otherwise bring.  We must also make arrangements for
guidanee of the negotintions themselves.

In the bill before vou, we have continned and refined theso pust
safegnards and arcangements, and we have added some now ones. 1
am convineed that the resulting provisions offer a more compre-
hensive assuranee to Ameriean producers that their interests will be
woteeted, and provide more construetive remedies for their possible
import problems, than have ever before been available.

. BEFORE NEGOTIATIONS

During the period before negotiations take plm-v, the sume basice
procedures will be followed as in the past. The President will an-
nounce publicly the list of articles which he proposes 1o consider for
tariff coneessions.

The excentive branch and the Taritt Commission will hold publie
hearings at which any interested party ean present evidenee and its
views on any of the items listed., Before 1l coneessions are agreed
to, the results of the public hearings wiii be reported to the President.

The interageney Cabinet-level trade orgamzation, provided for in
the bill and to be chaived by the Seeretary of Commeree, will study
and make recommendations on the basie policy issues raised by the
trade ngrecments program.

The views of the excentive braneh departmeits tiemselves wiil also
be presented, as will a thorowgh Tt Conunission: study of the
probable domestie cconomie effects of tarifl reducetions on il items
listed for negotintion, .

The Tarifl Conunission reports to the President will be far more
useful and comprehensive than its pust practice of fixing so-called
peril points below whieh tariffs supposedly could not be eut without
risking some domestie injury.

AW the information on which peril points have previously been
hased would be made available under the new procedure, but the Tariff
Commission would not be required to set a specifie eritical tariff level,
in a pereentage figore, for example.

The Commission itself, T undemstand, feels that this Intter task re-
quires & precision of economie foreensting whieh is simply not_possi-
ble. and that pust peril points have often been unavoidably arbitrary.

i fuet. in six of the nine cases since 1958 where peril-points have
heen subjected to thorough analysis and review by the Tariff Com-
mission, they have been found o have been inncenrate.  We believe
the new bill's provision for thorough Tariff Commission reports tak-
ing into aceount all relevant economie fuctors, will provide a much
more useful and meaningful basis for formulating tariff bargains than
would an uncertain, unscientific peril-point figure.

In the light of these reports, the President will draw up a final list
of items on which tariff cuts might be offered to other nations on a
reciprocal basis, and the President will also reserve from this list any
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article or category of goods on which he determines tariff reductions
not to be in the national interest.

In addition, the bill requires him to reserve any article for which
escupe clause or national security action is in foree, nlong with certain
other articles under specitied conditions.

Thus, for example, crude oil and petroleum products, lead, zine,
and other products for which such actions are now in effect, would be
exempted from further tariff cuts under this bill ns long us the action
remained in foree,

Under the bill as passed by the House, our negotinting team will
for the first time be headed by a Special Representative for Trade
Negotintions appointed by the President with the ndvice and consent
of the Senate.

The negotintor or representative will report directly o the Presi-
dent and will direct the efforts of the various departmental experts
who compose the body of the delegation. He will ulso be an ex-
officio member of the interageney trade organization which will make
recommendutions to the President on basic policy issues rnised by
the negotintions.

Under the hill the Congress, too, will have its representatives:
two Senators and two Representatives drawn from both politienl
parties, will be attached to the Ameriean negotinting team as official
observers.

The objective of our negotintoms will be to maximize our aceess (o
forcign markets by means of mutunlly beneficinl (ariff reduetions.
The United States will lower its own tariffs only in return for equiva-
lent reductions from our trading partners, cither on the same range
of items or on others of importance to U.S. export industries.  But
in order to achieve this, our bargaining authority must bhe strong,
and our negotintors must have ample time to prepare and conduet
the complex, time-consuming negotintions and be able to offer prac-
tieal bargains.  This is why the authority granted by the bill should
remain in foree for 5 vears. This is a vital safeguard which will
eliminate the possibility of our negotintors being hurried by the
imminett and premature expiration of the negotinting authority into
making a bargain which, however good, might have been made still
better.

Of great importance to our producers, the bill insures that  tariff
reductions will not he put into effect overnight on any products
except tropical agricultural products not produced here in significant
quantity.

Instead tariffl cuts will be spaced gradually over peridd of at
least five annual installments or the equivalent, thus providing ample
time to adjust to new competitive conditions.

In this manner the tariff concessions which are put into effect will
involve minimum disruption, while at the snme time setting the stage
for a further expansion of the U.S. economy by providing the most
favorable tariff conditions for American exports that may be obtained
at the present time.

In this connection, T want to stress that dynamic economic growth
and the adaptability of our free enterprise system at home provide
our hest doﬁ-nse against possible adverse effects of imports from
abroad.  Our producers have demonstrated this in responding to
other sorts of competition. Every day technological, st vle, wage, and
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price chunges in our own domestic economy present greater challenges
to our American producers than import competition.  We not only
survive such vlml!vn;.vc-s. we prosper and grow more rapidly beeause
of them.

The best thing we can do 1o safeguard American industry from
import injury is to build and maintain a healthy, ‘dynamie ceonomy
at home and abroad through greater production and sales.  This is
one principal objective of lﬁv bill now before you, sir.

But while this is our primary safeguard, it cannot be our only one.
If we ure realistic, we must_fuce the possibility that despite careful
prepuration of concession lists, despite prolonged staging of tariff
reductions, despite the aduptability of our economy us a whole, the
possibility exists that some cases of dislocation may result from tariff
cuts.,

We must meet this problem.  There is no conceivable tariff policy
we could udopt that would provide for the requirements of our cconomy
for new markets und at the sume time give a flawless guarantee against
all possible havdships o all domestic producers and their workems,
What we can and must do is to strengthen the remedies availuble to
counternct import injury when it threatens or when it oceurs. This
i8 what the new trade adjustment assistunce section of this bill would
nccomplish.

In the past. Mr. Chnirman, our safeguards under trade le}zislulion
have been limited exclusively to tariffs and import quotas.  ‘This bill
recognizes that such relief may be the only adequate countermensure
agninst severe injury from imports in certain cuses.  And under this
bill before you the President could continue to provide such reliof
when an entire industry hus experienced widespread serious injury as
the result of incrensed unports,

The traditional form of rolief, however, may be inndequate or inap-
propriate ns a remedy to import competition in a number of cases,

An additional form of assistance hus therefore heen designed which
can either supplement or replace traditional reliof, as appropriate. 1t
i8 aimed at assisting particular firms and groups of workers which have
been disloeated by import competition. Under this program, such
firms could receive Federnl loans or lonn guarantees, technical
nssistance, and tax assistance.

Unemployed workers would be eligible for adjustment allowances,
retraining in new skills, and where needed, assistance to facilitate
relocation in order to tuke new jobs.

Assistance of this charucter will enable firms and workers to get
help when none at all would be available to them under existing
legaslation.

For example. there may be industries where injury is not sufficiently
widesprend 10 warrant tarifl relief for a whole industry, but where
some individual firms may be genuinely injured.  Without this new
ndjustment assistunce. such firms and their workers could get no
help at all.

Unlike tariff relief, adjustment assistanee can be tailored to the par-
ticular problems of the firms and workers affected. The forms and
amounts of assistance vary according to need. Tariff relief, on the
other hand, must be applied indiscriminately to an entire industry,
some firms getting less help than they need, while others may already
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be in compuratively good shape and enjoy windfull profits as  result
of the higl‘mr tariffs.

Adjustment assistance directly promotes a constructive response
to the challenge of import competition.  Firms ean be helped to mod-
ernize their production and distribution methods and, if need be, to
divemsify their protiuct lines.

Where necessary, workers ean be retrained in new skills to equi
them for jobs with better economic prospects and in some cuses with
higher pay than they held before.  Adjustment assistnuce 1 designed
to encourage both firms and workers to rehabilitate their competitive
strength so as to be able to face the competition of imports openly
and independently, in the tradition of free enterprise. Tariff relief
can insulate an industry from the stimulating effects of free competi-
tion. It can prop up an ineflicient, stagnant enterprise and lull it
into a false sense of security.

Looked at realistieally, tariffs are subsidies, established by the Fed-
eral Government and paid by the American consumer, since tariffs
artificinlly raise the prices the consumer must pay.

The tarifl remedy may also have immedinte adverse consequences
for sections of our own domestic economy.  This factor is often over-
looked.  Whenever we raise our tariffs above the level established by
international agreement, as we recently did, we are required either to
offer compensation by reducing U.S. tarifls on other items or clse be
linble to retalintion by our trading partners in the form of raised
tariffs aggainst our own exports.  Thus in cither case, we increase our
tariffs to protect one American industey only at the expense of risking
hardship to another American industry.

Either the foreign competitors of another US. industry receive
casier tariff treatment in this country when we grant compensution,
or the exports of some U8, industry will face more burdensome levies
abroad.  Adjustment assistance would not harm any domestic indus-
try in this way.

Let me now briefly try to dispel some apprehensions that may have
been expressed or felt concerning the adjustment assistance program.

First, and most important, it is not expected to be a large program
nor are its benefits expeeted to be called upon extensively.  Under our
free enterprise svsteny, the normal forees of the market will tend to
draw the less competitive firms and workers into healthier, more of-
ficient lines, without need of Federal assistunce.

I think our own past experience in adjusting successfully to reduced
tariffs bears out our beliefl that the adjustment program will not be
very large.  This is the experience of the EEC' nations which also have
an adjustment assistance program.

Second, adjustiment assistance is not a dole or subsidy. It is directed
not at compensation for injury, but at creative ajdustment that will
remove the injury.  Adjustment aid for firms witl only be available
where need is clearly shown and where the firm itself is making full
use of its own resources to adjust.

Loans of long term will be availuble as will technical assistanee and
certain tax assistance. Loans must be repaid in full and will not be
made in the first place unless there is a reasonable assurance of re-
payment. The cost of technical assistance must be horne by the firm
to the extent considered fensible and appropriate by the Administrator.
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Assistance to workers will focus on creative retraining in needed
skills, and no worker will receive readjustment allowances if he re-
fuses to accept and work at a retraining course without adequate
reason.

Third, trade adjustiment assistance will not be drawn out over a
long period uf time. Assistance to firms will be aimed at contributing
to a specific adjustment project. The firm must indicate at the outset
what aid it requires by preparing an adjustment proposal for its own
rehabilitation; it cannot keep coming back for more. Assistance to
workers will in general be limited to 1 year, with a possible extension
if retraining should take a longer time, or in the case of elderly
workers.

Fourth, it is a voluntary progrum. No one is going to be forced
by the Government to do anything. Assistance will be given only
to those who apply for it and qualify.

Firms will muke specific requests, and no rehabilitation proposal
will be dictated from a Government office. The prograin is nimed only
at_assisting a company to put into operation realistic projects de-
veloped on its own or where needed, with advice from governmental
or private sources.

ifth, the adjustment ussistance program will not engender a vast
new bureaucratic office in the Federal Government, nor will it dupii-
cate existing programs. It will be set up in such a way that maximum
use will be made of existing agencies—the Smull Business Adminis-
tration, the Tariff Commission, the Departments of Agriculture, Com-
merce, Interior, Lubor—and it is expected that a grent part of the
program can be carried out through regular procedures of these
departments.

inally, I know that concern hus been expressed over the benefits
that workers could receive under this program. Secretary Goldberg
will deal with this question thoroughly when he nppears before you.

But I want to sny this. Both workers and firms may encounter
specinl difficulties when they feel the ndverse effects of import com-
petition. This is import competition caused directly by the Federal
Government when it lowers tariffs as part of a trade agreement under-
taken for the long-term economic good of the country us a whole.

The Federal Government has a special responsibility in this case.
When the Government has contributed to economic injuries, it should
nlso contribute to the economic adjustments required to repair them.
This is u principle our country has long recognized; the GI bill of
rights, the relior offered by the Small %usiness Administration for
establishments displaced by Federal projects, are just two exnmples
of this principle.

Gentlemen, | feel very strongly that the adjustment ussistance pro-

m is an essential and a helpful part of this bill. Like tariff relief,
it would fulfill our responsibility of snfeguarding import-injured
firms and workers. It offers nid wliere necessary for firms and workers
who may not otherwise be protected.

Moreover, it is not a partisan program. Both the AFL~CIO and
the American Bankers Associution have specifically supported it. A
survey published by a private business research orgamzation reports
that more than three-fourths of the companies participating in the
survey declared their support for such Government assistance.



16 TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1903

Former President Eisenhower has given his personal support. As
he said in a recent message:

Some temporary governmental assistance must be provided for those who
suffer dislocation substantially caused by trade cffort beneficial to the country
as a whole.

That is what trade adjustment assistance would accomplish. It
would be counter to the standards of fairness and equal treatment
under law, by which our Government hus always abided, were we to
make a small number of our citizens bear the full cost of a trade policy
designed for the welfare of the entire United States. Adjustment
assistance is an essential part of the overall trade program contained
in this bill. And this is why I recommend it to vou so strongly.

During the past months of discussion of this hill, attention has been
focused on barriers to international trde that take forms other than
tariffs. Quota restrictions, prohibitions, discriminutory tax measurcs,
surcharges, burdensome customs procedures, unwarranted sanitary.,
food, and drug regulations—all of these can be used to bar or hinder
the entry of foreign goods and thus sometimes to vitinte the effect of
tariff reductions.

Nontariff restrictions have long been a concern to the United States.
[ think we have been successful in our efforts to have inany restric-
tions abolished. and the bill before you would give us a new tool for
further progress.

Nontariff mensures— such as import quotas---may be justifinble
when a country is undergoing severe balance-of-payments and ex-
change problems, a8 were most of the nondollar countrics in the im-
medinte postwar period and some more currently. But economie
recovery has now restored prosperity in Europe, and the currencies
in which the bulk of world trade is conducted ure now convertible.
We must recognize that in underdeveloped countrics, special problems
remain which may require trade restrictions not warranted elsewhere.

In general, the Justification for quantitative restrictions on trade has
greatly diminished, and the United States has worked hard for their
abolition.

Those efforts are continuing. We have joined with other countries
in setting up a speeinl project within the GATT, designed to identify
all remaining restrictions which violate the agreement so that action
can be taken to climinate them.

The United States is now engaged in consultations with several
countries applying such restrictions. 1f these discussions do not
result in the elimination of the restrictions involved, and we can
demonstrate impairment to our trade, the United States would be
authorized under the GATT to withdraw equivalent tarifl conces-
sions from these countries.

The bill contains & specific provision which will strengthen our
leverage against the nontariff restrictions we seek to eliminate. Under
cection 252. the President is required to take all appropriate and
feasible steps to eliminate such restrictions and, to the extent that
such action is consistent with the purposes of the act, to deny applica-
tion of trade agreements concessions to products of countries that
mmintain unwarranted nontariff restrictions against our trade, or
otherwise discriminate against U.S. commerce.

This bill, thereforo, strengthens our hand against both tariff and
nontariff barriers.
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In conclusion, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I view this bill as a
vital tool for fostering our country’s economic ﬁrowth Other areas
of the world are just beginning to experience the boom in consumer
demand that we have long ago reached, and that is one of the primary
reasons for their lively rates of economic expansion.

I see no reason why American producers, who have already devel-
oped the techniques and skills and expertise of manufacturing and
marketing these products domestically, should not play a major role
in supplying the growing markets all over tha world, assuming we can
get other nations to reduce tariff barriers to our exports.

Our potential advantages in international competition are many.

We have the benefit of long experience in enterprises that are often
relatively new in foreign countries. Our businessmen have particu-
larly refined the techniques of mass distribution that are vitally impor-
tant in international trade. On many products we hold a technolog-
ical lead and on many products our total costs of production and dis-
tribution are lower than anywhere else in the world—and this I want
to stress.

The best sign of our competitive ability is the wide margin of ex-
ports over imports for our products. I have two charts which illus-
trade this point quite clearly, I think. You notice here U.S. exports
exceed imgorts in competitive commodity groups, particularly ma-
chinery. Industrial, office, and printing machinery, $3.1 billion in
exports, and $405 million for imports.

Other electrical machinery and apparatus, $630 million in exports
and $111 million in imports, down to agricultural machinery where
we export $144 million, and import $79 million.

This is also demonstrated in this second chart, selected commod-
ities, as well as machinery. Here we export $1.75 billions of chemi-
cals and related products bringing in $395 millions; steel mill products
we ship out more than we bring in, in terms of value.

Paper, $257 million against $74 million. Scientific and professional
instruments, $125 million as against $46 million, the last, glass and
products $84 million against $80 million.

Last ycar our exports exceeded our imports by a substantial amount
in trade with all nations. With individual countries and trading
areas, the record is also strongly favorable. We exported over $3%
lﬁiﬁgon to the Common Market countries; we imported about $24

illion.

With Japan, which many people fear as a low-wage competitor, we
earned a substantial margin in our favor in the balance of trade; $700
million out of commercial trade totaling $2% billion. With almost
ev%l"’y country we had a favorable balance of trade.

¢ have shown we can compete and if we can reduce trade barriers
by means of the Trade Expansion Act we will continue to do so. This
is not only my opinion, or that of the executive branch alone. In
the House of Representatives 3 weeks ago, 298 Congressmen from |
both sides of the aisle and from all parts of the Nation voted in favor |
of this bill; only 125 opposed it. The favorable vote in the Ways
and Means Committee was 20 to 5.

Majority support for effective trade legislation has also been re-
flected in several polls of the business community including a recent
questionnaire to which 7,500 business executives responded. Aud a
sampling of over 1,100 editorials on the President’s trade proposals in
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newspapers across the country shows that of the 900 editorials that
exq‘ressed an opinion, almost three-quarters were generally in support.
his support, I might add, is bipartisan and cuts squarely across all
segments of our economy. Leading advocates of effective trade legis-
lation, as I have mentioned, include former Presidents Eisenhower,
Truman, and Hoover, Henry Ford, Walter Reuther, Henry Cabot
Lodge, the AFL-CIO, the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, the American
Bankers Association, the Committee for Economic Development, and
leading national farm organizations. '

I am convinced that the vast majority of Americans are united as
never before in their belief that the President must be given the needed
flexible authority in order to bargain reciprocally and cffectively
for the retention and expansion of U.S. markets abroad.

By expanding our exports, we can take part, with the rest of the
world, in the surge of demand which lies ahead in rapidly developing
areas all over the globe. We can fortify our own economic vigor, and
contribute to the material progress of our free world friends. We
can solidify the resistance oF the whole non-Communist world to the
encroachments of the Sino-Soviet bloc.

The Trade Expansion Act of 1962 can mean income for our farmers,
Broﬁts for our businessmen, jobs for our workers, and credits on our

alance of payments ledger. I earncstly urge your support. I thank
you for your courtesy and attention.

(The charts referred to appear on pp. 56-59 of pt. 1 of the printed
hearings.)

OraL STATEMENT OF ARTHUR J. GOLDBERG, SECRETARY OF LABOR,
Berore THE SENATE Finance Commitree oN H.R. 11970, THE
TrapE Expansion Act oF 1962, AvcusTt 14, 1962

Mr. Chairman, your committee has already heard extensive
testimony from administration witnesses in support of the Trade
Expansion Act and describing its various features.

My function today is to discuss those aspects of this program
which directly concern American workers and their jobs.

As you know, it is my obligation as Secretary of Labor under the
Department’s basic charter—
to foster, promote, and develop the welfare of the wage carners of the United
States, to improve their working conditions, and to advance their opportunities
for profitable employment.

It is with full recognition of this obligation that I say that the
proposed Trade Expansion Act as passed by the House would in my
opinion help us greatly to achieve more and better employment for
American workers and) would provide better assistance, than is now
available, for those workers who are adversely affected by imports.

The impact of international trade on employment in the United
States has been well documented. Comprehensive studies by the
Bureau of Labor Statistics, which I am distributing to the committee,
show that the equivalent of 4 million jobs for American workers were
supported by the world trade of the United States in 1960.

Of these 4 million jobs, 3.1 million were export supported. They
were required directly and indirectly to produce, transport, and
market the nearly $21 billion of merchandise exported by the United
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States in 1960. This estimate includes all American labor involved
from the raw material stage to delivery of the export at the foreign
port and represents almost 6 percent of total farm and private non-
farm employment in 1960. In manufacturing, 8 percent of all em-
ployment stems from activities associated with exports; in mining it
is almost 13 percent; and in farming it is over 13.2 percent.

There are jobs dependent on exports in every State of the Union.
They are not concentrated in a few industrial or coastal areas. I am
attaching a brief table setting forth the State-by-State breakdown
of the 3.1 million figure.

Imports supported the equivalent of 940,000 American jobs in
1960. These were jobs in connection with the transportation, hand-
ling, processing and distribution of products imported for American
markets.

We recognize, of course, that increases in some imports may cause
{ob dislocation for some American workers. As Secretary of Labor,

have been very much concerned with this problem. We know,
however, that trade must be a two-way street and that we cannot
have a flourishing and growing export business, which creates so
gni;ny jobs, without importing items that may displace some American
jobs.

The important questions are, what is the extent of that displace-
ment, nndP what should be done about it?

Some light is shed by experience since 1946 under the present
escape clause. The 40 cases in which the Tariff Commission has
found injury to American producers represent a group of cases that
have been subjected to full investigation and adjudication. In these
cases the total net loss of employment from all causes was 28,000.
We recognize that there are other industries in which some firms have
claimed injury from imports but have not filed for escape clause
relief. It also must be remembered that while workers have been
affected by these job shifts, many job losses have been absorbed
through attrition, shifts of workers to other activities, and so forth.

Additional light is thrown on the job loss question by a recent study
of the Bureau of Labor Statistics. In this study it is estimated that
a hypothetical employment of about 1 million would be required to
produce in the United States the substitute goods equivalent in value
to those imports which are competitive with U.S. output. It is
very clear, however, that this figure in no way represents jobs actu-
ally lost by American workers as a result of imports. We could not
expect employment in the United States to rise by 1 million, or even
near it, if all imports were terminated.

Many of the million jobs have actually never existed in this country.
Many products have traditionally been imported and have no true
domestic counterpart. Moreover, employment presently created in
the transportation and handling of imported articles would of course
be eliminated.

Most significantly, of course, any attempt. to restrict imports would
have an immediate adverse effect on our export trade. We could
hardly expect our friends overseas to remain good customers for Ameri-
can exports if we decided to cut off their exports to us.

Therefore, the net cost of trying to gain the additional jobs dis-
placed by imports would be an overall net loss of jobs and efficiency to
the economy. There would be, in addition, a decrease in our standard

L o f
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of living since we would he giving up some of our most efficient and
highly paid jobs—those in export industries—to guin less efficient and
lower pnid employment.

The most realistic approach to the effect of imports on employment,
in my judgment, is to estimate the employment effects of the roposed
trade program.  While these effects depend upon events whicﬁ still lie
ahend, it is our rough estimate that during the 5-vear span of this
progrum a total of only about 90,000 workers might be eligible for the
nssistance to be offered to those adversely affected by import com-
petition.

Let me point out that even this small displacement should be more
than offset by the number of other jobs generated by an expanding
export trade. Qur 1960 studies indicate that each additional $1
billion of exports generates about 150,000 jobs und helps our economy
to operute at a high level of efficiency.

Let me ulso say that I am convineed that the best way to deal with
the job displacement cnused by imports is the way proposed in H.R.
11970~ to tuke full ndvantage of the opportunity to increase employ-
ment through expanded exports and at the same time to provide direct
nseistance (o those displuced by such a trade policy, coupled with
tariff relief where necessary.

I do not agree with those who claim that our high wages have
priced us out of competition with low-wage foreign producers.

Historically, the United States has been distinzuished as the
country with the highest lnbor standards and the largest volume of
exports in the world.

Significantly it has been primarily from our high-wage industries
that we have exported.  This principally reflects the high productivity
of American industry and labor which means lower unit costs. For
this reason, as a high-waee nation, we must continue to make cvery
effort further to improve the productivity and efficiency of our
industries,

In addition, the cost of some raw materials, of distribution, of
capital, and other elements in the final cost of a product tend to he
lower in the United States than in many foreign countries. Other
considerations, such as quality, service, financing, and distribution,
also help us to renmin competitive.

We should, of course, encourage the raising of wage standards
abroad in order to assure that any import competition is based on
economic progress and not on the exploitation of labor. As the
President’s trade message indicated, we intend to do this through
appropriate consultation with major exporting nations. Specifically,
we intend to continue international discussions of charges of unfair
standards and to propose periodic reporting on labor standards in
exporting industries.

or all these reasons, I have no doubt about the ability of U.S.
producers to compete in world markets.

Trade stimulates our domestic industries to hecome more com-
petitive, thus increasing consumption and lowering prices. Trade
also stimulates innovation, and broandens our markets and the buse of
our_material consumption.

Though these factors can’t be measured they are a very significant
part_of maintaining n dynamic and expanding economy ‘which lends
to high levels of employment.
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This is the philosophy of the Trade Expunsion Act. It seeks to
romote job opportunities for American workers b expaunding our
mternational trade, not by restricting that trade. At the same time
it recognizes that if a trade expansion program is to be effective
there must be n meuns, other than by restrictin itnports, for assistin
those injured by increased imports. Here ﬁies the fundamen
im*)‘ortauw of the udjustment ussistance provisions of H.R. 11970.
oday, where foreign trade creates domestic blems, the remedies
now provided ure only the restriction of trade through the use of
tariffs or quotus. The exclusive use of such remedies not only loses
for our Nution the benefits of expanded trade but also may leave
unsolved significant problems of worker und firm adjustment.

Domesticully, the result of such an action is that consumers must
puy more for the products they buy and our exporters are e
to retuliution from foreign countries in the form of higher duties or
other restrictions on our export products.

No one can deny that despite the cost of taking restrictive trade
netion to protect domestic industrics, sometimes such action is
necessary. H.R. 11970 provides for such action through an escape
clause procedure which can be applied when an industry 18 determined
to be scriously injured by imports.

Our present trade policy docs not provide uny relief, however,
for individunl firms or groups of workers which ure injured by imvorts,
although the industry to which they belong hus generally continued
profituble operations despite the imports. Nor does it meet the
situation where much of one industry could compete with imports
if only the firms and workers were assisted to increase their pro-
ductivity.

The proposed Trade Expuansion Act of 1962 would provide the
necessary means to assist firms ani workers to adjust to import
competition under such conditions, and in so doing would provide
the President with a supplement, and in many cases an effective
alternutive, to tariff protection.

The aet insures that the adjustment assistance furnished to
workers will be coordinated with the assistance provided to firms in
order to protect to the fullest extent the workers’ seniority, pension,
and other job henefits.

Let tne emphasize that such udjustment does not necessurily mean &
change of jobs or line of production. It may mean simply increased
efficiency or skill in one’s present work or business so tﬂat foreign
competition enn be met in the marketplace and not shut off at the port
of entry. It is, instead, ns the President has stated—

a progrum to afford time for American adaptability and American resiliency to
assert themselves,

The importance attached to affording time for change is illustrated
hy the “stuging” requirement contained in section 253, under which
reductions or eliminutions of duties could be put into effect at a rate
no greater than that of five equal annual installments.

The staging requirement, the escape-clause procedure, and the
adjustiment assistance provisions for firms and workers in H.R. 11970
all' complement each other. Their common purpose is to provide a
variety of tools with which the President can ussist the United States
1o equip itsell to engage in ever-increasing volumes of world trade.
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Secretary Hodges has already discussed the procedurzs for deter-
mining import injury to firms, workers, and industries, us well us the
provisions for direct assistance to firms of technical nssistance, loans,
grants, and tax relief. I would only like to emphasize the importance
of prompt determination of the workers’ eligibility for assistance. A
prograin for ussisting those who lose their johs becnuse of import
competition should not be so time consuming that assistance is pro-
vided only after muny months sepuration.

Thus, n order to provide adjustment assistance as promptly us

ible so that it can help the individual when he needs it most, the
ariff Commission must report its findings on eligibility to apply for
adjustment assistance to the President within 60 days.
should now like to discuss the worker assistance program pro-
vided by the proposed act.

The principal forin of assistance will be cash payments called
trade readjustiment allowunces. To be entitled to these allowances,
the worker must have had substantial employment in his import
affected job over the 3 vears immediately preceding his total or
partial separation. He must have earned wages of $15 or more in
at least half the weeks of those 3 vears. In addition, in the year
preceding his separation, he must have had at least 26 weeks of em-

loyment, at wages of at least $15 a week, in a firm or firms which
Kave been found to have significant unemployment caused by imports.

These trade readjustment allowaunces are only pavable for weeks
of unemployment, including weeks in which the worker is undergoing
approved training, and he must meet the usual requirements of State
law that he be available for work and not otherwise disqualified.
In order to encourage workers to accept work even though full-time
work is not available, weeks of unemployment also include weecks
in which the individual earns less than 75 percent of his average
W“.ﬁe and in which he works less-than full time.

he allowances will provide unemployed workers, including those
undergoing approved training, with an amount equal to 65 percent
of their individual average weekly wages but in no event more than
65 percent of the average wage in manufacturing, for a maximum
of 52 weeks. .

The average allowance paid will probably be in the neighborhood
of $49, since the wages of most workers who may be affected will
probably average about $75. The average wage in all manufacturing
at present is about $92, which would provide a maximum allowance
of $61. To avoid pyramiding, any unemployment insurance for
which a worker is eligible will be deducted from the allowance.

Because older workers usually have a harder time finding new jobs.
the bill provides an extra 13 weeks of allowances for those who are
60 or over at the time of their separation. In addition, becuuse it may
take time to pluce a worker in a training program, the bill provides
that he may receive a8 many as 26 extra weeks of payments to assist
him in completing a training course.

Every effort will be made to assist workers to remain with their

resent employer or to find other jobs utilizing their existing skills.
1en this cannot be done, the provisions of the act are designed to
encourage workers to enter approved training programs. Those who
refuse training without goo«f cause will not thereafter receive cash
allowances unless and until they subsequently accept training.
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The act also authorizes payment of relocation allowances to the
head of a fumily who hus little or no prospects of suitable reemploy-
ment in his home loculity and who hus a job or job offer of suitable
long-term employment somewhere else. "lhe help cousists of paying
the costs of transportation for the worker, his family, amr their
household effects, and of giving him a lump-sum payment, now about
$230, toward the various other costs involved in a move,

[ would like to emphasize that only il the worker voluntarily
chooses to move to a pluce where a job is available will he be offered
this financial assistance, und only if an employer has voluntarily made
a firm and suitable job offer which is not availuble in his honie com-
munity.

Whgn the training appropriate for u particular worker is availuble
only at a location outside of commuting distunce from his home, the
act provides for puying his transportation to the trainming site. It
?lso provides for a modest subsistence payment while he is away from
10me.

In administering the adjusunent ussistance program for workers
existing programs and Federal, State, and local agencies will be used
to the fullest extent consistent with the objectives of the Trade Ex-

ansion Act. Thus, training will be provided through the Munpower

evelopment and Training Act, or otﬁer existing programs; and coun-
seling, job assistunce, and payment of the wee y readjustment
allowances will be provided through the State employment security
agencies and local employment offices.

However, in the judgment of the administration, existing progrums
alone do not provide the kind of coordinated adjustment assistance
program which is necessary and appropriate to a liberalized foreign
trade policy.

Neither unemployment compensation nor the Manpower Training
Act cover all of those who might be displaced by imports. Unem-
ployment insurance is generally not available for agricultural workers,
while the manpower training allowances ean only be paid in full to
those who are heads of families or households and who are in a training
program.

Unemployment insurance was designed as a wage-related income
maintenance program for limited periods of unemployment after
which the workers would generally be reemployed in jobs which were
the same as or reasonably comparable to their prior jobs.

Trade readjustment allowances, in contrast, recognize that when
a change in Government policy removes the protection afforded by
tariffs, the resulting unemployment can be of a more permanent
nature.

The Manpower Development and Training Act provides allowances
only for those unemployeg workers who are heads of families and need
retraining. They are not wage related because many of the eligible
workers will have been unemployed for too long a period at the time
they are selected for training.

e readjustiment allowances, on the other hand, are provided
a8 an alternative to tariff protection for workers with substantial
recent employment, who may or may not need retraining.

As the President so aptly stated concerning this legislation:

It is a constructive, businesslike proﬁram of loans and allowances tailored to
belp firms and workers get back into the competitive stream through increasing
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or changing pmductivitf'. Instead of the dole of tariff protection, we are sub-
stituting an investment in better production.

One of the arguments against the worker adjustment assistance
program is that it thrcatens the State unemployment compensation
system. This is not a new argument. We believe Congress will
agree, when it has concluded its consideration of this legislation, that
no such threat is posed. Any chanie: or improvements in the
unemployment insurance system will dealt with on their own
merits quite independently of this trade bill. -

Another argument aguinst the adjustment program is that it
discriminates unfairly against workers who are unemployed for reasons
other than imnports.

Labor itsell is supporting this progrum. The workers themselves
recognize the difference between unemployment caused by normal
economic forces and that caused by a deliberate governmental policy
enacted for the benefit of the Nution as a whole. They recognize
that since expanded trade is required in the best interests of the Na-
tion, the whole burden of increased imports should not be permitted
to fall on workers and firms adversely affected by tariff reduction.
Tbelv‘ agree the costs should be borne by the Nation as a whole.

The obligation we owe the injured workers is akin to that we owe
to the veteran. We have long considered it uprropriut,e to provide
special programs for that group which exceed those for the general
population. We should do likewise in this case.

urthermore, the tariffs themselves are a strong precedent for
affording assistance to those workers injured by import competition
which is not available to others in the labor force. Trade adjustment
assistance is essentinlly the substitution of one form of ‘‘special
assistance’’ for another.

Veterans’ programs and tariffs are not the only precedents for
gr?rums of assistance for particular groups of workers. We have

ad for over 20 years a special program of unemployment insurance
for railrond workers which now provides benefits which are more
liberal than generally provided under most State laws. Furthermore,
the Federal Government has for more than 20 years had a program of
assuring job protection to railrond workers in cases of mergers which
has no counterpart outside the transportation industry.

These examples suggest what we all know—that every legislative
act is directed at particular problems. The test should be whether a
gituation warrants a remedy and whether the means proposed are
appropriate to deal with it. I submit that the trade adjustment
pn’igmm easily passes this test.

here are also those who say flatly that adjustment assistance
in the amount of 65 percent of a worker’s average weekly wage is
“too much” assistance and will dull the worker’s desire to secure
new employment.

The facts are, however, that allowances in the amount of 65 percent
are not unknown or considered unreasonable even in the unemploy-
ment insurance field. Nine States which have a total of 41 percent
of the covered employment, pay unemployment insurance to some
claimants which amounts to 65 percent or more of such claimant'’s
average weekly wage.

There is certainly no need for concern that the level of allowances
proposed will foster idleness. The State requirements of “availability
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for work™ and the disqualifications for refusing suituble work which
will apply to those receiving adjustment assistance will not permit
such a situation to develop.  Furthermore, while the allowances
proposed will in our judgment provide adequate adjustment as-
sistunce they are not nor are they intended to be an adequate sub-
stitute for a job either in terms of individual income, personal satis-
fuction or accumulation of valuable work experience, seniority or
pension rights.

Far from encouraging idleness the adjustment program is set up in
such a way as to encourage the individual worker to adjust as neces-
sary to secure new employment.  This is evidenced both by the dis-
qualification for refusal to take training and by the fact that an indi-
vidual worker’s entitlement to trade adjustnent allowances is not
renewed by subsequent lnyoffs to the extent he has previously received
such allowances.  Accordingly, there is no more likelihood that a
worker will sit back and draw trade adjustment allowances rather than
seck new employment than there is that he will live off any savings he
has accumulated.

A question has also been raised coneerning the ability of the States
to pay unemployment insurance to workers who are secking trade
readjustment assistance.

As T have stated, the trade adjustment program was developed to
utilize existing programs as fully s possible. For that renson it was
provided that individuals eligible for unemployment insurance would
not receive a full trade readjustment allowance in addition to or in
lieu of this unemployment insurance but, instead, would receive only a
supplement to such unemployment insurance, finnced by Federal
funds.

The problem claimed to exist arises from the provision in most
State unemployment compensation laws which disqualifies an indi-
vidual from receiving unemployment compensation in any week with
respect to which he has received or is secking unemployment benefits
under an unemployment compensation law of another State or of the
United States,

I have studied this matter very carefully, and it is my opinion that
States with such a provision will not be foreed to disqualify workers
from receiving unemployment insurance merely because they are also
seeking a muF' readjustment allowance.

These State disqualification provisions were adopted primarily to
prevent duplicate payments under the State laws and the then recently
enacted Railroad &mmployment Insurance Act.

However, at the same time States adopted provisions authorizing
their State agency to enter into arrangements with agencies of other
States or of the Federnl Government for combined payments based
upon rights under the laws of two or more jurisdictions.

The Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952, for example,
provided unemployment compensation for veterans of $26 a week in
the form of Federal supplement where the State benefit was less than
that amount.

All States but one paid both the State benefits and the Federal
supplement without prior legisiation and the one State worked out a
device under its law which enabled veterans to receive payments in
the same weckly amounts as if the State benefit had been supple-
mented. Subsequently, some few State legislatures expressly con-

88078—62——3
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firmed what the State agencics had done.  As the Supreme Court of
New Hampshire stated in the case of Royer v. Brown, 93 A. 2d 667
(1953), the Veterans' Readjustment Assistance Act was not the kind
of unemployment compensation law to which the disqualification was
intendur to apply.

This sort of combination, us distinguished from duplication at the
will of the claimant, is exactly what the trade bill contemplates. 1t is
therefore difficult to see any reason why adversely affected workers
who claim the prescribed supplement under sufmtuntially similar
provisions of the trade bill would be disqualified.

This is the view of the large majority of States that have oxpressed
themselves. Only seven States have said that they believe that they
could not enter an agreement without amending tgcir laws. We are
confident that if this bill is enacted all of the States, us under the
unemployment compensation program for Korean veterans, will
find a way to participute so that their workers will be afforded the
assistunce provided.

CONCLUSION

I have discussed the program for trade ndjustment assistance for
workers in some detail because that progrum is the particular responsi-
bility of the Department ¢f Labor. I wanted to emphasize the care
that hus been taken to insure that those workers who do suffer hardshi
from our trade expansion program—however few in number—-—wiﬂ
uot be neglected. 1 have not done so because we consider that there
will be substantial unemployment resulting from import competition
in the years ahead. On the contrary, as I stated earlier, we in the
Department of Labor believe that our international trade will con-
tinue to generate more and better jobs for American workers and
that the number who may be displaced will be comparatively small.
What the rapidly expanding markets of the free world now offer is a
chance to increase significantly our export trade and related employ-
ment.

It is for these reasons that I strongly support H.R. 11970. T am
convinced that the trade expansion policies it embodies will substan-
tially benefit America’s workers, jobs, wages, and prospects for
economic growth.

ORAL STATEMENT OF THE SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE, ORVILLE L.
Freeman, on H.R. 11970 (tHE TrADE ExpansioN Acr or 1962)
Berore THE SENATE CoMMITTEE ON FINANCE, WEDNEsDAY,
AvgusT 15, 1962

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am particularly
pleased to meet with you today because it gives me an opportunity
to report on the latest figures, showing that American agricultural
exports have set a new record.

e recently put together figures on farm product exports for the
1962 fiscal yenr that ended June 30, and they add up to some impressive
new records, both in total and for a number of individual commodities.

As a result of a lot of hard work by many people in Government,
the trade. and agriculture, assisted by the export programs provided
by this Congress, the United States is doing an unparalleled job of
moving farm products to foreign consumers.
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Pussnge of the Trade Expunsion Act of 1962 is essential if we are
to maintain and expand this tremendous export movement.

let me be specific about these new agricultural o.'f})ort records.
They are impressive and worth citing in some detail. They indicate
the huge stn‘:v that both American farmers and business people who
supply and service agriculture have in our Nation’s agricultural trade
and therefore in passage of this bill,

On a value basis, our agricultural exports reached a new high peak
of $5.1 billion this past fiscal year. This was 4 percent greater than
the previous record of $4.9 billion in the 1961 fiscal year.

(For the sake of precision, let me add that this figure represents
11 months of actunl exports with an estimate for June. 1e final
figure will be very close to the one at hand today.)

Let me list some individual records estnblishe((last. fiscal year:

1. Wheat and wheat flour: An alltime high of 716 million
bushels; previous record, 661 million bushels.

2. Feed grains: An alltime high of 14 million metric tons;
previous record, 11 million metric tons.

3. Soybeans: An alltime high of 147 million bushels; previous
record, 143 million bushels.

4. Soybean meal: An alltime high of over 1 million short tons;
previous record, 649,000 tons.

5. Poultry meat: An alltime high of 300 million pounds; pre-
vious record, 204 million pounds.

6. Tallow: An alltime high of 1.8 billion pounds; previous
record, 1.7 billion pounds.

These record shipments represent two approaches, both different,
both successful. One is selling our farm products for dollars—our
historic approach to world marketing. The other is exporting U.S.
commodities to friendly but dollar-poor countries under the food-for-
peace program, which 18 largely based on Public Law 480.

The value of our agricultural exports to dollar markets last year
reached an alltime high of $3.6 birlion. That exceeded the earlier
record of $3.4 billion sold abroad for dollars in fiscal 1961.

, Our five best country dollar customers during the past year again

- were Japan, the United Kingdom, Canada, West Germany, and the
Netherlands. Both Jupan and the United Kingdom took close to
$500 million worth of our farm products.

The bigges: area dollar outlet was the European Economic Com-
munit?v—the EEC or Common Market, In the fiscal year 1962 our

:  agricultural exports to this new trading area had a value of about

. $1.2 billion.

As you can see, our do’lar markets for farm products are big busi-
ness. And because they are big business, American agriculture is
interested in all measures, especinlly the Trade Expansion Act, that
, will help to keep those markets open to us. American agriculture has
- alot riding on the legislation now before this committee.

f In addition to dollar sules, we shipped $1.8 billion worth of com-
modities to the underdeveloped countries last year under the food-for-
pea ce prograin.

Record food and fiber exports do not “just happen.” In this day

, and age we cannot afford to wait and hope, passively, that forcign

~ countries will request our supplies. We must, instead, have a positive,

coordinated export program -u programn having the primary objective

o
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of moving the largest gg&ible volume of U.S. farm products into
foreign consumption. e have such a program. As the export
figures indicate, that progrum is working well.

Here are some of the moves being made to step up our shipments to
foreign countries: First of all, the Department of Agriculture, in
cooperation with industry groups, is carrying on vigorous foreign trade
geromotion activities. At the same time, our export commodities are

ing priced competitively—in some cases through use of export
payments. These efforts have been accompanied by constant
pressure on other countries to give our American products greater
access to foreign markets. Furthermore, there has been continued
emphasis on use of American food as a means of promoting peace and
freedom. All these nctivities ure market expansive in nature.

We are carrying on market promotion programs in 57 different
foreign countries, largely in cooperation with U.S. furm and trade
groups. Among the many promotion techniques used are market
research, advertising, distribution of samples, trade-sponsored visits
of foreign buyers to the United States, and food exhibits. About
110 large food exhibits have been staged in recent years, mostly in
connection with international trade fairs. Approximately 46 million

tential customers have seen, and in many instances sampled, the
iigh quality and wide variety of U.S. foods.

Promotion is getting results. For example, shipments of U.S,
poultry meat to Western Europe have soared from 1 million pounds
in 1955 to 180 million in 1961. Spain, which used to be a large
Public Law 480 customer for our soybean oil, has become exclusively
a dollar buyer. This year Spain’s dollar purchases of U.S. soybean
oil will amount to well over 400 million pounds—making the country
the biggest dollar market and the largest single outlet for this product.

Similarly, cash sales have replaced Government programs in the
movement of wheat to Italy. Dollar exports of U.S. wheat rose from
34,000 metric tons in fiscal 1956 to 853,000 in 1961. Nor has the
development of markets for new products been ignored. The fruit
industry, for example, is pushing the sale of fresh and processed
cranberry products in foreign markets. Although sales are relatively
small now, the cranberry industry feels that the potential is there and
that further market promotion effort is justified.

The food-for-peace program, although primarily aimed at feeding
hungry people, also has in it a strong element of future dollar market
development. Hungry people, with no money in their pockets, are
not customers. But when you help those people to find jobs, or to
create new jobs where none existed before, you are not only performing
& humanitarian service, but you also are helping to expand and
strengthen the world’s commercial market.

Of the $4.5 billion in U.S. economic aid extended to all foreign
countries in fiscal year 1961, $1.5 billion, a third, represented aid under
the food-for-peace program. Foreign currencies generated under the
program have been used in the underdeveloped countries for such
Erojects as irrigation, railroads, highways, electric (Fower facilities,

ospitals, and schools. Some US. food is being used as partial pay-
ment of wages on development projects. Food not only underwrites
employment and development, but counters the price inflation that
generally accompanies development projects. Our food, in stepping
up economic growth, is creating a chimate that in time should mean
increased commercial sales of U.S. agricultural items,
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All these special efforts will continue to be of great importance in
future market expansion. In themselves, however, they will not
guarantee results.

The number one key to sustained expansion of U.S. agricultural
exports is access to markets. In other words, the countries that have
the money to buy from us must give our good American farm products
a fair chance to compete. Our market promotion, competitive
pricing, economic development, and other s ecial efforts are wasted if
potential customer countries say to us, in effect, “We don’t want your
goods; we are going to put trade walls around our couniry so that we
can produce our own food and fiber to the greatest extent possible.”

I mention this because the United States today is faced with in-
creasing agricultural protectionism. This trend 1s partly the result
of our own agricultural progress. On the one hand, we can offer
foreign consumers, at competitive prices, products which are in many
respects superior in quality and variety to those produced in their
own country. On the other hand, many of the economically developed
countries are now able to produce more of some commodities—
although at relatively high cost—if our competing products are kept
out. F am oversimplifying, of course, but I am sure that you see
what 1 mean.

The United States has understood some of the problems of other
countriecs. Right alter the war, some countries may have been
justified in diverting the normal flow of trade. Their big nced was
machinery and equipment. To use their scarce dollars for such goods,
thev put restrictions on farm product imports. Today, however,
these countries have got back on their feet—with considerable financial
aid from the United States—and are now functioning on a sound and
prosperous basis. Nontariff barriers against U.S. export trade can
no longer be justified for balance-of-payments reasons. While con-
siderable progress has been made in dismantling these restrictions
on some types of nonagricultural goods, too many restrictions con-
tinue to be applied against U.S. agricultural items.

Let me say right here that the United States has set a good example
for the world with our own import policies. The bulk of competing
farm products can enter the U.S. market in competition with U.S,

roduction by paying only a moderate duty. Import controls which
imit the quantity of foreign agricultural products in the-U.S. market
are applied today on only five commodities—cotton, wheat and
wheat flour, peanuts, certain manufactured dairy products, and sugar,
representing altogether 28 percent of U.S. agricultural production.
On four of these items, of course, we likewise control the production
in this country. Our import posture obviously is good. 1f European
agriculture would be willing to subject itself to competition with
foreign suppliers to the same extent American agriculture has, I
would be happy. All I ask is that foreign governments give American
agriculture the opportunity to compete on no less favorable terms
than we extend to them.

Department of Agriculture people have been working constantly
with the Department of State to persuade foreign countries to remove
unjustified quantitative restrictions and other barriers hamperin
market access of our farm products. These cfforts have been carrie
on formally and informally. They have been made biluterally

.
o
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through normal diplomatic channels, and multilaterally through ses-
sions under the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade.

We have made some progress. Some trade barriers have come
down. Some duties have been reduced. But it has been an uphil)
job. We need, if we are to carry on meaningful, productive negotia-
tions around the world, the flexible bargaining authority of the Trade
Expansion Act. This would be particularly useful authority in nego-
tiating with the Common Murket.

When the history of this period is finally written, the Common
Market could well stand out as one of the most significant economic
developments of this century. It may turn out to be one of the out-
standing economic developments of all time. In an overall sense, it is
good for the United States. We all know that political and economic
unity in Western Europe is a strong buffer agaiusi the Communist
tactic of “divide and conquer.”

To a considerable extent, the Common Market is good for American
agriculture. This is true of the commodities which the Common
Market does not produce but which the United States has available
for export—commaodities such as cotton, soybeans, hides, and skins.
These are all duty-free, and bound duty-free in the General Agreement
on Tariffs and Trade.  For them, the future in the Common Market is
bright. On a number of other products, including some fruits and
vegetables, the outlook is also good. It appears that on the basis of
trade value, about $700 million worth of U.S. farm products annually,
or approximately 70 percent of U.S. exports to the area, can be sold
in the Common Market without difficulty. As the Common Market
economy grows, we can confidently expect marketings of these
products to increase.

However, for the other 30 percent of our shipments, amounting to
about $300 million worth on an annual basis—prospects are cloudy.
In this category are grains, rice, poultry, and some other commodities.

We are secing, with respect to these products, protectionist tend-
encies at work in the Common Market. There is strong pressure to
push us out and keep us out as far as some of our major agricultural
commodities are concerned. Farmers in the Common Market, and
many of their political leaders, look to the Common Market as the
solution to their agricultural problems. To many this means, “Let’s
keep the market for ourselves.” Therefore, for grains, rice, and

oultry, all of which are important U.S. export products, the Common
Market is developing an internal agricultural market which will be
rotected against imports from outside countries by variable import
ovies. These levies will equalize the price of the imported products
with the EEC’s internal domestic prices. Domestic prices, in turn,
will be fixed by government action. Most prices already are high.

You can see that under this system, Common Market domestic
producers of commodities subject to variable levies could have
absolute protection against imports, depending upon price support
levels. In other words, EEC' producers will be guaranteed a market
for all they can produce at price levels fixed by the Government.
Obviously the pressures for high internal prices, and, therefore, for
decreased imports, will be great.  For grain and poultry, the system
went into effect at the end of July 1962. A rice regulation is scheduled
to become effective in October.
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For fruits, vegetables, tobacco, and a number of other agricultural
products, the EEC* will not apply variable levies, but will rely on
fixed import duties. Many of these duties will be high enough either
to prevent an expansion of our current trade or to reduce our access
to this market over time.

We would encounter other problems if the United Kingdom should
become a member of the EEC'. Our agricultural exports to the
United Kingdom in the fiscal year 1962 approached $500 million. If
the Common Market’s variable levy system which I just described
were applied to the United Kingdom, it would bring under its sway
another $130 million worth of our exports of grains and certain
livestock products. For most of the remaining trade, duties in the
United Kingdom are substantially lower than in the Common Market.
Any increase in the duty structure would, of course, hamper our trade
with the enlarged CCommon Market.

How are we going to meet the trade challenges posed by the
(‘ommon Market?

For the fixed duty items, the pattern is clear. It is a pattern of
traditional tariff bargaining—swapping reductions of U.S. duties for
comparable reductions of EEC duties. The EEC has indicated a
willingness to negotiate. That is encouraging. We are particularly
happy that EEC will negotiate further on tobacco. EEC’s present
28 percent ad valorem duty, with a 17.2 cent maximum, is disadvan-
tageous to our growers, who produce high quality, high priced leaf.

or the variable import levy items, however, the pattern is far from
clear. The Common Market variable levy system is complex—a sys-
tem not adaptable to the usual tariff bargaining. It confronts us
with new problems.

Because there are special problems, and because the area is so im-
portant, we are giving the Common Market top priority in our foreign
market planning. Department of Agriculture people have had many
discussions with Common Market officials, both in Europe and the
United States, on the vital matter of access for U.S. farm products.
I have personally visited the Common Market to present the case for
American agriculture—and I have urged Common Market representa-
tives visiting this country to give our farmers fair treatment. The
Department has established a new agricultural attaché post in Brussels,
Belgium—the Common Market ‘‘capital”—to help us keep more
closely in touch with developments there. I am appointing an Assist~
ant Secretary for Foreign Agriculture, whose principal responsibility
will be to give leadership in the trade policy area. In the case of
wheat and feed grains, we are exploring use of commodity agreements
as a possible new way to gain access to the Common Market and
other foreign outlets.

But one vital ingredient is lacking. That ingredient is the bar-
gaining power that would come to us with passage of the Trade Expan-
sion Act of 1962. We need, above all, more flexibility and strength
at the bargaining table. We must be able to offer the Common
Market anrg other trading partners deeper and broader tariff cuts on
their goods in exchange for concessions on U.S. farm products. Believe
me, the Trade Expansion Act is essential to the maintenance of high-
level U.S. agricultural exports. This legislation would give us an
effective kit of bargaining tools to expand our export trade with the
EEC. We could use the same tools, as appropriate, in negotiations
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with Canada, Jupan, the United Kingdom, or any other trading
partner.

Let me cite one example of the way the Trade Expansion Act could
help American agriculture.

he Common Market has agreed to keep the door open for con-
tinuing negotiations on certain of the agricultural commodities
affected by variable import levies. On the list are wheat, corn,
sorghum gain, rice, and poultry. But the Common Market’s willing-
ness to negotiate further is based in part on the possibility that new
trade legishltion wili enable the United States to make concessions to
gain improved access for these U.S. farm products.  As you can see,
a great deal depends on the Trade Expansion Act.

have emphasized concessions on both sides, because concessions
are at the heart of liberal trade—and liberal trade is the essence of
this bill. However, the bill also authorizes the President to increase
dutics, should that become necessary, as a bargainingz tool or trade-
regulating device.

he Trade Expansion Act, furthermore, instructs the President to
deny the benofits of U.S. trade agreements, to the extent consistent
with the purposes of the act, to countries maintaining nontariff trade
restrictions, including unlimited variable fees, which substantially
burden U.S. commerce in a manner inconsistent with provisions of
trade agreements. Similar penalties would apply to other countries
engaging in discriminatory or other acts or policy which unjustifiably
restrict U.S. commerce. This provision would apply to the many
trade agreements concessions the United States has negotiated since
1934, as well as to any that might be negotiated under this new act.
It is a clear warning that the United States espouses a truly reciprocal
trade policy and will not stand idly by if its agricultural export markets
are eroded by unwarranted foreign governmental actions. Our trad-
ing partners must be convineed that the United States cannot tolerate
the existence of unjustified restrictions against our agricultural exports.

I want to make it clear, too, that the concessions we woulc give
under this legislation would not subject American farmers to un-
warranted import competition.

This bill would not affect the provisions of section 22 of the Agri-
cultural Adjustment Act. That authority will continue to be avail-
able for use in preventing serious injury to our agricultural programs.
Further, the bileould not affect in any way the complex of regulations
which protect our farmers against plant and animal diseases.

In general, the bill provides two additional kinds of protection
against injury from imports. First, before the President is authorized
to reduce any rate, he must—

seek advice from the U.S. Tariff Commission respecting the
probable economic effect of the contemplated tariff reductions;

seek the advice of the several interested departments—
including my own department—on this matter; and

seek the advice of interested persons through the medium of a
public hearing.

Second, if the President finds, after a thorough factfinding investi-
gation by the U.S. Tariff Commission, that a tariff cut has seriously
injured an agricultural industry, or threatens to seriously injure such
an industry, he may take remedial action. This action may be in the
form of assistance to firms or workers or in the form of an increased
import duty or import quota protection or a combination of these.
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The procedures by which the President may do these things are
fully spelled out in the bill. I want only to say that I believe our
farmers will have, under this bill, sounder and more realistic protec-
tion from unwise tariff reductions than they have had in the past.

In conclusion, I want to emphasize that a liberal trade policy helps
American farmers to capitalize on their export market potential.
Since enactment of the Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act of 1934,
there has been remarkable growth in our farm product sales to other
countries for dollars as compared with imports that are directly
competitive with our own production.

In fiscal year 1961, our agricultural exports for dollars amounted
to $3.4 bilhon while competitive imports were $1.8 billion. These
comparisons exclude exports made under special Government assist-
ance programs—and they also exclude imports of commodities not

roduced in continental United States, such as coffce, cocoa, tea,
yananas, and the like.

Production from 1 out of every 5 acres we harvest is exported.
Exports account for 15 percent of our farm marketings. In com-
parison, exports from nonagricultural sectors of the economy amount
to about 8 percent of total production.

Rice producers export well over one-half of their crop.

Wheat farmers depend upon exports for half of their production.

Cotton and soybean producers look to export markets for about
40 percent of their sales.

Tobacco growers send about 30 percent of the tobacco crop abroad.

There is no question but that the prosperity of the American farmer
is tied directly to export markets. Moreover, he will continue to be
dependent upon these markets. Although our domestic market will
not expand greatly beyond a rate resulting from population growth,
our foreign markets can expand more rapidly. Between 1950 and
1960, while domestic consumption was increasing 14 percent, our
farm exports increased 80 percent—and we are doing even better now.

Our exports stand as a vivid symbol of the success of our agri-
cultural system. What a contrast between our success and the
inability of the Communist nations to feed their people adequately.
The Soviet Union does not have enough to satisfy an expanding
appetite. Red China has an even greater problem—its daily ration
is declining toward the starvation level. Cuba is having grave food
supply troubles.

Our people, on the other hand, have the greatest variety of food,
in the greatest quantities, and at the lowest cost in relation to income
that the world has ever known. We share this abundance with millions
of people in other countries. The United States is able to do all this
because of an effective agricultural system—a system of individually
owned and operated family farms. There is no more effective testi-
monial to the worth of a farming system than agricultural abundance
produced with great ecase.

We must keep our farm system strong and healthy.

A major factor in the strength and health of our agriculture is
and will continue to be the availability of foreign markets. We need
the Trade Expansion Act to assist us in holding, improving, and
expanding our foreign agricultural trade. I thank you for the oppor-
tunity to express strong support for this legislation.
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ORrAL STaTEMENT oF Hox. George W. BarL, UNDER SECRETARY oF
STaTE, BEFoRE THE Fixance Commirree, U.S. SENATE, IN Sup-
porT oF H.R. 11970, Avaust 15, 1962

Mr. Chairman, T appear at the end of a long and comprehensive
hearing in which this connnittee has had the benefit of the views of a
large number of witnesses representing various aspects of the complex
U.S. cconomy. I shall try not to repeat the arguments you have
alreudy heard, cither from private witnesses or from my colleagues in
the executive branch. I shall try instead to su plement their testi-
mony, addressing myself to the significance of H.lg. 11970 as an instru-
ment to serve American policy over the next 5 years and commenting
ﬁlso on certain specific probleins that have arisen in the course of these

earings.

’l‘heg'sl‘rmle Expansion Act of 1962 is in the great tradition of the
reciprocal trade agreements program first conceived by Cordell Hull
almost 30 years ago, but it has been drafted to teke account of the
requirements of our national policy in a world that has undergone, and
is still undergoing, swift and pervasive change.

Since the end of the Second World War, the political and economic
shape of the world has been altered more profoundly than in any two
centuries in the past.

An Tron Curtain has been erected to form a cage around one-third
of the human population.

Relationships among the other two-thirds have been radically re-
vised. The great colonial systems that controlled the destiny of more
than half of the people in what we have come to call the free world
have either disappeared or are on their way toward ultimate disap-
pearance—to be replaced by a whole geography book of new inde-
pendent nations (46 since 1943) that are shaping a new set of relations
with the old colonial powers based on the principle of mutual self-
respect.

These former colonial powers—our ellies, the great industrial na-
tions of Western Europe—-far from being weakened or destroyed by
the passing of this outmoded form of power relationship have instead
turned their energies with remarkable success toward the monu-
mental task of building a strong and united Europe.

By the mutual consent of peoples expressed in the Treaty of Rome—
which is the organic document of the European Economic Commun-
ity—six nations of Europe have achieved a greater unity today than
could ever be imposed by military might in the past, and this new
‘“Europe” may soon be expanded.

As you know, negotiations are now in progress between the United
Kingdom and the member states of the EKuropean Community. The
negotiators have already achieved a wide measure of agreement.
They have recessed their deliberations until next month. 1 had the
opportunity just 3 days ago to confer in Paris with our representatives
stationed in _the capitals of the negotiating states. On the basis of
the reports I received—and taking account of the spirit of goodwill
and the determination to succeed manifested by all parties in the
negotiation—I am persuaded that solutions can be found to the prob-
lems that remain.

If, as appears likely, the current negotiations lead to the accession
by the United Kingdom to the Treaty of Rome, the Common Market
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will embrace a population of about one-quarter of a billion lpooplc,
with a gross nationul product exceeding $340 billion. It will be an
expanding market.  The creation of internal free trade within the
area of the Community is giving a new energy both to industry and
agriculture.

Since the end of the Second World War, consistently through three
administrations, the United States has encouraged and supported
those forces in Europe pressing toward unity. Our interest in a
united Eurvpe, or interest in lﬁo European Economic Community,
is primarily political. We recognize, as President Kennedy so
cloguently said on the Fourth of J uly in Philadelphia, that the United
States and the great nations that are formirg the new Europe are
interdepondent, and that a united Europe can be a “partner with
whom we can deal on a basis of full equality in all the great and
burdensome tasks of building and defending & comununity of free
nations.”

1

In current discussions of the European Economic (‘ommunity there
is sometimes a tendency to think only of the most conspicuous of its
achievements; to regard it merely as a customs union, a commercial
arrangement. for the advancement of the trading interests of the
member natioas. Yet the main driving force that has brought the
Community into being has stemmed from larger aspirations—a
relentless drive toward the ancient goal of a Unitel} States of Europe.

Signatory nations to the Treaty of Rome have taken far-reaching
c'mmitments. They have agreed not only to create a Common
Market but also to undertake a wide spectrum of common action
covering all aspects of economic integration—including the concerting
of monetary and fiscal policy, the harmonization of social security
systems, the development of a common antitrust law, common
provisions for the regulation of transport, the free movement not
only of goois but of labor, capital, and services, and so on.

Equally as important they have created a set of institutions, coinpris-
ing an executive in the form of a Commission and a Council of Minis-
ters, a parliamentary body in the form of an Assembly, and a court—
the Court of Justice of the Community—that by its decisions has
already begun to build up a formidable body of European juris-
prudence.

1f we think of the European Community not as a static concept, but
as a living process, we can begin to comprehend its larger political
implications. If the negotiations for British accession to the Com-
munity succeed, we shall have on either side of the Atlantic two
enormous entities; on our side, a federation of states tied togethcr by
developed institutions and a century and a half of common experience to
: form a nation that is the world’s leading power; on the other, a com-
munity of states, trading as a single market, and seeking among them-
i s2lves to perfect the common policies and 1nstitutional arrangements
; that can lead toward increasing economic and political integration.

Between them these two entities will account for 90 percent of the
free world’s trade in industrial goods and almost as much of the free
world’s production of such goods. Between them they will represent
the world’s key currencies; they will provide the world’s principal mar-
¢ kets for raw materials; and they will constitute the world’s principal
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source of capital to assist the less<developed countries to move toward
decent living standards.

The degree of interdependence bwtween the great economies flanking
the Atlantic—the interdependence to which President Kennedy so
cloquently adverted —has been demonstrated repeatedly in recent
years. Imbalances within the trade or payments arrangements among
the major economically advanced nations can create serious problems.
Our own troubling and persistent balance of payments deficit is, in n
very real sense, the mirror image of surpluses in Jle accounts of certain
of our European friends.

We have been working to achieve a high degree of coordination of
domestic economic policies through the OECD in order to minimize
these imbalances iust. as we have been working with our European
friends through NATO to achieve an effective defense of the free
world and through the Development Assistance Committee of the
OECD to coordinate national programs for aid to less developed
countries.

1

If the growing partnership between the United States and the new
Europe is to result in the strengthening of the free world, our pursuit
of common policies on the two sides of the Atlantic must be extended
to the construction of a new and more liberal set of commercial
relationships.

We in t-[:e United States have much to gain by this. For many
reasons the development of the European Common Market will
provide an unparalleled opportunity for the sale of our products.
Our trade with the nations of an expanded Community is today very
much in our favor. Our exports o} all products to the member na-
tions are about 50 percent higher than our imports. Most Europeans
are only just beginning to enjoy many of the consumer goods Ameri-
cans have known for years—automobiles, electric refrigerators, air
conditioning. Using automobile ownership as an index, one may say
that the European market is about at the level of consumer demand
which existed in the United States in the late twenties—and think of
the expansion which has taken place in our market since that day.

We alone in the free world have fully developed the techniques of
mass production, for we alone have hn(ra great mass market open to
us. If American industry invests the will and energy, and if access to
the Common Market can be assured to it by the tools provided by
the Trade Expansion Act, we should find in Europe new trading oppor-
tunities of n‘l‘()ind not dreamed of a few years ago.

I do not mean to suggest that the development of the European
market for American products will be easy. 1t will require a consider-
able effort of merchandising of a kind few American firms have ever
attempted in Europe because in the past the potential of limited
national markets has never seemed to justify the trouble. It will
require us to do much more than merely ship abroad the surplus of
the goods we produce for Americans. It will mean far greater atten-
tion to the tailoring of products designed expressly for European
tastes and European conditions.

Biit there is no reason why American industry should not continue
to display the vitality and creativeness that have marked its perforin-
ance in the past. Industrial research in the United States continues
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on a level substantially higher than that of Europe. Each year
American industry creates products and processes responding to the
high living standards of our people and creating in turn the improved
production techniques that can push those hving standards higher
still.  Our machinery industry is generating a continuous stream of
new inventions for export to the world through our acknowledged
leadership in mass production systems.

For we are a creative nation, and there is every reason to suppose
that we shall remain so.  We respond with vigor when the challenge
is great enough. That we can turn our creative genius (o use in this
new and promising mass market of Europe, 1 have no doubt. The
gains for the American economy will be extraordinary.

1v

You will understand, therefore, that when I said carlier in this state-
ment that America’s primary interest in the European Economice
C'ommunity was political | was not at all underestimating its economic
implications.

(Cousider the opportunities for us.

By the mid-1950’s, Europe had effectively completed the major
task of postwar reconstruction—assisted, of course, by the Marshall
plan. European production was back to the level of prewar days.
Since that time, it has been given a prodigious impetus by the bright
promise of a (‘ommon Market.

Duriug the last 4 years (1958-61), the six nations of the European
Community maintained an average annual rate of growth of slightly
more than 5 percent. This contrasted with our own average annual
rate of growth during that same period of 3.6 percent.

In spite of some signs of a slowing down, this extraordinary drive
continues. As the full economic benefits of a mass market are
progressively made available, Europe may be expected to continue its
giant march toward a higher living standard.

Stated in truly commercial terms, what is the consequence for us?
It is essentially this: Once an area adopts internal free trade, the
producers in that area will necessarily be at an advantage in selling
in that market over producers outside. We in the United States,
with our own great market, should understand this point. When
the European Common Market becomes fully effective, a manufac-
turer in Detroit selling to a customer in Dusseldorf will be at this
disadvantage as ngainst a manufacturek in Milan: He will have to sell
his goods over a common external tariff while the manufacturer in
Milan will not. But we should not forget that a manufacturer in
Dusseldorf, selling to a Texas customer today, is at a similar dis-
advantage as against the manufacturer in Detroit. He has to sell his
goods over the barrier of our own common external tariff while the
producer in Detroit does not.

Granted the existence, therefore, of this common external tariff—
which is inherent in any common market, whether that of Europe or
that of the United States—what is the measure of its disadvantage to
us?_ﬂ'l‘hat measure, of course, is the level of the common external
tariff.
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A major purpose of the Trade Expansion Act is to provide the
President with effective tools for bringing about the progressive
reduction of this common external tariff in order to make it possible
for producers in the United States to sell their goods in the European
Common Market on a basis competitive witio European domestic
producers.

This committee is quite properly concerned that the President have
tools that are adequate for the task. In appraising the adequacy of
the tools provided y H.R. 11970, it is necessary to have in mind the
elements that enter into the bargaining position of the United States.

First, the United States exports more goods and services than any
other single nation.

Second, it enjoys a substantial surplus on merchandise account.
That surplus in 1961 amounted to about $3 billion after deducting
goods and services financed under our foreign assistance programs.

Third, the U.S. domestic market is the world’s greatest mass market.

Fourth, the United States is the leading nation of the free world
with all that that implies in terms of political power and responsibility,

Taken together, these elements define our argaining potential and
indicate the direction in which we must proceed. The vast size of
the American market is, of course, the central source of our bargaining
strength as it has been since the beginninﬁ of the trade agreements
legislation. Qur ability to offer access to that market is a bargaining
counter of great value.  The Trade Expansion Act contains provisions
specifically designed to enable that bargaining counter to be employed
effectively in opening great new opportunitics for our own producers
in the rapidly expanding mass market of Europe.

It has been suggested, in the course of these hearings, that we
could have made better use of that bargaining counter in the past if
we had not concentrated merely on using access to our market, as a
carrot, but had employed the threat of exclusion from our market as
a stick.

This has led to certain questions: Why wouldn’t it be well to
include provisions in the present bill to empower or direct the President
to threaten increases in existing tariff levels in order to induce foreign
governments to reduce their own tariffs? Or again, Why shouldn’t
the legislation direct the President to employ tariff increases or other
restrictive devices as a means of retaliation in every case where
foreign governments maintain restrictions against our exports that
are discriminatory or otherwise unjustifiable? ) )

Let me say, first of all, that I regard retaliation as an appropriate
vourse of governmental action in two type situations: The first can
be illustrated by our current experience. Certain Kuropean govern-
ments are now imposing quantitative restrictions, inconsistent with
international obligations, on our exports of various horticulture
products. Having exhausted all avenues of persuasion to secure
their removal, we are now setting procedures in motion that will
enable us to take retaliatory action if those restrictions are not
withdrawn, . . .

The second type case is where a forei government withdraws
concessions that 1t has made to us in trade negotiations and proves
unwilling to offer compensation that we consider adequate. In such
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circumstances, we are quite justified in retalinting by withdrawing
commensurate concessions on other products.

But while I do not reject retaliation in principle, I am convinced
that it should be employed very spuringly. There are two compelling
reasons for this:

The first is that retaliation rarely succeeds in its objective—the re-
moval of restrictions on American products.

It can be assumed that nations which continue to maintain restric-
tions in the fauce of persistent efforts by other nations to secure their
removal are compelled to do so for powerful domestic reasons. Other-
wise, they could be expected to withdraw those restrictions when
confronted by economic and political pressures, expressed either
bilaterally or in the framework of mobilized world opinion within the
forum of the GATT. It is an illusion to believe that they can he
coerced into abandoning those restrictions by the threat of retaliatory
action against exports of certain of their other products not directly
related to the domestic basis for the restriction.

This conclusion finds support in our own recent experience. When
the United States found it necessary to increase the duties on carpets
and glass, following escape clause proceedings, certain of the nations
affected rejected our offer of compensation and resorted to retaliatory
action. Since the U.S. decision, in the first instance, was taken for
what our Government regarded as adequate reasons, in the light of
conditions prevailing in the particular domestic industries, the original
decision was not affected by this retaliatory action.

A second reason why we must employ retaliation very sparingly
is that it runs counter to the commercial policy objectives that we
have pursued to our great benefit for almost 30 years. One axiom
is clear in relations among nations, as it is among individuals: retali-
ation breeds retaliation.

For this reason it has been generally rejected as an instrument of
commercial bargaining among the major nations of the free world.
The United States must not undermine this principle. Because of our
recognized leadership, and our preponderant world position, we are a
major factor in setting the tone for commercial practices among
nations. If we were to use retaliation without great circumspection
and restraint, we could very well set off a chain reaction that would
brinl%i about the closing of markets against our exports all over the
world.

Not only would we assume a grave responsibility by destroyving the
liberal trading climate which has been so carefully developed over the
last three decades, but we ourselves would be the principal loser.

As a nation with a strongly favorable trading balance, we benefit
greatly from the expansion of world commerce. We can be just as
gravely hurt by its contraction. ea

This principle applies not only to retaliation against actions that
foreign governments have already committed, but it also applies to
the use of the threat of new restrictions as a weapon at the bargaining
table. We should not ignore the fact that while U.S. tariffs ar. lower
on some products than those of the EEC, they are higher on many
others. If we threaten to raise our tariffs, we invite counterthreats.
For us to violate practices that have been established for years and
attempt to employ threats of raising our tariffs for bargaining purposes
would be self-defeating.
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The conclusions from this appraisal seem clear enough.  If we are to
expand our trade around the world, we must work toward the progres-
sive liberalization of markets within the framework of existing
bargaining practices.  We must concentrate on reaching sound
reciprocal bargains in which advantages are exchanged for advantages,
and not sought through threats.

This does not mean that we need, or should, limit ourselves to
bargaining on the basis of commercinl considerntions alone. We
should—and we do—supplement our commercial bargaining power
with all the politieal mu, economic resources at our disposul when
nations maintain restrictions against us that are in violation of their
international commitments.  Commereinl relutions with other nations
are u part of the mainstream of foreign policy and eannot be divoreed
from it. They are an essentinl element in the structure of inter-
national relationships—cconomice, military, and politieal. 1 should
like to emphasize to this committee, for example, that the progress
we have so far made in bringing about the elimination of quantitative
restrictions on many produets would have been impossible had we not
cmployed our economic and political leverage in this effort - -not merely
through our diplomatic missions abrond but also through high-level
representations by the Secretary of State and other officials of the
State Department and even, when the oceasion required, by the Presi-
dent himself.  Years of experience have shown that the essential basis
for the maintenance and advancement of American commercial inter-
ests around the world must in the final analysis ultimately depend
upon the linkage of those interests to our vital political and economic
relations.

vI

In the light of these considerations we are satisfied that the tools
provided for in H.R. 11970 are well designed and fully adequate to
enable the U.S. Government to advance its trading interests effectively.
No additional authority is required.

Moreover, the record is clear that, over the vears, the U.S. Govern-
ment has successfully employed the tools which C‘ongress has fur-
nished it to advance our commercial interests at the bargaining table.
Today the two great common markets of the free world—the cmerging
Common Market of Europe and the established common market of
the United States—maintain, with respect to industrial goods, about
the same level of protection from outside competition. This fuct has
been demonstrated by recent studies, including those of the Tariff
Commission and the Department of Commerce,

In suggesting that the average tariff rates on industrial imports
are roughly similar in these two great common markets and that the
median rates of duty are about the same, I do not mean to imply
that the two arens have the same tariff structure. Our own tariff
rates range from the very low to the very high. We admit nearly
1,000 of the 5,000 items on our tariff schedule on a duty-free basis.
At the same time there are about 900 items on which we'levy a dut y
of 30 percent or more. Products governed by such high rates are
largely excluded from the American market, while the duty-free
items to a considerable extent are products not suited to production
in the United States.

The common external tariff of the European Community has a
quite different structure, because it has been developed, under the
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provisions of the Rome Treaty, by averaging the rates that existed
at the beinning of 1957 in France, Germany, Italy, and the Benelux
(‘ustoms Union.  As a result of this averaging process, practieally
all the high tariff rates existing in the individual countries have been
greatly reduced.  Whereas over one=sixth of the rates in the United
States are above 30 percent, less than one-fiftieth of European rates
are above 30 percent.  There are few rates in the European Com-
munity as protective as many rates in our own tarifl schedule; at
the same time there are fewer items on the free list.

The foregoing facts are significant for two reasons. In the first
place, they show that in any new trade negotiation, the United States
and the European (fommunity would be starting at substantially the
same levels of protection. It should be possible to phase down the
levels of protection at roughly the same pace.

But these facts also demonstrate that, contrary to the prevailing
mythology, our trade negotintors have effectively defended 0.8, inter-
ests. There is a tendeney in discussing these matters to cite rates
that are markedly higher in Europe than in the United States—such
us the current rate on automobiles, which is 22 percent under the com-
mon external tariff of the Common Market, uml)only 6% pereent under
the U.S. tariff. But one should not ignore cases where the reverse is
true, such as clocks and watches where our rate is 51 percent, and the
Common Market rate is one-fourth as much-—or such items s safety
razors where our rates run from 85 to 255 percent and the Common
Market rate is 17 percent..

[ would not, therefore, put much stock in the myth that America
has been improvident in past negotintions and that our negotiators
have consistently gotten t-llw. worst of it.

Such a view does more credit to our modesty than our judgment.
Spenking for the Department of State, which has had the major re-
sponsibility for the actual negotintion of trade agreements, I can assuro
vou quite eategorically that this belief is held nowhero outside of the
United States. It is 'a myth that stops, so to speak, ut the water's
edge.

The officinls of our Government, who over the years have partici-
mted in trade agreement negotintions, have served their country well.
‘f this were not so, we could expect to find the tariff rates of Kurope
today well above those of the United States—-and they are not.

vl

The observations I have made so far have been principally in terms
of maintaining our export market for industrinl goods. But there is
no problem in conneetion with our trade policy that has claimed more
time and attention in the State Department than the maintenance
and expansion of access to the European market for our agricultural
products. The United States has a wonderfully efficient agriculture.
Our commercial agriculture exports to the countries that would make
up an enlarged Common Market amounted last year to $1.6 billion,
'lgmy represented nearly half of the total commercial exports of U.S.
agricultural products to all countries. Our agricultural imports from
that snme aren—the enlarged Common Market—totaled only about
$200 million or one-eighth as much as our exports.

Two developments have an important effect on our continued
position as a major supplier of farm commodities to Europe. One is

88078—62—4
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the technological revolution in agriculture, which Europe is only now
beginning to experience. Just as the United States has enjoyed a
tremendous growth in agricultural productivity as a result of new
scientific techniques, so 18 Europe now proceeding along the same
path. Over the long pull we can expect Eu ope to produce more

ins and other Temperate Zone products with fewer farmers.
T'hough the vitality generated by the Common Market may accelerate
this trend, it is one that would have existed even in the absence of
the Treaty of Rome.

Another factor affecting our position is the common agricultural
policy developed by the Common Market countries early this year:
after the most intense and difficult negotintions. Those countries
began on July 30 to put this common agricultural policy into effect.
By 1970, there will be free trade in virtually all agricultural products
among the member states.

These are the two key factors that we must take into account in
seeking to maintain the U.S. position as a principal supplier of agri-
cultural products to the crucial markets of Western Europe—but there
are also others of only slightly less significance. With the steady
growth of personal income Europeans will tend to shift toward a
greater consumption of protein and a reduced direct consumption of
cereals. Since a pound of meat reflects the consumption by the
animal concerned of several pounds of cereal, this shift may well mean-
» substantially increased requirement for certain cereal imports—but
at the expense of others.

The extent—if at all—to which an advancing agricultural technology
will move Europe toward a higher degree of self-sufficiency in its food
requirements—to the disadvantage of imports—will depend upon the

rice and access policies that the European Community may adopt.
ft, is with respect to both these policies that negotiations under the
Trade Expansion Act can be of critical importance. At the same
time it is clear that the major producing and consuming nations
must face the hard necessity of achieving global solutions to the diffi-
cult problems that exist in certain agricultural sectors.

In insuring a bright future for our agricultural exports we shall need
all the bargaining counters we can mobilize—and the proposed Trade
Expansion Act was drawn with this fact firmly in mind.

VIII

1 have, up to this point, dealt largely with our vital trading interests
in Western Europe, but I have very much in mind the fact that our
direct trading interests as well as our security interests are global in
scope. We need to expand our exports to markets throughout the
free world. We have important trading partners in many areas. 1
need only mention that our trade with Canada alone is of the same
order of magnitude as our trade with the six member states of the
Common Market. Across the Pacific, Japan is a major market for
manufactured goods and the most important single customer any
where in the world for our agricultural exports. Last year we sold to
Japan nearly $700 million more in goods of every kind than we bou’%ht,
from Jn;‘)an——-to the great benefit of our balance of payments. The
Trade Expansion Act of 1962 will provide effective authority for
negotiations with these countries—as well as with the less developed
countries and the Common Market.
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There is one respect in which we feel that the bill as passed by the
House should be substantively amended. In its present form, section
231 would require the President to deny most-favored-nation treat-
ment to imports from Poland and Yugoslavia. Such treatment is
presently extended under the provisions of exsitin% law. We strongly
urge that the President continue to have the ability to grant most-
favored-nation treatment to those countries where he finds this would
be in the nationul interest.

The Congress dealt with substantially the same issue in recent weeks,

. when it provided for the inclusion of similar Presidential flexibility

i in the foreign uid bill. I need not repeat the reasons underlying that

i decision, since this committee is fully familiar with them.

Those reasons apply with equal force to H.R. 11970. They are
political in character. Although the dollar value of trade with Poland
and Yugoslavin is not large, the symbolic meaning of most-favored-
nation treatment is of msﬂ'or importance for both countries. To deny
them that treatment and subject their trade to the Smoot-Hawle
tariff, would mean the repudiation of an established policy—whic
we have followed in the case of Yugoslavia for 14 years,

About 70 percent of Yugoslavia's trade is with the West. Today
it is seriously worried about its ability to maintain those trade lines
with the free world, since it is not a member of the European Common

' Market although adjacent to it. For us to reverse our established

. policy would mean to tie both Yugoslavia and Poland more tightly

©  to Moscow at a time when there are clear signs that the new genera-
tions in those countries are becoming ever more Western-minded.

For these reasons 1 strongly recommend that this committee act
favorably on the administration’s proposed amendment to section 231,
which is designed to restore the Presidential flexibility that ex.sts in
the present law.

x

i Let me now return for a final moment to the m&sition I put to
;  vou at the beginning of these observations: that tge ade Expansion
Act should be viewed not merely as an instrument for expanding
free world commerce and thus benefiting our own economy, but as
a solemn political act taken in recognition of the undeniable fact of
the interdependence of the nations of the free world and of the need
for forging an effective Atlantic partnership if the free world is to
be strong and secure. )

With the progress of Europe toward unity we have for the first time

the possibility of a partnership that can become, over the years, a
common enterprise in which responsibility can be fully and freely
shared. With the prospects of a strong and united Europe we can,
i for the first time, see the possibility of a partnership of equals.
i Already we are making substantial progress within that partnership
i in tackling a broad spectrum of common problems: the coordination of
cconomic policies to avoid persistent imbalances, the perfection of
techniques for mecting our common responsibilities toward the less
developed areas of the world, agreement on common objectives of
1 cconomic growth. Through the Trade Expansion Act we should
move rapidly ahead in a further vital area—the expansion of trade not
only across the Atlantic but within the whole free world.

i
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And by moving toward this great objective on a basis of agreements
reached after patient bargaining we should establish a further strong
link among those nations on whom the security of the free world largely
depends.

Execurive OFrickE oF THE PREsIbENT,
Bu.ikeav oF THE Buroger,
Washington, D.C., August 1.}, 1962.

WritreN Sratemest ofF Davin E. BeL, Direcror oF e Burrau
oF THE Bubckr, Svssmirrep To THE CoMMITTEE ON Fixaxce, U.S,
-] v
SENATE, oN THE Trape ExpaxsioN Acr or 1962

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am happy to have
this opportunity to support H.R. 11970, the Trade Expansion Act of
1962, The bill would carry out one of the most important recom-
mendations made (o the (g'on«;ross by the President. Indeed, the
woposal is undoubtedly one of the most important to be considered

v the Congioess i rocent years.

Ropresonta ives of the other executive branch agencies have dis-
cussed in detail the benefits the bill will provide—how the new
n gotiating authority will enable us to obtain expanded foreign markets
for our goods and thus stimulate the economice growth of our Nation,
and how the bill ean foster the strength, unity, and prosperity of the
entire free world and thus help counter the drive of Communist nations
for worl1 domination. There is nothing I need add on these subjects,

Representatives of other agencies have also explained in detail the
safeguards which the bill provides for domestic producers before, dur-
ing, and after negotintions. These safeguards will assure that the
reat benefits we expect from the authority provided by the bill will
Ec obtained at the least possible cost. It must be recognized that the
bill will result in changed trading patterns; that is, in fact, its purpose.
Change in the economic field is essentinl if ovr country is to progress.
If, in our tradition of free enterprise, we had not been willing to try
new products and processes and open up new channels of trade, we
would not have achieved our tremendous economic growth. How-
ever, probably every change works to someone’s disndvantage. New

roducts replace old and somebody’s new customer is somebody else’s
ost customer. When change is the result of the workings of the
private sector of the economy, we usually expect people to adjust to it
themselves, with such help as may be available under such general
Government programs as unemployment compensation and aid to
small business. When the Government takes some action to change
international trading patterns for the benefit of all, the (Congress has
provided that the Government, as a matter of policy, should he willing
to help those who cannot themselves adjust to the change. At
present this help is provided through import restrictions imposed
under the escape clause. We are convinced that the assistance pro-
vided in this bill will be more selective and in the long run, more
effective. If, despite all prenegotiation safeguards and the spreading
of tariff reductions over several years, an entire industry is injured by
incrensed imports resulting from tariff concessions, provision is made
in the bill for an increase in the tariff rate to give it more time to
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adjust. However, it is expected that in the majority of cases where
industries, firms, or workers are hurt by increased import competition
and cannot by themselves adjust, the other adjustment assistance
provided by the bill would be more appropriate and of greater long-
range benefit. This assistance is specifically tailored to help them
marshal their own resources so they can continue to make a positive
contribution to ouvr national economy.

Since other agencies have explained the details and the justification
of the adjustment assistance program, I would like to discuss princi-
pully its cost and administration. These two aspects are really
mseparable—and I would like to emphasize this—lor the adminis-
trative arrangements have been designed to assure that the cost will
be kept to a minimum. A brief description of these arrangements
will show what T mean.

Let’s consider assistance to workers first. If it has been determined
that a group of workers have been adversely affected by increased
imports, the individual workers can apply directly to one of the
existing 1,800 State employment security offices. As is the case with
the unemployment insurance program, these offices will pay the
readjustment. and relocation allowances, using State employees and
generally applying State unemployment compensation law to deter-
mine when a person is considered availuble for work and under what
circumstances a person is disqualified from receiving benefits. 1f
retraining is found necessary, that will be provided through the
training program already authorized by the Manpower Development.
and Training Act. Thus, no new organization will be necessary to
administer the worker nssistance prograin.

For firms, a different procedure would be followed. 1f a firm has
been found hurt by imports, it can submit a proposal for adjustment
to the Secretary of Commerce. This proposal is, in effect, the com-
pany’s self-help plan for the future, showing how it intends to use
its own resources and what help is needed from the Government.

The Secretary will transmit an approved adjustinent proposal to
the agency or agencies which would be most nppropriate to provide
the technieal and financial assistance which the firm needs from the
Government as outlined in the proposal. A farmer might be referred
to the Department of Agriculture, and miners and fishermen to the
Department of the Interior. Many others would be referred to the
Small Business Administration and some perhaps to the Area Rede-
velopment Administration within the Department of Commerce. If
tax assistance is part of the approved adjustment proposal, it will, of
course, be referred to the Department of the Treasury. Agencies
to which a plan has been referred will examine the relevant parts and
determine what assistance the agency can furnish under its existing
authority and funds. Such assistance would then be made availnble
through already existing facilities.

Only in those relatively few cases where an agency is not prepared
to furnish the required assistance will the proposal be referred back
to the Secretary of Commerce. The loan and technical assistance
authority provided by the act will then be used. Even for such cases,
however, I would like to emphasize that the Secretary of Commerce
will not have to establish any substantial new facilities to provide
such assistance. While still retaining his responsibility for the pro-
gram as a whole, the Secretary of Commerce will make maximum use
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of the personnel, skills, and facilities which already exist in the various
Government agencies and which can contribute to the adjustment
program. ‘Thus, most loans and loan guarantees to firms will be
made, using funds appropriated to the Department of Commerce,
through the Small Business Administration, which has the appropriate
staff, experience, and field offices. Loans and loan guarantees in the
field of agriculture could be made by the Department of Agriculture;
loans and guarantees to fisheries could be made by the Department
of the Interior.

Technical assistunce to firms will be given by those agencies which
have relevant authority, staffs and experience, such as the Depart-
ments of the Interior, Agriculture, and Commerce itsell and the Small
Business Administration. The goal is to keep at a minimum the
addition of new organizations or staff to carry out the adjustment
assistance program. This is an area of great concern to the Budget
Bureau and one which will be closely scrutinized as the program goes
into effect.

We are confident that this extensive relinnce on existing programs
and organizations will keep the cost of the adjustment assistance
program to a minimum. At the same tiine, a unity of administration
will be achioved by the assignment of central respounsibilities to the
Department of Commerce.

r estimates of expenditure for the adjustment assistance pro-
grams necessarily are tentative, depending upon many variables. If
there is rapid economic growth in the United States and strong demand
for labor and goods, the adjustment problems will be minimal, and
expenditures for adjustment assistance low. The reaction of industry
to increased imports will also determine how much the Government
has to spend. In arriving at our estimates, we have drawn upon the
trade adjustment experience of the European Common Market and
our own experience over the past 15 years in escape clause proceedings.
Each of these sources confirms a judgment that trade adjustment
will principally take place through the normal efforts of industry to
meet competition from whatever source, and that special assistance
will be necessary only in a limited number of special circumstances.

An important aspect of the estimates is the timing of trade agree-

ment negotiations. The Trade Expansion Act makes firms and work-
ers eligible for assistance if they are experiencing injury as a result of
a tariff reduction or continuance negotiated in the past. Thus, a
small number of firms and workers who have not managed success-
ful adjustments to past tariff actions may be expected to apply for
adjustment assistance immediately. It is unlikely that negotia-
tion of an agreement could be completed under the new authority
-provided in the Trade Expansion Act before the last half of 1964,
and tariff reductions under the agreement must be phased over several
years. Therefore, the principal need for adjustment assistance as a
result of reduced trade barriers with the Common Market and other
nations is not anticipated before 1966 and 1967.

The number of firms requiring adjustment assistance, even in this
future period, is not expected to be large. Some will be able to secure
such assistance as may be necessary to meet adjustment problems,
without using the procedure set up in the Trade Expansion Act,
by dealing directly with the Small Business Administration, the
Area Redevelopment Administration, the Farmers Home Adminis-
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tration, or other agencies. Others will have their adjustment pro-
posals referred by the Secretury of Commerce to other agencies
and receive loans or other assistance, as a result of this roforr‘:ﬁ, from
another agency under its regular authority and appropriation. ~ Only
a few will require assistance under the authority provided in the bil?.

For planning purposes, we are estimating that assistunce to those
firms which apply under this act will total from $5 to $10 million in
the first year and will not exceed $120 million in total for the first 5
years. However, much of this assistance will not be given under the
new authority provided in the Trade Expansion Act, but will be pro-
vided by the various agencies under their existing authority when
firms are referred to them by the Secretary of Commerce.  Therefore,
total appropriations under this act will be much less than the figures
for total assistance to firms which 1 have given you.

We also do not believe the number of workers receiving adjustment
assistance will be large. Many of those who do lose jobs because of
increased imports will be successful in finding new employmont almost
immediately. Our existing programs to help unemployed workers
will absorb much of the cost of helping the readjustment of those who
do not immediately find work. In our budget planning, we have
estimated that the added expenditures resulting from the adjustment
assistance to workers provided in this bill will be from $2 to $3 million
in the first year and under $45 million in total for the first 5 years.

In closing, I would like to point out that we regard these Govern-
ment expenditures for adjustment assistance as a highly efficient
technique for minimizing the costs to the economy as a whole of
adjusting to new patterns in our foreign trade. And when compared
to thé advantages which will flow to our Nation as a whole from the
increased trade which reduced tariffs will make possible, they can be
considered small indeed.

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE,
Washington, July 18, 1162.
Hon. Harry Froop Byrbp,
Chairman, Committee on Finance,
U.S. Senate.

Dear MR. CramrmaN: Reference is made to your request for the
views of the Department of Defense with respect to H.R. 11970, the
proposed Trade Expansion Act of 1962.

The Department of Defense strongly supports this measure pri-
marily because it would strengthen our own defenses by improving
our world trade position. I regard this effect of the act as at least as
important as its consequences for the economy of our European ullies,
enabling them to take a larger share of the burden of free world
defense programs,

For some time I have been deeply concerned about the effect of our
balance-of-payments deficit on our ability to maintain oversea troop
deployments. As you know, we have, at the President’s instance, just
announced a goal of reducing the balance-of-pnyments impact of
defense expenditures by $1 billion in the current fiscal vear. The
Trade Expansion Act should go far toward improving our balance of
trade in order to offset the remaining balance-of-payments deficit
from our defense activities.
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We have been advised by the Bureau of the Budget that there is
no objection to the submission of this report to the committee and that
enactment of H.R. 11970 would be in accord with the program of the
President.

Sincerely,
RoBERT S. McNAMARA.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
Washington, D.C., August 1, 1962.
Hon. Harry F. Byrp,
Chairman, Committee on Finance,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEar SExator Byrp: Your committee is holding hearings on the
administration’s Trade Expansion Act of 1962, bill H.R. 11970. We
do not plan to send witnesses to testify on the hill, but we are enclosing
a statement which reflects the views of the Department.

We appreciate the opportunity to submit recommendations on the
bill and request that the statement be included in the record.

Sincerely yours,
Srewarr L. UbaLt,
Secrctary of the Interior.

STATEMENT OF STEWART L. UDALL, SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR,
With Resepecr To H.R. 11970

Six months ago President Kennedy presented his new foreign trade
program to the Congress.

Since then we have witnesses a historic debate.

Few issues have been more thoroughly explored than the Trade
Expansion Act of 1962. The act, as embraced in H.R. 11970, is the
product of bipartisan effort. The vote in the House of Representa-
tives clearly shows that the overwhelming majority of Americans favor
this bold, clear-cut action for expanding and profitable world trade.

It seems to me, therefore, that but a few brief comments directed to
my Department’s interests can best advance the work of this
committee.

Our Nation is richly endowed with natural resources. But we are
far from self-sufficient in this category. In the past 30 years our
country consumed more of such raw materials than were used by all
the peoples of the world in all of previous history. Twice in those
30 years we doubled the rate of our mineral production. The bill now
before you orients us to an international trade arrangement which will
continue the overall growth of our economy and thereby provide a
climate conducive to continued growth of our mineral production. It
would do this while insuring to domestic industries the full spectrum
of raw materials essential for the manufacture of products that can
be sold competitively throughout the world.

For those who are concerned about our petroleum resources, I
would point out that section 232 of the bill before you carries over in-
tact the substance of the national security provision of existing legis-
lation. Significant progress is being made in the administration’s
study of the petroleum situation. When the results of that study be-
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come available, it will be imperative that the avenues for appropriate
Presidential action not be unduly restricted. I am convinced that the
desired degree of protection is to be found in the national security pro-
vision now embraced in the bill.

Enactment of this legislation could have no more than a minor
influence on the competitive situation faced by the domestic mining
industries since mineral tariffs are already at low levels.

Our Nation is a major exporter, as well as an importer, of raw mate-
rials. Ten percent o} the 1960 output of American mines, quarries,
and oil wells was exported. These direct exports, plus our indirect
mineral exports—the consumption of fossil fuels in the manufacturing
and transport ot export items, and consumption of minerals in the
export goods themselves—in 1960 amounted to nearly $2 billion of
mine value and 90,000 jobs at the mine.

It is clear that the well-being of American extractive industries de-
pends upon the vigor of our Nation’s total economy. The bill will
greatly enhance this national economic vigor. Directly, through ex-
panded exports, and indirectly, through expanded industrial activity
in generel, this bill will lead to » beneficial increased consumption of
the mineral commodities of the United States.

Duties on fish and fishery products have also undergone substantial
reduction under the reciprocal trade agreements programs. In at
least three important areas there has never been a duty on imports.
Congress itself provided in the Tariff Act of 1930 for dutyv-free entry
of imports of shrimp end of fresh and frozen tuna. In 1961 such im-
ports of st:rimp end tuna amounted to £lmost a tlird by velue of our
total imports of edible fishery produets.

I am under no illusion thet this bill will directly result in prosperity
for all segments of all domestic industries. Indeed some of our do-
mestic industries have already been adversely effected by imports.
The procedures we have been following under existing tariff legislation
have been useful but not adequate.

The proposed Trade Expansion Act comes to grips with these
problems. It embarks us upon a generel shering of the burden of
firms, farmers, and workers wl o suffer demege from inereescd foreign
import competition brought about by tariff reductions negotiated in
the national interest. 1t authorizes assistence to even one company
operating & mine or & fishing vessel suffering from import competition.
Where the injury is widespread, many resources of the Government.
can be celled upon, including the temporary use of increased import
restrictions,

I unequivocally suprort the Trade Expension Act of 1962. Tt rep-

“resents the new American trade initiative vitally necded in this

swiftly changing world. The four separate forms of tariff negotiating
authority sought in the bill will cope with the problems we face in
world trade. Ample safeguards for the American economy are
retained.

If we are to maintain our growth and leadership at home and
abroad, we must embark on this new and improved course toward
expanding and increasingly profitable world trade with all possible
dispatch.
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THE SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY,
Washington, August 15, 1962.
Hon. Harry F. Byro,
Chairman, Committee on Finance,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEear Mg. Crairman: Thank you for your letter of July 2, 1962,
requesting a report on H.R. 11970, the Trade Expansion Act of 1962.
The Treasury Department strongly favors this proposed legislation
and urges its enactment.

I believe it to be vital for the President to have the authority which
would be granted by this legislation. It would permit us to adjust
our trade policies so as to give maximum support to the political,
military, and economic aims of the United States. Expansion of our
trade is so important to our balance of payments and also in meeting
the need for more rapid economic growth.

I enclose 8 memorandum which more fully sets forth the reasons
for our support of H.R. 11970. I urge prompt and favorable con-
sideration of the proposed legislation.

Sincerely yours,
DoverLas DiLLon.

MEMORANDUM FOR SENATE FINaNcE CoMMITTEE ON PROPOSED TRADE
ExraxsioN Acr or 1962 (H.R. 11970) ny THE TREASURY DEPART-
MENT

The Treasury Department recommends approval of H.R. 11970,
the Trade Expansion Act of 1962. It would provide authority which
would enable the President to adjust our trade policies so that they
can give maximum support to the political, military, and economic
aims of the United States. It would contribute greatly to the accom-
plishment of our national financial objectives, especially to the solution
of our balance-of-payments problem.

Although the United States has a large surplus of exports of goods
and services over imports, that surplus is not large enough to meet
our other payments. The commercial export surplus of goods and
services (excluding exports financed with l?.S. aid) was at an annual
rate of $4.6 billiorr in the first quarter of 1962 and was $5.1 billion in
1961 and $4.4 billion in 1960. Commercial surpluses of this magnitude,
however, have not been large enough to finance all of the foreign
undertakings, public and private, of the United States. The largest
items for which provision had to be made in 1961 were: almost $3
billion to support U.S. military forces abroad, $2.5 billion for private
long-term foreign investment, and $1.3 billion of economic aid, not -
provided in the form of U.S. goods and services.

It has proved possible, however, by vigorous attention to the prob-
lem, to arrange substantial offsetting transactions. Military cash
receipts amounted to $400 million in 1961 and to more than $200
million in the first quarter of 1962. Intensive administration efforts
are expected to result in further substantial reductions in net dollar
outlay for military expenditures abroad and economic assistance.
Almost $700 million was received in the form of special debt prepay-
ments to the United States in 1961 and substantial further prepay-
ments are being received in 1962. The basic deficit of the United
States, which includes all international transactions except the un-
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recorded items and movements of U.S. private short-term capital,
wasga;())proximately $400 million in 1961 as compared with $1.9 billion
in 1960.

Unrecorded transactions, and various types of short-term capital
movements, involved additional outflows of $2 billion in 1961. The
overall deficit in the U.S. balance of payments was a little less than
$2.5 billion, compared with $3.9 billion in 1960. Unrecorded and
short-term capital transactions appear to have been more favorable
during the first half of 1962. Looking at the data now available, the
overall deficit in the first half seems to have been at an annual rate
somewhere between $1 and $1.5 billion.

As the domestic economy grows, American demand for imports will

become greater. Despite our best efforts, outlays abroad for the
national defense, aid and investment will continue to be large. If
these payments are to be met, the United States must export more.
The necessary cxpansion of exports can occur only if, through nego-
tiations, the doors to major foreign markets—and especially the new
and expanding Common Market of Western Europe—are opened
wider for U.S. products.
} The six countries which formed the European Economic Community
have now established their common external tariff, and are expected
to bring it into full effect when their “transitional period” is over, at
the latest by the end of 1969. Also, they are rapidly reducing the
i tariffs which apply to their trade with one another and are committed
{ to eliminate them altogether by the end of 1969. Their common
i agricultural policy, and the terms of continued association with
newly independent countries which were formerly European colonies,
{ are rapidly taking shape. The United Kingdom is expected to join
{ the European Economic Community, and others may well folfow.
The resulting expanded Common Market will constitute a giant new
cconomic unit within the free world. If U.S. exports are to be ex-
panded to the necessary extent, liberal access to the Common Market
18 absolutely essential.

Efforts to achieve balance in the international payments of the
United States must not be viewed as a battle in which we can win a
1 decisive victory and then relax. This is a campaign which must be
{ waged successfully year after year. To insure favorable conditions
1 for that continuing campaign, we must show, by determined action
i now, the direction American trade policy is going to take. Then
{ foreign governments will know that the United States is resolved to
obtain liberalized access to foreign markets for its products and is
prepared to bargain realistically for such access. Moreover, investors
{ can then begin without delay to base their forward planning on the
4 premise that it will be economically feasible to supply European
markets with products fromn American factories and farms.

Trade negotiating authority like that which has recently expired
would be completely inadequate for the solution of the problems we
face, for several reasons. First, if our negotiating authority continues
to be subject to unduly narrow and unrealistic procedures for itemn-
by-item determination of possible injury, the hasic intention to create
authority for broad negotiations covering a wide range of commodities
would be frustrated. The Common L%arket. countries, which have
found across-the-board techniques the only practicable method for
their own tariff negotiations, cannot be expected to take much interest
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in further item-by-item bargaining on narrowly selective lists of
commoditices.

Second, if American produets are to be competitive with Kuropean
products, all of which are to gain the right to move, free of duty,
across European borders, substantial tariff action is needed. If re-
ductions eannot exceed the 20-pereent authority under which nego-
tintions have taken place in the past, at best only marginal changes
in our trading prospeets could be achieved.

Third. tenff reduction by broad cetegories offers the best way of
assuring reciprocity—of obtaining from the Common Market full
value in terifl cuts for U.S. reductions.

If broad and substantial mutual ter:ff reductions by the Common
Market and the United States are effected end if American producers,
through appropriate tox and other measures, xre put on a comperable
footing with their European competitors, the resulting expension of
two-way trede cen be expected to increase significantly the commer-
cial trade surplus of the United States—with corresponding bendfit to
the balance-of-payments rosition.

Commercial morchandise exports of the United Stetes heve been
$17.7 billion, and imports have svereged about $14.6 b'llion in ench
of the lest 2 vears, giving on ennual merchandise trade surplus of
about $3 billion for these vears,

Exports in 1961 to the Common Market were about $3.5 hillion
and imports $2.2 billion, giving a surplus of $1.3 billion. .\ mojor
part of the surrlus resulted from the movement of ngricvltural goods,
which Europe does not export in significant amouvnts,  Even for non-
ngricultural goods, Lowever, our exports in 1961 to the Common
Merket countries were velued ot $2.4 billion, and our imports at $2
billion, giving us # surplus of $400 million.

The trade surplus gives the United Stotes a favorable basis for
improvement of its balance of payments through reciprocal reduction
of tariffs. The scope for improvement is greetest in trode with
European countries, whieh have surpluses, evising from transactions
other than trade, which they could use reedily to finance larger TLS.
merchandise trade surpluses.

If tariffs on our exports and imports are reduced to a comparable
extent, the natural assumption would be that exports and imports
would rise by the same percentage. As a result, tEe American trade
surplus would become larger.

‘Conditions now evident, and likely to persist for a number of
years, make it more likely, however, that American exports to Western
Europe would rise by a greater percentage than the exports of Western
European countries to the United States. European labor resources
and productive capacity are being strained to support present rates of

roduction. The rapid rise of real incomes and the high rate of capital

ormation prevailing in the European economy may be expected to
exert strong pressure toward absorption of increases in output in
domestic markets. In addition, European demand may be particu-
larly strong and persistent for products which the United States
already has the plant capacity and the labor force to supply in quan-
tity. ‘This is particularly true of (1) machinery associated with the
advanced laborsaving methods already well established in the United
States, (2) equipment resulting from our intensive research and
development programs, and (3) consumer goods which have not been
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available in Europe, but are coming into use as incomes of ever larger
groups rise toward the American level.

The trade expansion bill is also important in meeting the need for
more rapid economic growth. Our principal domestic economic
problem is how to stimulate increasing production and jobs. A
million and a half new jobs must be created every year during the

resent decade to provide for the expected increase in our labor Force.

n addition, more than a million jobs are needed if unemployment is
to be reduced from its gresent unacceptable level of more than 5%
percent, to a more tolerable level of 4 percent. Finally, there must be
employment opportunities for the millions of workers whose present
jobs will be afiected by advancing technology in the years ahead.

The proposed trade program is designed to be a key portion of our
whole effort to meet the need, both for more employment, and for
better employment of all our resources. With new trade legislation
we may look forward to substantial increases in a wide range of
American exports. These will be in lines of production in which we
have now, or in which we can achieve, our greatest competitive
strength. These will be branches of industry and of agriculture in
which our advanced technology and high skills find their greatest role.

Increases of imports, as well as o% exports, will result from the
reciprocal reduction of tariffs. In a resilient, expanding economy
there will be a minimum of damage from those increased imports.
The reduction in tariffs and any resulting increase in imports will be
gradual over a period of years. Most of the adjustment to import
competition will take place, unnoticed, as part of the dynamic read-
justment of our economy which gocs on constantly. If the American
abor and capital which may have been gradually displaced by imports
could be identified, they would not be found idle, but rather, busily
engaged in new enterprises, using new methods, furnishing new
services, or producing new products, many of them for export markets.

The Treasury Department has particular responsibility for several
phases of the administration’s general program to stimulate faster
application of technical achievements, and to strengthen emphasis
upon facing the challenges, and winning the rewards, of more rapid
cconomic growth. While helping to achieve the goals we have set
for our domestic economy, these measures will strengthen our ability
to meet international competition.

One measure, designed by the Treasury Department to encourage
business generally, and to assist it in modernization of machinery and
equipment, is the investment credit propossl which the Finance
Committee has considered. A second measure is the Treasury
Department’s recent publication of new guidelines for depreciation in
all industries. Substantial reductions in the suggested useful lives of
equipment were made, effective immediately.

Revision of depreciation schedules and the investment credit can
powerfully assist American manufacturers to modernize and to sell
at competitive prices at home and abroad. These tax reforms should
be especially valuable to U.S. producers who are, for competitive
reasons, forced to speed their replacement of existing equipment with
more cfficient machinery.

A third tax measure is now proposed. It appears as section 317
of the trade expansion bill. Firms found to be eligible for adjustment
assistance as a consequence of increased imports could be given tax
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relief in the form of a 5-year carrvback of net operating losses, as
contrasted with the usual 3-vear carrvback. The additional carry-
back provided by the adjustment assistance provisions of the bill
would permit a firm suffering a net operating loss resulting from import.
competition to receive a refund of taxes paid in previous vears. The
firm, in accordance with its readjustment plan, would be able to use
such tax refunds to finance new investments designed to restore
profitable operation.

The impact of imports will be gradual enough to allow almost all
of the readjustment to be accomplished through rormal retirements of
workers, through normal writeoffs and abandonment of obsolute pro-
duction equipment, and the like, just as is the case in response to
domestic competition. The adjustment assistance rovisions, plus
the escape clause, which will be retained, are intended to take care of
the cases of hardship that are likely to arise.

The annual expenditure for adjustment. assistance to firms would,
of course, be very limited in the period before new tariff reductions
have been made. Outlays are not expected to exceed $25 million,
however, even in the fifth year, by which time the program will be in
full operation. As the program is continued over a period of years,
any outlays for loans to firms would be offset to an increasing extent.
by repayments on prior loans. The additional expenditures arising
from benefits to workers under the bill are not expected to exceed $20
million annual after 5 years.

If the United States does not press for wider trading opportunities,
what dovelopments should be expected? Perhaps our principal trad-
ing partners would not, in general, resort to increased tariffs against us,
or any other deliberate action to curtail our trade opportunities.
But, if internal tariffs in the Common Market disappear, and if we
have not been able to bargain down the outside tariff wall of the Com-
mon Market, it may well prove impossible for the United States to
avoid serious shrinkage of our trade surpluses from levels which are
already proving inadequate.

H.R. 11970 has been carefully developed to meet the need for more
far-reaching trade negotiations, consistent with our goals for the
economy of the United States. The trade adjustment program for
which this legislation would provide appears limmciully sound, and
can be expected to furnish, at reasonable cost, justified assistance to
firms and their emt?loyees encountering unusual difficulty in adjustin
to changes in tariff rates. Trade legislation of this scope is essentia
for the achievement and maintenance of a reliable balance between
:hilgafgreign payments and receipts of the United States in the years

WRITTEN STATEMENT OF JoBN E. HoRNE, ADMINISTRATOR, SMALL
BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION, To COMMITTEE ON Finance, US.
SENATE, ox H.R. 11970

Iam ?leased to have this oxportunity to urge the adoption of H.R.
11970, the Trade Expansion Act of 1962.

The aim of the small business concern, like that of firms of all sizes,
is for an economic climate conducive to prosperity and growth, an
opportunity to sell in as large a market as possible on terms no less
favorable than those available to competitors. A national trade
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policy which achieves such a goal will serve the needs of small as well
us large businesses.

SMALL BUSINESS AND EXPORT TRADE

' Our foreign trade is an important aspect of the prosperity we
: enjoy within our own borders. A substantial number of small firms
share in the jobs and income deriving directly or indireetly from this

trade.
In 1961, exports alone amounted to over $20 billion. An estimated
: 3.1 million jobs are attributable to this export business.

It is characteristic of our economy that domestic small business
owners, whose fortunes are inscparable from those of the whole
i economy, share in our general prosperity. Small business infuses
and contributes to every part of the domestic economy. As various
world events affect our national cconomy, those effects are trans-
mitted to small firms as well as to large. 1t might be said that, as
the whole economy goes, so goes small business.

To achieve the growth necessary to support our future population
at living standards at least equal to those of the present, it seems
incontrovertible that each sector of the economy must expand. And,
since international trade forms one of the significant outlets for the
: sale of American production, the proportionate scale of that contribu-

tion must oxpnmr. The Trade Expansion Act provides the kind of
economic engineering which is basic to our future growth.

If we elect to stay behind tariff walls which will call forth similar
restrictions abroad barring our exports, we may well be erecting
barriers to economic growth at home. To meet increases in popula-
tion and, therefore, in rjobs and business opportunities, we must
progress to new levels of economic activity. If we do not, we shall
see the results in unemployment and business failures.

If the rate of growth in the gross national product (GNP) in the
next decade is small, the opportunities for finding employment or
entering business will be curtailed. If, on the other hana, the rate
of growth is adequate, siall business will prosper. In my judgment,
Hg{ 11970 is a means of fostering this essential growth.

The dynamics of our GNP is a basic consideration in terms of which
we must judge everything we do about the economy. Our economic
growth in the 1950’s averaged 2.4 percent, which was not enough to
induce optimum utilization ¢‘ our resources—human, financial, and
material. The rate of increase in the next 10 years should exceed 3
; percent per year if we are to absorb most of our growing labor force,
; if we are to provide sufficient opportunities for those in business and
~ those seeking to enter business. If we are to provide full employment,
g our growth should be at least 4 percent per year in GNP. And, as the
. President noted in his Economic Report:

Increasing our growth rate to 4% percent per year lies within the range of our
capabilitivs?luringg't’ge 1960's. # pe pery 8

If we are to attain this growth rate, it is important that exports
continue to contribute at least their present proportion of the total
demand for goods and services which makes possible any given level of
production. Export sales by 1975, for example, must progress from
the present level of $20 billion to the level of $30 billion. “Assuming
no basic departure in the form of our economy, it is difficult to see any
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other structural changes between now and then which could provide
$30 billion of demand for domestically produced goods.

To achieve the desired growth we need a trade policy commensurate
to the economic dimensions of the 1960’s and 1970’s. It is in terms of
this growth potential, and in terms of the tools needed to fulfill that
potential, that the proposed Trade Expansion Act holds so much hope.

The committee has received testimony from those who have daily
contact with the development of the European Common Market,
with the challenge which that development holds out for us; the grow-
ing economic power of the Soviet ﬁloc; and the flow of American
investment capital into the countries of the European Economic
Community.

I should simply like to point out one aspect of these matters which
has a critical impact upon small business. A flow of capital to Europe
creates far more jobs and business opportunities in Europe than here.
The new inner market has the potentinl of a powerful economic
magnet. It will attract both American dollars and products. If we
are to create jobs and business opportunities at home, then we must
arrange for our products to gain access abroad; otherwise, only our
dollars will. Small firms are suppliers of components and services
to large firms. If those large firms locate abroad, it is clear that there
results a deterioration in the opportunities and prospects for small
business at home.

These matters are peculiarly pertinent to small business and to the
work of the Small Business Administration. The services we provide,
the lonns we make, are to aid small firms to compete more effectively.
But there is an obvious limit to what we can do; or what any Federal
agency can do; or, indeed, what the small business community itself
can do, if there are barriers bevond which all efforts will be unavailing.
High foreign tariffs and other restrictions, resulting in the limitation
of market opportunities, constitute such barriers. Under such cir-
cumstances, the most that any small businessman can do, with or
without Federal assistance, is to attempt to increase his share of a
market the size of which is finite. In speaking of foreign trade oppor-
tunities, therefore, we are talking about the size of the apparatus of
competition itself.

From the point-of view of the Small Business Administration, a
national inability to exploit foreign trade opportunities may well be
reflected in our own inability to assist existing small businesses to
produce and sell at levels of full capacity or to expand to higher levels
of capacity. Similarly, we will be severely hampered in our efforts
to assist the man who wishes to go into business, because he will be
trying to enter a room which will become increasingly crowded and
from which there is no exit save that of business failure.

SBA is endeavoring to keep abreast of foreign trade developments.
Within the framework of our existing national trade policy, the Small
Business Administration has developed a working arrangement with
the Department of Commerce in order to maximize the efforts of both
%gencies in foreign trade. We have established the nucleus of a

oreign Trade Division, and have also undertaken research on small
business opportunities in foreign trade. The objective is to stimulate
interest in export trade; to develop means for teaching small business-
men the intricacies of that trade; and to develop information sources
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: and channels which will make it eusier for them not only to find ex-
; port markets but also to facilitate their entry into such murkets.

{  But we at the Small Business Administration are keenly aware that
; if foreign tariff walls are erected, or if there is n marked disparity
between the conditions imposed upon those who produce within and
without those walls, then there is little that we can do to help the small
businessman. A large firm possessed of great resources and large
production may penetrate foreign tariff barriers, even in some cases
at a loss. Generally, a small firm cannot do so, or finds it extremely
difficult at best. I{e can compete only when he can sell a quality
product at competitive prices directly to foreign markets and the
i availability of those markets depends upon our trade policies. This
; simple fact is ut the heart of the smull business community’s interest
1 in tﬁe Trade Expansion Act of 1962.

SMALL BUSINESS AND IMPORT COMPETITION

, Traditionally, the fear of adverse effects arvising from increased
1 imports has been the ostensible motivation of these who have opposed
1 a liberal trade pelicy. I am aware of the arguments that small
business is being offered up as a sacrifice to free trade; that small
business is notoriously inefficient and will thevefore be destroyed by
foreign competition; that the small businessman is set in his ways and
will be unabl» to a tapt hims:If to a chaneing trade pattern: that any
form of adjustment assistance to affected firms constitutes a Federal
subsidy.

These arguments, of course, should be carcfully evaluated. 1
believe, though, that they have been exaggerated.

These contentions are neither fresh nor novel. They recall fears
expressed as to the decline of American industry at the time of the
3 adoption in 1934 of the Trade Agreements Act advocated by the late
Secretary of State, Cordell Hull.

The intervening years have shown that the fears voiced at the time
were groundless. A leading national mugazine in 1933 reported that
$5 billion would be lost and over 270,000 workers discharged of the
Trade Agreements Act were adopted. Early this year, the same
magazine endorsed the legislation now being considered.

The dire consequences envisioned in 1933 have simply not ma-
terialized. The value of GNP in current dollars has expanded tenfold ;
4 cven in terms of constant ccllars it has more than tripled. At the
g same time the per capital value of GNP in constant dollars has
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increased by more than 100 pereent. In 1935, we exported $2.4
billior of merchandise ard imported the same amount; in 1961 we
exported $20 billion, exclusive of military, and imported $15 billion.
Here, certainly, is an expression of growth in realized income employ -
ment, and business opportunity.

The gloomy predictions of today are, in my opinion, no more valid
than those of a ¢ meration azo.

There are, for example, those who argue that tariff reductions made
possible under this legislation will result in abrupt dislocation of
American firms and workers. This cannot be so under this legislation.
A number of safeguards written into the legislation insures that no
action taken under its authority can be cither unexpected or pre-
cipitous. Further, to avoid the sudden impact of a surge of imported
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products into our economy as & result of substantial tariff reductions,
the bill requires that the reductions generally will be put into effect
in stages over a period of 5 years or more. This provision is designed
to give firms and workers time and opportunity to adjust to the
possible effects of such reductions.

The Secretary of Commerce has stated that 60 percent of our
imports are noncompetitive; so we are simply talking about the
remaining 40 percent. Even with respect to those imports which
are competitive, this group covers a wide range of prod‘l)x(:?.ts with a
correspondingly wide variation in the degree of competition we can

expect.

x?t is very difficult to be specific about the expected impact of import
competition on any single industry or on any particular finn and,
therefore, on small business in general. But, even in those situations
in which incrensed imports will require firms to make adjustments,
the cause for alarm has been, in my opinion, greatly overstated.
Obviously, some firms will be adversely affected. gut. there are those
who argue that tariff reductions will render American industry, and
particularly small firms, powerless to cope with problems arising from
the introduction of competitive imports. Experience is generally to
the contrary. With or without imports, the American economy is
one of transition. Our economy has always been marked by constant
changes in technology, marketing, and even managerial techniques.
Its success has been, to a large degree, a reflection of its flexibility.

For example, with the advent of the automobile, there were whole
geries of businesses which became obsolete and were displaced.
Manufacturers of harnesses, buggies, whips and other such products.
In recent years the transition from aircraft to missile manufacturing
has led to the disappearance of many small foundries, machine shops,
and other product makers tributary to the aircraft complex. But,
to compensate for these apparent losses, whole new industrial com-

lexes have started since World War II and are making larger and
m%er contributions to the gross national product.

hus, industries and businesses become obsolete, go out of exist-
ence, simply as a result of change. New products, new processes,
new techniques, new technology, research, and development—all of
these bring about the decline of employment in some areas and
industries, and growth in others.

If H.R. 11970 is enacted, there will be products imported which
may present severe competition to some American producers. At
the same time other industries will receive immediate stimulation
because of oversea sales, which will be reflected in expanded business
opportunities and employment.

ven in the case of domestic firms having to face competition from
imports, it will not be simply a case of such firms folding up under
price competition from foreign products. Much depends upon the
management of the firm involved. Many American firms have
already learned to meet foreign competition head on, and to beat it
through increased efficiency, better application of management and
labor skills, and more aggressive marketing. Our system of free
enterprise has become strong because it has been characterized by
tough competition. Foreign competition is not a different kind of
competition, it is simply more of the same,
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! Small Business Administration is in business to help the small firm
i improve its competitive capabilities. We know that small firms,
possibly because of their very size, possess a resiliency and flexibility
that many a large firm does not.
There 18 no reason to believe that foreign competition will impair
the inventiveness, adaptability, ability to specialize, or the type of
ersonal service in which small business excels. There are many
ﬁandicaps the small businessman faces, but I feel confident that his
1 ability, supplemented when necessary by Government programs at
i  the State and Federal levels, will assure his continued role as a major
1 factor in our economy.

SMALL BUSINESS AND ADJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE

I would like to emphasize some points about the assistance provi-
sions which are of particular relevance to small business, and briefly
advert to SBA’s role under the assistance program.

It is generally assumed that small business firms will constitute the
majority of those applying for adjustment assistance. Since most
1 small firms are not multiproduct producers, it should be much easier
i for them to show the degree of actual or threatened loss from foreign
1 competition necessary to meet the criteria of the bill. Hence, such
firms would be able to (ﬁunlif‘v for assistance more easily. The assist-
ance features of the bill are a very significant development, since
previously the only recourse of small firms injured by import competi-
tion was to apply for relief through tariff increases. For most small
firms, the time and expense involved in such a procedure rendered it
of little practical value.

The Small Business Administration will play a prominent role not
only in administering such programs under the bill, but from the very
outset in consultation with the Department of Commerce and other
agencies constituting the Adjustment Assistance Advisory Board in
determining whether such assistance is feasible under the firm’s pro-
posal for its economic readjustment. SBA is well qualified to under-
take many of these technical and financial assistance functions since
it already renders virtually identical assistance under the authority
of the Small Business Act.

Under the provisions of this act, no financial assistance can be
extended unless it is shown that such financing is not available from
private sources. Small businesses, which even in the best of times have
more difficulty in obtainin ade(iuate financing than their larger com-
petitors, are less likely to be excluded by such a provision. r.is under
our current SBA programs, bank participation in loans will be en-
couraged and no loan or guarantee will be made unless there is a rea-
sonable assurance of repayment.

It is important to note that the assistance program will not be a
Government subsidy or handout. Firms able to pay for or defray
the cost of technical assistance will be required to do so to the extent
of their financial ability. It is equally important that under the bill,
assistance will be provided to firms injured bi' imports to the maxi-
mum extent possible through the utilization of the authority, p« rsonnel,
and facilities of existing agencies. This will serve to cut down
administrative costs.
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If, and to the extent that, existing agencies are unable to furnish
such assistance, the residual authority of the Secretary of Commerce
will be utilized.

On the one hand the safeguards which are written into the legisla-
tion are carefully designed to prevent the program from degenerating
into an automatic disbursement of Government funds to any firm
which alleges that it has been injured. On the other hand, the pro-
gram is not so hedged with qualifications and restrictions as to make
any assistance illusory. While there is much to be worked out, and
there will undoubtedly be many problems which must be subjected
to the tests of time, I believe that the program will be what it was
designed to be: an effective method of enabling firms to adjust to the
changing patterns of international trade.

CONCLUSION

The purposes that would be served by the Trade Expansion Act of
1962 are in complete accord with the congressional objectives expressed
in the Small Busniess Act. Both are designed to improve the condi-
tions of competition. Section 2 of the Small Business Act states—
that the essence of the American economic system of private enterprise is free
competition. Only through full and free competition can free markets, free entry
into business and opportunities for the expression of growth of personal initiative
and individual judgement be assured. The preservation and expansion of such
competition is basic not only to the economic well-being, but to the security of
this Nation.

Just as the aims of the two pieces of legislation are thoroughly
consistent, so too are the benefits to be gained from an implementation
of the economic assumptions which underlie both.

The American businessman—
as the President has stated—

once the authority granted by this bill is excereised, will have a unique opportunity
to compete on a more equal basis in a rich and rapidly expanding market
abroad * * %,

U.S. TArIFr CoMMISSION,
Washington, August 10, 1962.

MEeMmoranpuM oN H.R. 11970, 87tH ConGRrEss, AN AcT To PromotE
THE GENERAL WELFARE, FOREIGN PoLiCcY, AND SECURITY OF THE
Unitep STaTES THROUGH INTERNATIONAL TRADE AGREEMENTS
AND THROUGH ADJUSTMENT AsSISTANCE TO DoMmEsTiC INDUSTRY,
AGRICULTURE, AND LLABOK, AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES

INTRODUCTION

H.R. 11970, as passed by the House of Representatives on June 28,
1962, is I sislation for the continuance of the trade agreements pro-
gram initiated in 1934 under the Trade Agreements Act of June 12,
1934. The original act limited to 3 years the authority of the President
to enter into trade agreements with foreign countries for the mutual
redaction of trade barriers. Further extensions of this authority for
varying periods ranging from 1 to 4 years were enacted on 11 occa-
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sions. The latest of these extensions of authority, under Public Law
§ 85-686, expired at the close of June 30, 1962.  H.R. 11970 would
3 authorize ‘tﬁle President to continue the trade agreements program
3 for the reduction of trade barriers by countries of the free world, with
special emphasis on securing the lowering of the common external
; tariff of the European Economic Community (Common Market).

The authority of tge President to enter into trade agreements under
the new legislation would expire at the close of June 30, 1967.

Existing trade agreements legislation consists essentially of two
statutes: the Trade Agreements i‘gt of June 12, 1934, as amended, and
the Trade Agreements Extension Act of 1951, as amended. The
former deals with the authority of the President to enter into trade
agreements and to modify U.S. import restrictions to carry out such
agreements; the latter has to do primarily with the “safeguarding”

rovisions, viz, the “peril point” and “escape clause” provisions.
E.R. 11970 combine~ in one act both trade-aﬁreement-making author-
ity and safeguardinF provisions, and if enacted would largely supersede
the two statutes referred to.

In the discussion of the bill which follows, emphasis will be placed on
the functions and duties which the bill would impose on the Tariff
Commission, which are many.

R I WC N
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TITLE 1

Section 101 states the short title of the bill as the Trade Expansion
; Act of 1962; section 102 sets forth the purposes of the bill.

TITLE II

Title IT deals with the authority to enter into trade agreements.
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CHAPTER 1

PR IR

Chapter 1 provides the general authority for the President to enter
into trade agreements and to proclaim the modification of U.S. import
restrictions (including the elimination of duties where authorized)
3 required or appropriate to carry out such agreements. The authority
; to enter into trade agreements is to run until July 1, 1967.

The general limitation on changes in U.S. import duties forbids the
: reduction of any rate of duty to a rate below 50 percent of the rate
3 existing on July 1, 1962 (which by definition later in the bill includes
; rates of duty which the United States was committed on that date to
bring into effect under existing trade agreements), and the increase
of any rate of duty to a rate more than 50 percent above the rate
existing on July 1, 1934. An exception to the general authority for
decreasing rates of duty which is contained in chapter 1 is that the
50-percent limitation will not be applicable to articles for which the
rate of duty existing on July 1, 1962, was not in excess of 5 percent
ad valorem (or ad valorem equivalent); other exceptions to the 50-
percent limitation on the rate-decreasing authority are contained else-
where in the bill and will be referred to later in this memorandum.
These exceptions are the first grant of authority to the President in
con_neftion with the trade agreements program to eliminate duties
entirely.
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CHAPTER 2

Chapter 2 of title II sets forth special provisions concerning trade
agreements with the European Economic Community (EEC). Sec-
tion 211 exempts from the 50-percent limitation on duty reductions
articles in any category with respect to which the President determines
that in a representative period the United States and all the countrics
of the EECp together accounted for 80 percent or more of the average
aggregated (free) world export value of all the articles in such category.

he President is to select a system of comprehensive classification
of articles by category as soon as practicable after the date of enact-
ment of the legislation, and the Tariff Commission is required to de-
termine the articles fa‘ling within cach category of such system and
make its determinations public. Once the Tariff Commission has
made its determinations, no change therein may be made except by
the Tariff Commission and then only for the purpose of correction.
No changes of any kind may be made after the (Y:te on which any
list of articles is furnished by the President to the Tariff Commission
under section 221 (the modified “peril point”’ provision) which includes
any article for which negotiation is contemplated under the special
authority contained in section 211.

The function given the Tariff Commission to determine the articles
falling within each category of the system of comprehensive classi-
fication of articles by category which the President selects will involve
a Eroat amount of work and it would have to be accomplished speedily.
The Commission assumes that the system which the President will
select will be the “Standard International Trade Classification”
(SITC), which is a publication of the United Nations. The term
‘“‘categories’ as used in relation to the SITC is understood to refer
to the three-digit groups set forth in that document. This is the
interpretation the Commission will give to the term “categories” as
used in section 211 if the SITC should be a system of classification
selected by the President. The current issue of the SITC contains
177 such categories.

Under the recently enacted Tariff Classification Act of 1962 (Public
Law 87-4506), the revised U.S. tariff schedules (to be known as the
tariff schedules of the United States),! are to come into effect. This
legislation would lighten the burden of the task assigned to the Com-
mission by section 211 of the trade bill. The tariff schedules of the
United States will probably become effective on or about January 1,
1963; and the Commission, in carrying out the task of identifying the
articles within the categories of the SITC will do so in terms of the
classifications provided for in the new revised U.S. tariff schedules.

The bill does not require hearings in connection with the Commis-
sion’s determination of the articles falling within the categories of the
comprehensive classification system to be selected by the President;
the Commission believes that such hearings should not be required.
The work would involve essentislly the application of technical
expertise and sone arbitrary determinations necessitated by the lack
of complete compatibility between the revised tariff schedules and
the SITC. Moreover, i)ecause expedition would be required in
performing this task, hearings would inevitably delay the completion
thereof without serving any substantially useful purpose.

1 These were prenared by the Tarifl Commission pursuant to title I of the Customs Simplification Act
of 1954, as amended.
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Section 211(c) lays down the guidelines for a Presidential deter-
~ mination of mgated world export value with respect to a category
- of articles. is determination is to be made (1) on the basis of a
-~ representative period in the most recent 5-year period for which
- statistics are available, (2) on the basis of the dollar value of exports
. as shown by trade statistics used by the Department of Commerce,
~and (3) by excluding exports from any country of the EEC to another
~ EEC country and exports to or from Communist-controlled countries.
~ Before the President makes a determination with respect to any
-~ category, the Tariff Commission is to make findings with regard to the
- representative period, the aggre§ated (free) world export value, and

the share of the aggregated world export value of the articles in the
category accounte§ for collectively by the United States and the EEC
countries, and to furnish the President with such findings. This task
would be costly to perform, but the Tariff Commission does not antici-
pate any problem that would pose insuperable technical difficulties in
carrying out this function.

Section 212 provides another exception to the 50-percent limitation
on the rate-decreasing authority with respect to agricultural com-
modities involved in a trade agreement that includes the EEC. The
exception is to apply only if the President determines that the agree-
ment will tend to assure the maintenance or expansion of U.S. exports
of the like article. The commodities which are covered by this
section are limited to those referred to in Agriculture Handbook No.
143 of the U.S. Department of Agriculture. Although the Tariff
Commission is given no functions in connection with this section,
attention is called to the fact that many dutiable articles provided for
in Agriculture Handbook No. 143 are not produced in the United
States. For such articles it would not be possible for the agreement
to assure the maintenance or expansion of exports.

Section 213 provides for still another exception to the 50-percent
limitation on the rate-reducing authority and applies to tropical
agricultural and forestry commodities. Before utilizing this authority
with respect to any such commodity, the President must determine
that the like article is not produced in significant quantities in the
United States and that the EPEC has made a commitment with respect
to its import restrictions which is likely to assure access for the article
to the markets of the EEC comparable to the access which the article
will have to U'.S. markets. In addition, the President must determine
that the EEC will afford such access substantially without differential
treatment among free world countries.

The term “tropical agricultural or forestry commodity” is defined
in the bill as an agricultural or forestry commodity more than one-half
of the world production of which is determined to be in the area lying
between latitude 20° N. and latitude 20° S. The Tariff Commission
i8 required to make findings as to whether an article is a tropical
agricultusal or forestry commodity and whether it is produced in
significant quantities in the United States, and to advise the President
of its findings.

The Commission questions the feasibility of obtaining the statistical
data necessury to determine whether more than half of the world
production of the articles provided for in section 213 occurs in the
area between latitude 20° N. and latitude 20° S. Data on production
of individual commodities in many tropical countries are either



64 TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1062

exceedingly sparse or nonexistent. A possible ap roach, however
might be to use the combined imports into both the Gnited States and
the EEC as a basis for such selection; that is, section 213(b) might
specify that tropical agricultural and forestry commodities are those
for which countries, more than half of whose arens lie between latitude
20° N. and latitude 20° S,, supply more than half of the combined
U.S. and EEC imports of the article. Statistics on that busis ure
available. Such a change would not materially alter the composition
of the articles that would be covered under section 213: it would,
however, contribute substantially to the Commission’s effectivencss
in making findings under that section.

CHAPTER 8

Chapter 3 of title 11 deals generally with prenegotiation procedures.

Section 221 represents a continuation, in modified form, of the
existing peril-point Erocedure provided for in sections 3 and 4 of the
Trade Agreements Extension Act of 1951, as amended. In connec-
tion with any proposed trade agreement, the President -would be
obliged to publish and transmit to the Commission a list of articles
which may be considered for the granting of concessions in the pro-
posed trade agreements. Where it is intended to consider a reduction
1n duty of more than 50 percent, the list must identify the particular
section in the act under which the rate-reducing (or eliminating)
authority might be used. Within 6 months after the receipt of such
a list the Commission must advise the President with respect to each
article of its judgment as to the probable economic effect of modi-
fications of duties or other import restrictions on domestic industries
producing like or directly competitive articles. In connection with
carr in% out its function under this section, the Commission must
hol nfu lic hearings and give reasonable public notice thereof.

Unlike the present peril-point provision, section 221 does not call
for the fixing of particular peril-point rates by the Commission.
Nevertheless, the Commission’s task in carrying out its functions
under section 221 would be more burdensome than it is under the
existing peril-point provision. An additional burden would be im-
posed upon the Commission by reason of the definition of “directly
competitive” in ‘section 405(4) of the bill. (This definition will be
discussed in detail later in this memorandum.) The definition would
require the Commission to appraise the likely competitive impact of
increased imports of each listed article. The appraisal would have
to be made not only on domestic producers of the comparable articles
but also on producers of related articles in an “earlier or later stage
of processing” if the listed article would have an economic effect on
the producers of the articles in an earlier or later stage of processing
comparable to that which would result from the importation of articles
in the same stage of processing a8 the domestic article.

The Commission will, of course, do the best it can to carry out any
functions assigned to it under section 221. However, the Commission
would not be able, in the time allowed, to furnish the President, in
connection with any lengthy list of articles presented to it for findings
under section 221, judgments based upon a full and complete economic
analysis with respect to each and every article included in such a list.
It might be observed that section 221 is more realistic than the peril-
point provision of existing law in that it rejects the concept of “pin
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pointing” when serious injury to a domestic industry would be likely
to occur in the event of the granting of a concession.

Sections 222 and 223 represent a continuation of the requirements
of the existing law that the President is to seek information and advice
from various key agencies before entering into trude agreements, and
to provide for public hearings (separate from those held by the Tariff
Commission in connection with the peril-point provision) in connection
with proposed trade agreements.

Section 224 precludes the President from making an offer for the

modification or binding of any duty or binding of duty-free treatment
until he has received the Tariff Commission’s advice under section 221
with respect to the article concerned, or until 6 months after the date
of the President’s request for such advice. This is & continuation of
the principle of the existing peril-point provision and implicitly
recognizes that the Tariff Commission may not always be able to fur-
4 nish the President within the 6-month period with advice regarding
i every article included in a list. In any case where the Commission is
1 unable to furnish the President with advice respecting a particular
article within the 6-month period, it would continue the investigation
with respect to that article—unless the Commission were advised that
: },ihed negotiation would have to be concluded without the peril-point
; nding.
b Secgion 225 requires the President to reserve from negotintion for
4 the granting of trade-agreement concessions any article with respect
1 to which there is in effect at the time of negotiation any action taken
under section 232 of the bill or its predecessor provision, or under sec-
tion 351 of the bill or its predecessor provision. This means that the
President would be required to reserve from negotiation for the grant-
ing of future trude-agreement concessions any article on which there
i8 in effect action taken under the national security provisions of the
bill or under the corresponding provisions of the existing law, or any
action taken under the escape-clause provisions of the bill or of the
comparable provisions of the existing law.

Section 225 provides, in addition, that during the 4-year period be-
ginning on the date of enactment of the bill, there shall be reserved

rom negotiation any article which a majority of the members of the
Tariff Commission voting in an escape-clause proceeding found was
being imported in such incrensed quantities us to cause or threaten
serious injury to a domestic industry even though no remedial action
was tuken by the President. Such reservation, however, is required
only (1) if the item is included in a list referred to in section 221 (and
? has not been included in a prior list so furnished), (2) if the industry
{ concerned requests (not later than 60 days after the publication of the
{ list) that the Turiff Commission find and advise the President that the
economic condition of the industry has not substantially improved
since the date of the report of its finding of injury, and (3) if the
Tariff Commission so finds and advises the President.

Section 225 also requires the President to reserve any article from
negotiation whenever he deems it to be appropriate in the light of
Tariff Commission advice under section 221 and the advice of the
agencies mentioned in section 222.

Section 226 requires the President to transmit to each House of
Congress a copy of each trade agreement that he enters into under the
authority of the bill, together with a statement of his reasons for
entering into the agreement.
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CHAPTER ¢

Chapter 4 deals with the treatment of products of Communist
countries and with the restriction of imports that threaten to impair
the national security.

Section 231 is an extension of the Xresent provisions of section 5
of the Trade Agreements Extension Act of 1951, as amended, and
directs the President to deny the benefits of trade-agreement conces-
sions to products of any countla;é)r area dominated or controlled by
communism. One important difference betweon the provisions of
section 231 and those of section 5 of the 1951 extension act is that the
countries or areas to be denied the benefits of trade-agreement conces-
sions under section 231 are those which are ““dominated or controlled
by communism”, whereas under the existing law the countries or arcas
denied the benefits of trade-agreement concessions are the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics an?i those nations or areas dominated or
controlled “by the foreign government or foreign organization con-
trolling the world Communist movement”.

Section 232 is a continuation of the existing provisions of law
forbidding the President to grant trade-agreement concessions that
would impair the national security and providing for the imposition
of import restrictions when determined to be necessary to prevent a
threat of impairment of the national security. The Tariff Com-
mission has no functions in connection with this section.

CHAPTER §

Chapter 5 contains a number of provisions relating to the adminis-
tration of the trade agreements program. _

Section 241 provides for the appointment by the President, by and
with the advice and consent. of the Senate, of a special representative
for trade negotiations who would act as the chief representative of
the United States for negotiation of trade agreements. No correspond-
ing office is provided for under existing law.

Section 242 provides for the establishment by the President of an
interagency orgunization ut the Cabinet levc?. This organization
would presumably correspond to the Trade Policy Committee which
was established by Presidential order in 1957, and which consists of
the Secretaries of State, (fommerce, Treasury, Defense, Interior,
Agriculture, and Labor. The organization would make recommenda-
tions to the President on basic policy issues arising in the administra-
tion of the trade agreements program, make recommendations to the
President on escape-clause reports by the Tariff Commission, advise
the President of the results of hearings concerning unjustifinble
foreign import restrictions held pursuant to section 252(c) of the bill,
and perform such other functions as the President might designate.
The organization is required to draw vpon the resources of ugencies
represented in the organization, as well as other agencies. including
the Tariff Commission. The President is further authorized to
establish committees to assist the organization (including, presumably;,
8 committee such as the Committee for Reciprocity Information
established under existing law).

Section 243 requires the President to select, in connection with each
trade- ment negotiation undertaken under the bill, two members
of the Committee on Ways and Means and two members of the Com-
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mittee on Finance, who are to be accredited as members of the U.S.

delegation to the negotiations. The selections are to be made by the

President on recommendation of the Speaker of the House of Repre-

sentatives and the President of the Senate, respectively, and the

selected members from each House may not be of the same political
arty.

party CHAPTER 6
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Chapter 6 contains general provisions relating to the trade agree-
meri’s program.

Section 251 continues the most-favored-nation principle contained
in existing law. It provides that, subject to exceptions specified in
the bill, trade-agreement rates of duty and other import restrictions
shall apply to products of all foreign countries.

Section 252 provides that the President shall take all appropriate
and feasible steps within his power to eliminate unjustified foreign
import restrictions that impair the value of tariff commitments made
to the United States, oppress the commerce of the United States, or
erevent the expansion of trade on a mutually advantageous basis.

egotintion for the reduction or elimination of any U.S. import re-
strictions in order to obtain the reduction or elimination of any such
unjustifiable foreign import restrictions is prohibited.

Section 252 further provides that the President shall deny the bene-
fits of trade-agreement concessions to the products of countries that
maintain nontariff trade restrictions which substantially burden U.S.

e PIUINE

SRR,

SR LA

3 commerce in a manner inconsistent with trade-agreement provisions,
or that engage in discriminatory or other acts and policies unjustifinbly
4 restricting U.S. commerce. The President is required to afford oppor-

tunity for the presentation of views concerning unjustifiable foreign
import restrictions maintained against U.S. commerce, and upon re-
quest of any interested person provide for appropriate public hearings.

Section 253 continues the principle established in previous trade

ngreements legislation of staging rate reductions over a period of years.
1 In general, tariff reductions are to be made in no less than five annual
: stages. The staging requirement does not apply to concessions on
tropical agricultural or forestry commodities made under section 213
of the bill,
; Section 254 continues the rounding-of-rates authority contained
; in past trade agreements legislation. This permits the President,
subject to exacting limitations, to “round” complex fractional rates
if it will simplify the computation of the amount of duty to be
collected.

Section 255 requires that every trade agreement shall be subject to
termination or withdrawal at the end of a period not less than 3 years
from the date the agreement becomes effective, and if the agreement
is not terminated or withdrawn at the end of the period specified in
an agreement it is to be subject to termination or withdrawal there-
after upon 6 months’ notice. This section also provides that the
President may at any time terminate in whole or in part any proclama-
tion made under title II.  These provisions are substantiafly the same
as those contained in existing law.

Section 256 sets out definitions of various terms used in title IT
and requires no special comment.

Section 257 repeals many of the provisions of existing trade agree-
ments legislation, continues certain others without change, and mukes
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certain changes in others. The section includes a provision to the
effect that any escape-clause investigations under the existing escape-
clause procedure which are pending at the time of enactment of the
bill shall be continued under the escape-clause provisions of the new
legislation.

TITLE Il

Title 111 of the bill deals with the escape clause (tariff adjustment)
procedure and procedures for other adjustment assistance.

CHAPTER 1

Chapter 1 of title 111 deals with the procedures for making deter-
minations of eligibility for tariff adjustments and other adjustment
assistance,

Section 301 requires the Tariff Comumission to make an “industry”
investigation; i.c., an investigation to determine whether, as a result
of concessions granted under trade agreements, an article is being im-
ported into the United States in such increased quantities as to cause,
or threaten to cause, serious injury to the domestic industry producing
an article which is like or directly competitive with the imported
article—

(@) Upon request of the President ;

(6) Upon resolution of either the Senate Committee on Finance
or the House Committee on Ways and Means;

(¢) Upon the Commission’s own motion; or

(d) Upon the filing of a petition for tariff adjustment or a peti-
tion for determination of eligibility to apply for adjustment
assistance other than tariff adjustment.

Thus an “industry” investigation is to be made on petition, whether
or not the petition is for tariff adjustment, a single firm’s petition for
determination of cligibility to apply for adjustiment assistance, or a
petition by a group of workers for a similar determination.

In making an industry determination, the Tariff Commission is
required to take into account ‘“‘all economic factors which it considers
relevant, including idling of productive facilities, inability to operate
at a profit, and unemployment or underemployment.”

Where a petition is made by a firm for determination of eligibility
to apply for adjustment assistance, the Commission is required, in
addition to making the industry determination referred to above, to
make a determination with respect to the firm similar to that required
to be made in an industry determination, and to take into account the
same factors which it is required to take into account in connection
with an industry determination.?

Where petition is by a group of workers for determination of
eligibility to apply for adjustment assistance, the Commission, in
addition to making the industry determination referred to above,
must determine whether, as a result of concessions granted under trade
agreements, an article like or directly competitive with an article
"3 Chairman Dorfman s of the opinion that undet the existing legislation the task of defining the “domestic
industey” producing the articles “like or directly competitive” with the compiained-of imports has given
rise to considerable difficulty and disagreement. ~ In his view, 1{.R. 11970 does not provide clear guidelines
for Identifying the **domestic industry.” As in the original escape clause legislation, the language employed
in 11.R. 11970 is open to iwo interpretations (1) one identifying the industry with the overall operations of

the firme 1-reducing the article in question: and (2) the other identifying the industry as heing coestensive
oaly Wil the irms’ operations essential to the production of the article itself.
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produced by such workers’ firm, or an appropriate subdivision thereof )
18 being imported into the United States in such increased quantities
a8 to cause, or threaten to cause; unemployment or underemployment
of a significant number or proportion of workers of such firm or
subdivision.

A public hearing must be held in the course of any investigation
under section 301.

Industry determinations must be reported to the President not later
than 120 days after the date of the filing of a petition, unless the
President extends the time for an additional period not exceeding 30
days. Determinations with respect to each firm or group of workers
petitioning for adjustment assistance must be reported to t?le President
not later than 60 days after the date on which the petition is filed by
the firm or group of workers.

The requirement in section 301(b)(1) that the Commission institute
an “industry investigation’ whenever a firm or group of workers files a
petition for adjustment assistance would impose u severe burden on
the Commission. Such requirement. would (1) interfere with the ex-
[:edilious disposition of petitions for adjustment assistance originated

v individual firms and groups of workers; and (2) give rise to needless
industrywide investigutions that would burden unduly the Commis-
sion’s docket.

Presumably, the ordering of an industrywide investigation pursuant,
to a petition by a firm or n group of workers for adjustment assistance
was intended to provide background information that would assist the
Commission in making a determination under section 301(c) (1) and
(2). However, innsmuch as the determination for a firm or group of
workers requesting adjustment assistance must be reported “not later
than 60 days” after receipt of the petition, the “background” informa-
tion that could be assembled in the industrywide study (to be com-
pleted in 120 days) would not be available before the (‘ommission
would be obliged to muake such n determination. Expending the
Commission’s energies and burdening its staff at such a time would
materially interfere with the expeditious action sought.

Section 301 further provides t{:ut if the Commission finds, as a result
of an industry investigation, that serious injury or the threat thereof,
is due to increased imports resulting from trade agreement rate reduc-
tion, elimination, or binding, it slmllgﬁnd the amount of increase in duty
or the extent of imposition of duty or other import restriction on the
article concerned wﬁich is necessary to prevent or remedy the injury,
and include such finding in its report to the President. The Com-
mission’s report is also to include dissenting or separate views, and the
President is to be furnished with a transcript of the hearing and with
any briefs which may have been submitted in connection with each
investigation. As in the case of escape clause reports under existing
Inw, the Commission is required to promptly make public its report to
the President of the results of an industry investigation and cause a
summary thereof to be published in the Federal Register.

The time limitations fixed in the bill for making reports to the
President under section 301 are a cause of considerable concern to
the Commission. The Commission is fully cognizant of the need for
expeditious action in the investigations required by that section.
Certainly an industry, firm, or group of workers that is in serious
difficulty should have the benefit of relicf mcasures as promptly as
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possible. On the other hand, neither the trade agroements prograimn
nor the national interest would be served if the Commission were
obliged to baso its docisions either on partial data or on hasty appraisal.
1f, because of a time limit, the Commission was unable either to obtain
a.(ioquate data or to appraise it in a deliberative manner, a seriously
affected industry, firm, or group of workers might be denied the relief
which it would have obtained if more complete information had beon
carcfully analyzed; conversely, relief might be granted that would
be unwarranted.

The initial 120-day period to be permitted for industr investiga-
tions is materially shorter than the 6-mouth period allowed for escape-
clause investigations under existing law. Originally, 1 year was
allowed for an escapo-clause investigation; this was reduced to 9
months and then to 6 months; now it is proposed to reduce the time
to 120 days. Each successive reduction in the time limit has impaired
the Commission's ability to make dacisions based on adequate data
and full analysis. The Comnmission has frequently had great difficulty
in completing its escape-clause investigations in the 6 months currently
allowed. Under the procedure proposed by the bill, moreover, the
Commission’s attention during the carly stages of most industry
investigations would inevitably bo concentrated on the determinations
that it would be obliged to make regarding the petitions of individual
firms or groups of workers for adjustment assistance. The Commis-
sion believes that the interests of all parties concerned, including
those of the U.S. Government in conducting its foreign economic
policy, would be better served by allowing a 9-month period for the
Commiission’s industry investigations.

The Commission does not wish to dwell unduly on the difficulty of
determining within 60 days the questions of import injury to individual
firms and groups of workers owing to increased imports resulting from
trade-agreement concessions.  Suffice it to sy that the Commiission
anticipates these responsibilities with deep concern.

Section 302(n) deals with the President’s functions after receiving
from the Commission an affirmative finding of serious injury or
threat thercof with respect to an industry. On receiving such a
report, the President may adjust the tariff or impose additional
import restrictions (quotas) pursuant to section 351; he may provide
that the firms in the industry involved may request the Secretary of
Commerce for certification of eligibility to apply for adjustiment
assistance; he may provide that the workers in the industry may
request the Secretary of Labor for certification of eligibility to upply
for adjustiment assistance; or he nay take any combination of these
actions.

Section 302(b) deals with the certification of firms by the Sceretary
of Commerce as eligible to apply for ndjustment assistnnee, and with
the simiilar function of the Secrctary of Labor in the case of groups of
workers. Section 302 deals with the certification by the f’rcsic!vnl
of eligivility to apply for adjustment assistance in the cases of firms
or groups of workers respecting which the Turiff Connmission has made
a separate affirmative determination under section 301(¢). Section
302(d) provides that certificntions of eligibility for groups of workers
shall specify the date on which unemployment or underemployment
began or threatens to begin.  Section 302(e) provides for termination
of certificates of cligibility of groups of workers whenever unemploy-
ment is no longer attributable to imports.
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i CHAPTERS 2 AND 3

Chapter 2 sets forth the details of the procedure and authority for
granting adjustment assistance to firms which are found to be suffering
import injury as a result of tariff concessions. These provisions
would be administered by the Secretary of Commerce.

Chapter 3 similarly sets forth the details for granting adjustment
assistance to workers of firms adversely affected E:'aincrcaso imports
due to tariff concessions. These provisions would be administered
by the Secretary of Labor.

The Tariff Commission has no functions to perform under these
chapters and has no comment to make thereon.
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CHAPTER ¢

Chapter 4 deals with action by the President with respect to tariff
3 adjustinents after receiving a finding of serious injury or the threat
thereof with respect to an industry.

Section 351 authorizes the President to provide tariff adjustment
for an industry. As noted above, if the Tariff Commission finds
serious injury or the threat thereof to an industry, it must include in
i its rel)ortv to the President the increase in duty or imposition of addi-
¥ tional import restrictions (quota) that it finds to be necessary to
4 prevent or remedy the injury (sec. 301(c)). However, under chapter
4 the President is not bound by the Tariff Commission’s findings cither
#8 to the existence of injury or threat theroof or as to the extent of
increase in duty or imposition of additional import restrictions.
Section 351 provides that the President may proclaim such increase
in, or imposition of, any duty or other import restriction “as he
determines to be necessary to prevent or remedy serious injury to
such industry.”

No duty may be increased under the foregoing procedure by more
than 50 percent above the rate existing on July 1, 1934. 1f the article
is not subject to duty, the maximum rate that may be imposed is 50
percent ad valorem.

Following in general the provisions of the existing escape-clause
procedure—if the President does not, within 60 days after receiving
an affirmative finding from the Tariff Commission, proclaim the par-
ticular increase in duty or imposition found and reported by the
Tariff Commission to be necessary, he must immediately report to
the House of Representatives and the Senate stating why he has not

roclaimed such increase or imposition. If within 60 days after receiv-
ing the President’s report the Congress adopts a resolution by a ma-
jority of the authorized membership of cach House, approving the
rate of duty or other import restriction found by the Tariff Commis-
sion to be necessary, such rate of duty or imposition must be pro-
claimed by the President within 15 days after the adoption of the
resolution.

Scction 351 authorizes the President, in effect, to extend the time
within which he must act on a Commission’s report for as much as
an additional 180 days, by requesting the Tariff Commission to fur-
gish additional information, which it must do in not more than 120

ays.

Duties or quotas established pursuant to section 351 may be reduced
or tonninnte% by the President whenever he determines that a reduc-
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tion or termination is in the national interest. However, before so
determining he must first seek the advice of the Tariff Commission
as to the probable economic effect on the industry concerned of the
reduction or termination, as well as advice from the Secretary of
Commerce and the Secretary of Labor.

To enable the Tariff Commission to be in a position to give the
President advice with regard to the reduction or termination o escape-
clause duty increase or imposition of u quota, the Commission is
required to keep under review developments with respect to the indus-
try concerned in an escape-clause action, and to make periodic reports
to the President concerning such developments. Escape-clause ac-
tions, unless extended as hereafter indicated, are to terminate not
later thun 4 years after the effective date of the initial proclamation
or the dute of the ennctment of the bill, whichever is later. An
escape-clnuse action may be extended, at any one time, in whole or
in purt by the President for periods not exceeding 4 years, if he
determines that such extension is in the national interest. Before
muking such a determination he is to seek advice from the Secretary
of Commerce und the Secretary of Labor and take into account
advice of the Tariff Commission as to the probable economic offect,
providing the industry concerned has filed with the Tariff Commission
(not earlier than 9 months and not later than 6 months before the
termination of the escape-clause action is to occur) a petition for an
investigation, including n henring, to determine the probable effect on
the industry of the termination of the secape-clause action.

Section 351(e) recognizes the need (us does the existing law) for
reconciling a trade ngreement with the authority to increase tariffs
or impose additional import restrictions on articles covered by trade-
agreement concessions. Accordingly, the President is instructed to
take, us soon as practicable, such action us he determines to be neces-
sary to bring past trade agreements into conformity with the provi-
sions of this section and to require that ull new trade agreements shall
permit action in conformity with the provisions of section 351.

CHAPTER &

Chapter 5 of title ITI creates an Adjustment Assistance Advisory
Board, to consist of the Secretary of Commerce as Chairman; and
the Secretaries of Treasury; Agriculture; Lubor; Interior; and Health,
Education, and Welfare; the Administrator of the Small Business
Administration; and such other officers as the President deems
approgriate. The Board is to advise the President and the agencies
furnishing adjustment assistance to firms and workers on the develop-
ment of coordinated programs for such assistance.

TITLE 1V

Title IV contains provisions of a general nature.

Section 401 grants authority to heads of agencies performin
functions under the act to delegate functions, prescribe rules an
regulutions, and secure, without regard to the civil service classification
laws, temporary or intermittent services of experts or consultants.

Section 402 requires the President. to submit an annual report to
the Congress concerning the trade agreements program and the tariff
adjustment and other adjustment assistance under the hill. Certain
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information to be included in the report is specified. Section 402 also
réquires the Tariff Commission to submit to Congress at least once
n year a fuctual report on the operation of the trade agreements
program. The foregoing requirements of section 402 continue similar
requirements under existing trade agrecements legislation.

9I'o afford time for the formulation and promulgation of the necessary
rules and regulations, it would be hi hly desirable that the effective
date of the provisions dealing wit tariff-adjustiment and other
adjustment-assistance investigations be fixed at some time subsequent,
to the enactment of the legislation—say 2 months. The conduct of
investigations under title ITI requires that the Commission promul{.gat,e
reasonable rules and regulations, particularly with regard to the form
and content of petitions for tariff adjustment and for adjustment
assistance for firms and groups of workers. The formulation of such
rules and regulations would require considerable time, and, of course,
they could not be framed until after enactment of the legislation.

I;;'esumably, postponement of the effective date of the tariff-
adjustment and other adjustment-assistance provisions would prob-
ably require that pending investigations be either completed under
the existing escape clause provisions or terminated altogether. The
bill now provides that pendin investigations shall be continued under
section 301 as though the application were a petition for tariff adjust-
ment under section 351. e Commission now has underway four
investigations of considerable proportions (those on chinaware,
earthenware, hatters’ fur, and softwood lumber); probably none of
them will be completed before the new legislation is enacted. They
would, therefore, be continued under the new legislation, and new
hearings would have to be held in at least two cases on which the
Commission has just completed hearings. Thus, at the outset, even
if no petitions were immediately filed under the new law, the Com-
mission would almost certainly have at least four investigations in
process. Since any number of firms and workers in the industries
concerned may file for adjustment assistance under the proposed
legislation, the Commission must consider the possibility of heavy
concentrations of applications at least periodically. e of the
industries currently under investigation (the softwood lumber
industry) embraces about 25,000 firms.

Another provision in section 402, similar to one contained in
existing law, is that the Commission shall at all times keep informed
concerning the operation and effect of provisions relating to duties and
other import restrictions of the United States contained in trade
agreements entered into under the trade agreements program,

Section 403 contains certain special provisions relating to the
Tariff Commission. It nuthorizes the Commission, in order to expedite
the performance of its functions, to conduct preliminary investigations,
to determine the scope and manner of its proceedings, and to con-
solidate proceedings before it. It also extends to the Commiission the
right to exercise any authority granted to it under any other act
(such as the Tariff Act of 1930).

Section 404 contains the typical scparability clause.

Section 405 contains definitions of various ferms used in the bill.
The Commission is of the view that if the definition of “directly
competitive” in section 405(4) is retained in the legislation it would
give rise to many difficult problems of interpretation and application.

88078—62——¢
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Such discussion as has already been had -within the Commission as to
the interpretation to be given the definition has resulted in no such
harmony of views as would enable the Commission to indicate how it
will interpret the provision if it is used in the enacted legislation.

Section 405(4) defines ““directly competitive’ as follows:

An imported article is directly competitive with a domestic article at an earlier
or later stage of processing, and a domestio article is directly competitive with an
imported article at an earlier or later stage of processing, if the importation of
the imported article has an economic effect on producers of the domestic article
comﬁarable to the effect of importation of articles in the same stage of processin
as the domestic article. For the purposes of this paragraph, the unproccssog
article is at an earlier stage of processing.

In the report of the Committee on Ways and Means on H.R. 11970
(H. Rept. 1818), it is stated (p. 24):

The term “earlier or later stage of processing” contemplates that the article
remains substantially the same during such stages of processing, and is not wholly
transformed into a different article. Thus, for example, zinc oxide would be zine
ore in a later stage of processing, since it can be processed directly from zinc
ore. For the same reason, a raw cherry would be a glace cherry in an earlier stage
of processing, and the same is true of a live lamb and dressed lamb meat.

In the committee’s technical explanation of the bill, the first sentence
of the above-quoted material is repeated (pp. 68-69). However, the
other two sentences are omitted.

The definition contained in section 405(4) of the bill is stated in
the Ways and Means Committee report (p. 68) to have been included
with the intention ‘“‘to suggest a somewhat broader interpretation of
‘directly com})etitive with’ than has been applied to like words in
existing law.” The term “like or directly competitive” is a term
that originated in the escape clause of the General Agreement on
Tariffs and Trade (GATT—art. XIX).> The GATT escape clause
permits a contractin partl}; to withdraw or modify a concession on
an article if, as a result of the concession, the article is being imported
in such increased quantitics as to cause or threaten serious injury to
the domestic producers of the “like or directly competitive” product.

When the Trade Agreements Extension Act of 1951 was enacted
(June 1951), procedure for administerin%vls;mde agreement escape
clauses, including article XIX of the GATT, was set forth in para-
graph 13 of Executive Order 10082 of October 6, 1949. Under this
procedure the Tariff Commission was to make investigations on appli-
cation of interested parties, to determine whether a basis for invoking
the trade agreement escape clause existed; that is, whether or not an
article on which a concession was granted in the trade agreement
containing an appropriate escape clause is being imported in such
increased quantities n.s to cause or threaten serious injury to the
domestic industry producing like or directly competitive products.
In substituting a statutory escape clause procedure for the procedure
established under Executive Order 10082, Congress, in section 7 of
the Trade Agreements Extension Act of 1951, closely followed the
key language of paragraph 13 of Executive Order 10082, including the
adoption of the term “like or directly competitive.” These same
words were used in similar context in sections 3 and 4 of the 1951
T AT LT i s e e Compt

with Paraguay (art. XII). The words in the Metican and Paragusyan agreements, however, were *‘like
or stmilar’’ rather than “like or directly competitive.”
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Extension Act (peril point provision) and in section 6 of that act
(the statement of escape clause policy).

The term “like or directly competitive” is carried forward in H.R.
11970 in the modified peril point and in the adjustment-assistance
provisions of the bill (secs. 221 and 301, respectively). Wherever this
term is used there is involved a need for determining what domestic
articles are like or directly competitive with a described imported
article. It hus apparently been considered that the word “like” has
not dpresented u question that requires legislative definition. This
word has been interpreted by the Commission to refer to an article
of the same description; that is, a domestic article is like a described
imported article if it is of the same description. The term “like’
is used ulone in this sense in several places in the bill (for example,
secs. 212 and 213).*

The meaning of the term “directly competitive” has been involved
in a number of escape-cluuse cases in which the question was whether
an imported article was “directly competitive” with a domestic raw
material from which articles such as the imported article in question
are made. The principal case in which this question was considered
was the case relating to lamb, mutton, sheep, and lambs. In that case
it was held that live lambs and sheep are not “like’ the meat of these
animals, but that the live animuls and the meat thereof are different
Eroducts; that for different products to compete “directly” they must

e wholly or completely competitive; and to be wholly or com letely
competitive they must at least be in the same or substantinlly the
same condition of readiness for the same use at the point of competitive
impact.

The definition in section 405(4) of the bill apparently is an attempt
to overcome the above-mentioned interpretation of *‘directly competi-
tive”—particularly that part of the interpretation that holds that the
products “must at least be in the same or substantially the sume con-
dition of readiness for use at the point of competitive impact”. Under
section 405(4) articles that are not “in the same condition”, i.e., “in
different stuges of processing” (treating unprocessed articles as being
in an early stage of processing) would be treated as directly com-
petitive “if the importation of the imported article has an economic
effect on the domestic article comparable to the effect of the importa-
tion of articles in the same stage of processing as the domestic article”.

In both places where this definition is adverted to in the Ways and
Means C'ommittee report, it is stated that “the term ‘earlier or later
stage of processing’ contemplates that the article remains substan-
tinlly the snme during such stages of processing, and is not wholly
transformed into a different article”. 'Fhis attempt at a guide to the
inferpretation of the term in question is made ambiguous by the
exumples cited on page 24 of the committee report. The examples
are stated as follows:

* * * zine oxide would be zine ore in a later stage of processing, since it can

be processed directly from zine ore. For the same reason, a raw cherry would
be a glace cherry in'an earlier stage of processing, and the same is true of a live
lamb and dressed lamb meat.

¢ Chairman Darfman is not in accerd with the observations masde in either this paragraph or the follow-
ing one with reference to the Commission’s interpretation of the terms “like” and **direct y competitive.”
e olserves that over the years the Commiseion has not been clear in the basic differcntiaiion between
the terms and that neither the Commssion nor individual Commissioners have consistently adhered to
*he principle alluded to above for making such distinction.
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In the zinc oxide example, the “reason” stated for zince oxide being
zinc ore in a later stage of processing is that the zine oxide can be
processed directly from zinc ore. The (lommission assumes that the
word ‘“directly’” denotes “by a single process.”  But does it follow
from the fact that zine oxide is produced directly from zinc ore that
the zinc oxide is substantially zine ore, when it 18 in fact zine oxide,
and that the zine oxide is not zine ore “wholly transformed into a
different article”? It scems clear to the Commission that when zine
ore is converted into zinc oxide the ore has completely lost its identity
as zinc ore; the ore has heen “wholly transformed into a different
article.” Comparably, the question arises whether a glace cherry is a
raw cherry that remains substai:tinlly the same after being processed
into a glace cherry. Here it might be held with some reason that
in_converting a raw cherry into a glace cherry there has been no
substantial change in the cherry. However, glace cherries are not
processed ‘““directly” from raw cherries; raw cherries go through a
separate sulfuring process before they are glazed. Is dressed lamb a
live lamb that remains substantially the same after being processed
into dressed lamb? There is much room here for disagreement.

In whatever way the definition in question may ultimately be
interpreted, it will, if it remnins in the legislation, increase consid-
erably the burden on the Commission in administering the modified
“peril point” and “escape clause” provisions—particularly the “peril
point” provision. To make judgmente of the probable effect of the
reduction or elimination of t-l’le duty on each of hundreds of articles
included in a Presidential list upon industries producing “like or
directly competitive” products (however interpreted) would be diffi-
cult enough. However, if the Commission is to look not only into
the probable effect of trade-agreement concessions upon the domestic
producers of both the “like” articles and the “directly competitive”
articles, but also into the probable effect on domestic producers of
articles in different stages of processing (from the raw state to the
finished-product state), both the magnitude and the complexity of
the task will be increased. Where products in different stages of
processing need to be considered, the Commission would have to
determine in each instance whether the imported article in one stage
of processinﬁ_ has ari economic effect on producers of the domestic
article in different stages of processing ‘“‘comparable to the effect of
impolrts’z,tion of articles in the same stage of processing as the domestic
article.
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PART 11

BRIEF ANALYSES OF TESTIMONY AND WRITTEN STATE-
MENTS BY INDUSTRY REPRESENTATIVES

George Meany, AFL-CIO
(Hearings, pt. 1, p. 239.)
Supports bill. Trade expansion essential, even under escape
{ clause, some injury does oceur so adjustment assistance is necessary.
Such assistance will reduce opposition to trade and expand employ-
ment,
However assistance seetion should be st rengthened.  Allowance of

560 weck not cnough.  Earlier retirement should be written in.
Loans should be casier, interest rates lexs,

Charles B. Shuman, president, American Farm Bureau Federation
(Hearings, pt. 1, p. 281.)

U.S. farmer needs an effective foreign trade program. Must be
realistic; must be a firm policy of obtaining access to foreign markets
and should include a concerted program of promotion and sales for
U.S. agricultural produects.

Former concessions to United States are constantly being impaired
by various types of restrictions.

Suggests a chiel negotiator and Interagency Trade Council.

Oppose adjustment assistance sections of the bill. A number of
programs are already in use and ave available, Strongly oppose
giving more to some than to others.

Carl J. Gilbert, chairman, Committee for n National Trade Policy
(Hearings, pt. 1, p. 315.)

Fuvors bill but urges various amendments to strengthen it.

Sfccinl Representative for Trade Negotiations should have Cabinet
rank.

Nation security section should be revised to instruct the President
to try to solve problems without restricting imports.

Tariff cutting authority should be extended to permit reductions of
not less than 1 percent to avoid fractions.

("ongress should establish procedures to review more carefully the
7 operations of the program. :

; Robert J. Brightman, National Council of’American Importers, Inc.
(Hearings, pt. 1, p. 345.) -
g Specifically endorse the five methods by which the President can
reduce or eliminate traiffs.

Tariff Commission should prepuare a preliminary list for reductions
and allow interested parties to submit views.

Strongly object to President being allowed to increase duties up to
50 percent above 1934 rates.

All proclamations under the bill should be effective 90 days later
rather than the 30 days in bill.

Submits a list of items which should be duty free.

T T
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Thomus 0. Toon, chairman, Trade Poliey Congress, membership
from 30 of 50 States, opposes bill.
(Hearings, pt. 1 p. 353.)

It would break with our past trade policies. It misleads, is not
understood, and gives more power to the “State Department bureau-
erats.”  “It will speed victory for the One Worlders” and “remove
the rights of our clected Representatives and Senators to represent
their clectorate:

Sidney Zagri, legislative counsel, Brotherhood of Teamstors.
(Hearings, pt. 1, p. 362.)

Bill grants unprecedented power.  Must have several smendments
to make it pulatable. Congress should formulate the poliey and we
should move with greater caution. Danger of dissipating what is
left of our bergaining power in this one move. Onee we do this
there is nothing left for future negotintions.

Five major defects are-- -

1. Congress is abdicating its basie function.

2. Removes basic safeguards by climinating peril  points
and emasculating eseape clause.

3. Destroys regulatory mechanisms for equalizing costs of
production.

4. Does not require other countries to extend henefits of
reductions to Japan.

5. A major shift in policy to allow trade agreements to cause
scrious injury.

Proposes amendments to counter these weaknesses.

Mrs. John D. Briscoe, League of Women Voters
(Hearings, pt. 1, p. 383.)

Supports a “flexible, effective, and efficient trade policy.”

Quotes from a number of chapters of the league indicating accept-
ance of the bill although some suggest amendments (such as deletion
of adjustment assistance section, although the witness states “It
seems to us just to provide assistanco to workers and to enterprises
in olrd?'r that they may adjust to new conditions caused by increased
trade.”) .

Robert W. Frase, director, Washington office. American Book Pub-
lishers Council and American Textbook Publishers Institute
(Hearings, pt. 1, p. 390.)

Supports the bill on behalf of 200 book-publishing houses. It
would probably “result in the virtual elimination of all U.S. duties on
books.” Have little protective value, and their elimination would
simplify and facilitate imports.

Wants implementation of Florence agrecment.

Mrs. Alison Bell, American Association of University Women
(Hearings, pt. 1, p. 393.)

Past trade-agreement program served economic interests of the
country for 28 years. Time has come for a new prozram tailored to
the needs of the present.

Support the bill—

To counter the Common Market;
To counternct trade offensive of Sino-Soviet bloc;
To expand our own markets.
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Jack T. Jennings, director, Cooperative League of the Unite ' States.
(Hearings, pt. 1, p. 385.)

Supports bill. A force for good. Encournges a closer relutionship
with Kuropean Common Market. Delegation to the President is

] an “important management tool at this time.”

i Adoption would be a forward step by the United States.

3 David J. Winton, chairmnan, The Winton Co., Minneapolis.

b (Hearings, pt. 1, p. 396.)

i Manufacturers lumber and plywood, about 75 million feet of U.S.
N logs, about 10 million from British Columbia to Cunadian plant.

: avors bill, but would prefer “to sce the escape clause and the
1 reserve list treated with less emphasis on trade restriction”.

“If it ig in the national interest for us to use concessions to bargain
our way into the expanding Common Market then it would secem a
. logical obligation of the U.S. Government to help businesses and
s workers adjust to the new conditions.”

; O. R. Strackbein, Nationwide Committee on Import-Export Policy.
] (Hearings, pt. 1, p. 409.)

d Opposed to bill,

% We have very little bargaining power left.

3 Emasculation of escape clause “would sever the lust string through
] which control by Congress could be exercised.” Under the bill the

status of the Tariff Commission would be reduced to s mere statistical
agency.

Common Market restrictions on imports of agricultural products
based on same reasons why we do. How can we expect them to relax
when we cannot.  “Untold industrial distress might be expected” if,
as the bill allows, we go halfway to free trade within 5 years,

Bill is sharp break with past trade policy under Cordell Hull.
Cannot justify giving injurious concessions on industrial products
in the hope that the Common Market will not shut off our agricul-
tural exports.

Homer L. Brinkley, exccutive vice president, National Council of
Farmer Cooperatives. (Hearings, pt. 1, p. 435.)

“No segment of our economy is in greater need of strong and
effective measures to retain and expand our foreign markets tﬁnn is
agriculture,”

Basis of bargaining must be one of true reci rocity.

“It would be an exercise in futility to merely pit ngricultural com-
modities against each other in the negotiation of trade agreements.”

Recognition that many countries can and do cffect tariff concessions
with more restrictive measures is encouraging.

Other countrics have established the equivalent of “peril points.”
“We also strongly support the judicious use of ‘escape clauses.’ ”

“If we are to maintain agriculture as a strong contender for expand-
ing markets * * * we must have on our side the bargaining strength
of im!}lstrial commodities for which we are willing to maEe conces-
sions.
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Herschel D. Newsom, National Grange.
(Hearings, pt. 1, p. 452).

Emphasizes that the purpose of the act is to expand trade multi-
luterally.  Such policy should operate for ngriculture as well ns for
industrial sector.

Urges Government to continue by every means to eliminate existing
barriers nbroad for ugriculturul products und prevent new ones. Be-
cause of Common .{‘ﬁnrxl-kot. “protectionism” we should make no con-
ceseions until the issue involving American agricultural exports is
resolved.

Urge amendment to the bill to give President the power to improve
increased duties und equalization fees to be available when restrictive
devices nre employed ngninst U.S. agriculture. Libernlization of trade
must be balunced.

Vernon L. Ferwerdu, National Council of Churches.
(Hearings, pt. 1, p. 466.)

Haus responsibility to adopt und make known a position on inter-
national trade policy. However, they “do not presume to speak for
the 40 million individual church members” belonging to the various
churches involved.

World peace and world trade are related.

(‘oun(-ir has consistently advocated the elimination of excessive
trade barriers.

;‘\Idvocutos balanced, expanding programs of international aid and
trade.

John Hooker, Cutholic Association for International Peace.
(Hearings, pt. 1, p. 469.)

“The emergence of the European Common Market makes congres-
sional consideration of new U.S. foreign policy imperatively im-
portant.” Believes the proposed act will redound to the benefit of
the participating nations.

If Europe estublishes restrictions on trade the United States would
be at u serious disadvantage. A liberal trading attitude offers
positive opportunities.

Oliver Williams, personal statement
(Hearings, pt. 1, p. 472.)

Favors the bill. It is “a timid first step toward realism in national
(‘COHO]I’I,i(' policy, and should be pussed without weakening amend-
ments.

““We can indulge in tariff crutches to pay price-escalator billions to
industrial invali(ﬁ; * * * but we have no right to make liberty an
impossible thing in the world. * * * Friends for freedom overseas are
the only safety and our most valuable possession.”

Aaron Schoen, American Fur Merchants Association and Fur Brokers
Association of America
(Hearings, pt. 1, p. 475.)

Urges free trade with all countries, including Communist nations,
except where economic interests dictate otherwise.

Strongly opposes embargo on Russian furs. It serves no purpose
whatsoever. ~ Asks that section 257 be stricken from the billl.) Ft is
silly, useless, and harmful.
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b ‘(‘lWe trust and pray that Congress will find a way to balance the
udget.”

“We must eliminate as fast as ible all escupe clauses” and give
only temporary help to dislocated industries and workers.

Joseph A. Sinclair, Commerce & Industry Association of New York.
(Hearings, pt. 1, p. 481.)

Three thousand five hundred firms in ussociation. Endorses objec-
tives and favors enactment with certain amendments.

Cannot understand why the President should not offer reductions
in order to obtain reduction of “unjustifiable” foreign nontariff
restrictions (sec. 252(n)).  These are the very areas where we need to
negotiate.

Section 332 should be amended to conform training ullowances to
those in Manpower De\'elorment and Training Act of 1962. Read-

justment allowances in bill are discriminatory and without logical
usis.

Ray R. EFpert, president of Burroughs Corp., for Greater Detroit
Board of Commerce.

(Hearings, pt. 1, p. 484.)

“We * * * believe in free trade us an ultimate objective.”

Recommends adoption of titles I, I1, and 1V, and chapter 4 of title
ITI but reject chapters 1, 2,3,4,50f title I11. In other words, object
to trade adjustment provision. Present manpower laws provide
sufficient machjnery.

The staging provision (sec. 253) reducing tariffs on a gradual basis
will assure grmﬁml impact.

Together, trade and tax bills constitute a new foreign economic
policy. Foreign tax provisions in Intest tax amendments would not
change the fundamental wenkness of the bill,

Michael M. Mora, American Association of Port Authorities, North
Atlantic Ports Association, Norfolk Port and Industrial Authority.
(Hearings, pt. 1, p. 488.)

All three bodies approve and support the bill. Experienced
Senators, however, may find it possible to improve it in some details.
iven unit of manufactured imports will ciploy four Americans
and displace one. A similar unit of exports will employ five Americans.
“If foreign trade were to increase by 20 percent, a net gain of some
900,000 jobs would likely result.” “The oxygen tent of Federal benev-
olence should not be spread over sick industries under the pretext
that imports are the cause of their ailment.”

Austin J. Tobin, executive director, Port of New York Authority.
(Hearings, pt. 1, p. 490.)

Four hundred and thirty thousand people in the port district em-
ployed in activities that result from foreign trade.

Industry of employment heavily dependent upon two-way flow of
foreign trade.

Supports the bill. The port of New York has a vital interest in
promoting foreign trade activitics.



82 TBADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1962

Francis A. Adaws, Stuart, Fla., personal.
(Hearings, pt. 1, p. 493)
“Some measure of tariff has always been our insurance of American
pros rity since we became a nation.”
““Let Congress recapture its constitutional power to regulate trade.”
The Senate should exercise especial care in seeing that the pending
legislation does not give unwarranted power to the Executive to alter
or amend our basic tax law at his discretion.

Robert A. Hornby, president, California State Chamber of Com-
merce.
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 511.)

“We urge that (‘ongress make clear its intent that a type of agri-
cultural or industrial production occurring in only one or a few States
shall .n(‘)t,‘ justify the sacrifice of * * * such agricultural produc-
tion !

Due process for the protection of citizens rights must be assured.

“Reciprocity must in fact be reciprocal.”

“Nontariff restrictions must not Y)e imposed.”

“Effective peril point and escape clause mechanism must be imple-
mented when required.” ,

Favor objectives of legislution but the bill leaves many questions.

Unalterably opposed to adjustment assistance section,

James A. Cavanaugh for Edward M. Carey, Independent Fuel Oil

Marketers of America, Inc.

(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 521.)

We need more fuel oil imports, not less. Urge the passage of the
bill and reject any amendment which would limit imports. Domestic
production of fuel oil is insufficient to meet the demand.

Limitation of imports has had serious consequences. It has con-
centrated 60 percent of imports in the hands of four companies;
brought about higher prices; and distorted marketing patterns creat ing
shortages in some areas.

Heinz Rollman, Waynesville, N.C., for himself.
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 528.)

““As Europe increases its standard of living, it cannot produce goods
cheaper than they are produced in America.

‘“We cannot forever consider as exports goods for which the Ameri-
can taxpayers pay.”

Discusses value of a “Union of the Americas.”

Urges a “Free World Commonwealth.”

Douglas S. Steinberg, National Confectioners Association.
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 545.)

Convinced Hl{) 11970 is not in the best interests of the United
States. It moves in the wrong direction. Would be better to extend
the current program until June 30, 1963, and permit Members of
Congress to determine what would be in best interests of the country.

If the bill must be adopted it must—

1. Strengthen peril point.

2. Strengthen escape clause.

3. Require full reciprocity from Common Market.
4. Limit tariff reductions to 20 percent.
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5. Eliminate “most favored nation” principle.

6. Eliminate adjustiment assistance provisions.
Limit extension to 2 years.

. Prohibit cuts in duties where injury would result.

L.. Russell C'ook, Chocolate Manufacturers Association of the United

States.
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 553.)

Not at odds with objective of stimulating trade, but do object to
H.R. 11970 as a mexns of reaching the goals.

It would be discriminatory to some segmeonts of industry and re-
presents an abdication of the responsibilitics of Congress.

The industry needs more protection, not less.

The adjustment assistance program 18 evidence of expected failure
within the bill itself. “If we accept assistance our business will very
obviously be under the control of the Federal Govornment.”

John H. Maloney, Seabourd World Airlines, Ine.
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 524.)
Airfreight is bound to become an increasingly more important
element in imternational trade.
If artificial barricrs to teade are removed---
1. There will be a greater flow of two-way traffic.
2. US. industry will have a greater opportunity to compete
in world markets.
3. The outflow of U.S. trade will be curbed.
4. The cconomics of all the free world nations will he
strengthened.
Therefore supports passage of H.R. 11970,

Robert S. Eckley, Caterpillar Tractor Co.
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 558.)

There are many benefits to freer trade. ('aterpillar has 31,000
employees in the United States, about 12,000 work to mect foreign
orders.  The proposed bill would hold out the possibility of eventual
climination of European tariffs on construction machinery.

Trade restrictions have a deleterious offect on our balance-of-pay-
ments position. Trade barriers add to the cost of essentisl supplies.

Favors principal features of H.R. 11970 but trade legislation is not
a proper vehicle for the introduction of a basie change in unemploy-
ment conmpensation.

dohn H. Lichtblau, research director of Petroleum Industry Research
Foundation, Ine.
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 565)

Most members deal in imported products.

Grant some justification in principle for the restriction of crude
oil imports. However, restrictions, if we must have them, should be
both liberal and flexible.

It is in the public interest to keep oil prices rensonably low. Must
permit a reasonable volume of controlled imports.

The coal industry is not in dire straights,

Urges passage of the bill without any amendments restricting im-
ports of oil,

*x =~
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Wm. J. Barnhard, American Chamber of Commerce for Trade With
Italy; American Importers of Brass and Copper Mill Products;
Imported Unit Section of Food Distributors; etc.

(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 570.)

Has a strong belief in this Nation’s urgent need for trade expansion.

The bill is a sound and sensible one because:

Trade expansion is in the national interest. Where it requires
economic adjustment it is better to make adjusting companies
competitive rather than to eliminate competition.

One gluring weakness in the bill. It gives the President too much
power. Not too much power to cut tariffs, but too much power not
to cut tariffs.

Carl A. Gerstacker, president, Synthetic Organic Chemical Manufac-
turers Association.
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 603.)

The organic chemical industry has been a key fuctor in American
economic growth and is essentinl to the national defense. The
industry will be seriously hurt by imports from Europe and Japan if
U.S. tariffs are removed or significantly lowered. Foreign producers
can already substantially undercut U.S. producers. Reduction or
elimination of Common Market tariffs would not appreciably increase
U.S. chemical exports.

If the bill is passed exports will decrease, with a resultant aggrava-
tion of the balance-of-payments problem. Minimum safeguards
essential to preservation of the U.S. organic chemical industry are—

1. Establishment of safe tariff himits.

2. Any tariff adjustment should be on a product or article
basis and not on categories.

3. National security items should not be negotiated on.

4. Concessions to one country should not automatically be
extended to all other countries.

5. The escape clause provision should be retained and the
adjustment assistance provisions should be eliminated.

C. Kenneth Egeler, Dry Color Manufacturers Association.
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 614.)

Includes 23 U.S. producers, $100 million business, und a payroll of
$30 million.

Support the desire to expand international trade but view with
alarm many of the bill’s provisions. Object to elimination of product-
by-product hearings and negotiation and to a “zero list” of items
upon which duties may be entirely removed.

Should include mandatory consultations with qualified industry
experts before negotiation.

ection on aid and assistance to workers in the industry would be
ineffective and unworkable and would aggravate the problem. The
riml solution would be the retention and strengthening of the escape
clause.

Reuben L. Johnson, National Farmers Union
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 624.)

Desirous of maintaining exports of agricultural products at high
levels. These exports are very important. Foreign trade is crucial.
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If we ure to have exports we must have imports. Three efforts should
be made—
1. Move on a transitional busis toward ultimate integration
into an Atlantic Economic Community.
2. Face up to our hemispheric responsibilities.
3. Build responsible and far freer trade with the democratic
nations of the far Pacific.
Every major agricultural nution in the free world has some kind of
a price support program.
Domestic price patterns should enable farmers a fair economic

return and at the same time enable transitions to proceed on an
equitable basis.

John Marshall, executive vice president, National Association of Dairy
Equipment Manufacturers
‘Hearings, pt. 2, p. 647.)

H.R. 11970 is far from an acceptable bill. Built around the basic
plan of authorizing the President to lower tariffs without requiring
that concessions be obtained in return.

Agricultural equipment exports from the United States are restricted
in most countries; the United States has no duties or restrictions on
imports.

The assistance section is illusory and unhelpful. It should be

deleted. It is a “crutch for a possibly lame job of negotiating to
lean upon.”

It is important that the bill include mandatory requirements that
foreign trade restraints be cased or removed before we reduce or
remove any tariffs on imports from any particular country.

Paul A. DuBrul, United Furniture Workers of America (AFL-CIO).
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 652.)

Is fully in accord with the purposes of the bill, but several provi-
sions give inadequate consideration to jobs threatened by increases
in flow of low-wage foreign goods.

Concerned about the impact of increased imports in furniture field
as well as in plywood, toys, bicycles, and veneers.

The impact of imports of pianos has been especially severe.

Work force is skilled and a much older force than usual. The bill
should be revised to declare a moratorium of tariff reductions on
products whose increased importation will adversely affect our unem-
ployment problem.

Kmend the bill to negotiate on individual items not on categories.

Escape clause should be expanded.

A. E. Mercker, National Potato Council
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 656.)
Oppose rencwal of trade agreements in present form.
Supports sections 252 and 241.
Potato processing has grown rapidly and about 26 percent of the
crop is now processed. :
Foreign countries are placing increasing restrictions on imports.
Switzerland, Sweden, Canada, and others countries are drastically
reducing imports from the United States.
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L. J. Silverman, W. F. Schrafft & Sons (‘o., Boston
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 657.)

H.R. 11970 would have an extremely adverse effect on this compuny
and its workers. Favors hard, but fair, competition. Pays duties on
raw inaterials such as sugar, almonds, and so forth. If duty is further
reduced much candy manufacturing in the United States will be
climinated. If this bill is passed, “we do not plan to go forward in
an attempt to increase production and expand sales.”

Imports ure increasing tremendously even now.

Nelson A. Stitt, United States-Japan Trade Council
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 661.)

Strongly endorse H.R. 11970.

Japan is our second greatest customer, accounts for 11 percent of
total US. farm exports. Favors a reduction of Jupan tariffs as well
as United States tariffs. Fears authority in the bill to remove duties
on trade with EEC will be discriminatory.

Do not abandon most-favored-nation’ principle. Other countries,
however, mnust also be willing to take calculated risks by opening
their markets to world competition.

Joseph E. Moody, president, National Coal Policy Conference, Inc.
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 685.)

Pleads for legislative relief imposed by excessive importation of
residual fuel oiE Imports equivalent of 44.4 million tons of coal.
Costs full-time jobs for more than 16,000 miners, with $91 million in
wages, Coal companies would receive $210 million in revenue and
railroads would be paid another $112 million.

Too much oil now being imported and price hus dropped as a result.

Would like to see European barriers broken down, but the real
problem has been precluding the industry from maintaining its com-
petitive position.

Asks that the bill include a sound and fair program to control oil
imports,

Victor Pringle, Poultry Industry-International Trade Development

Commission
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 699.)

Represents entire egg and poultry industry. Supports enactment
of H.R. 11970, but believes additional bargaining tools aimed at a
stronger and more effective bargaining should be adopted.

The impact of supply and demand hits this industry full and
immediately. Have geen able to compete in foreign markets; United
States is now largest exporter. However, the C'ommon Market is
today erecting a new host of trade barriers of various sorts.

This is exactly contrary to the concept of liberalized trade in the
bill. 'We must adopt counter provisions, and authority should be put.
in the bill for their use.

G. J. Ticoulat, American Paper & Pulp Association and National
Paperboard Association
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 710.)
Support legislation to assure U.S. producers be given equal oppor-
tunities in world markets. Wants assurance that devices such as
licensing and exchange restrictions will not offset concessions.
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Wood pulp and newsprint imports in 1961 were in excess of a billion
dollars on a duty-free basis. Thev should be dut y-free in the rest of
the world. Exports to Western Europe were $165 million in 1961,
but serious restrictions are now being established.

Favors sections 241, 243, and 253 of the bill.

Do not favor section 202. Other sections should be amended.

Opposed to adjustment assistance sections.

Opposed to section 251.

Robert B. Semple, Manufacturing Chemists Association, Inc.
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 718.) .

Account for 90 percent of U.S. production; sales of $30 billion;
exports $1.7, or 6 percont.

avor President’s goals but cannot support H.R. 11970 ns written.

Should have qtmlihgml industry advisers in actual negotiations.

Should assure truc reciprocity, und trading should be on like
products or categories. .Any categories must be narrow.

Should eliminate all reference to adjustment assistance.

Should include some answer to the problem of foreign nonrecog-
nition of our patents and trademarks.

Should include a requirement for a more definitive and responsive
report by the President.

David M. Crawford, Abbot Laboratories, Chicago
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 724.)

Employ 9,000, sales $130 million. Has been in international busi-
ness for 30 years.

Favor stated purposes of the bill, but have several basic reservations.

Find tarifl and other barriers abroad are severe.

Find inconsistencies between H.R. 11970 and H.R. 10650 (the tax
bill). If both should become law, one would prevent the other from
accomplishing its purposes.

‘“We cannot live and prosper in a situation where the hands of
U.S. companies are bound and our foreign competitors are given a
free hand to enter any and all markets.”

?{pﬁose adjustment assistance sections.

-R. 11970 will not, in and of itself, bring about trade expansion
for this Nation.

Thomas H. Morris, president, American Mirror Co., Galax, Va.
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 727.)

Opposed to H.R. 11970 for a number of reasons. It would give
power to eliminate entirely the duty on mirrors.

Foreign value of mirrors has declined gradually from 82 cents per
square foot in 1952 to 60 cents in 1961. Under this depressed condi-
tion the duty on mirrors is the only salvation of the domestic industry.

If our negotiations do not do far better than they have in the past
the United States will be far better off if we do not negotiate.

Strengthen peril point provision.

Prohibit re(Kxctions on many commodities.

Adjustment assistance section is shocking and should be eliminated.

Tariff-cutting authority much too broad.
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Albert Taraborelli, Braided Rug Manufacturers Association of the

United States.

(Hearings, Pt. 2, p. 715.)

Have been exposed to the disruptive influence of excessive imports
since 1957. Imports increased from 1.7 million square feet in 195;
to over 60 million square feet in 1961.

Assistance provided in the bill so inudequate that liquidation would
follow tariff cuts. Part of the lubor force is already idle.

Past experience indicates that the proposed drastic tariff reduction
will in no way be matched by Common Market countries.

A 25-percent incrense in overall exports would only increase em-
ployment by 1 percent and this would be offset by the imports.

Harold Decker, president, Independent Petroleum Association,

Houston, Tex.

(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 751.)

Represents 6,000 oil and gas producers.

Industry is now in scrious economic difficulties, declining con-
tinuously since 1956. It is vital to national security. While U.S.
industry has stagnated, Russia has inereased 100 percent.  Urges the
committee to initiate further action to strengthen national security
section by providing more specific legislative direction such as limita-
tions on unports.

“We have had an administrative program for 5 years, vet hoth the
level and relationship have incrensed steadilv.” The "law should

rovide legislative guidelines which will assure that the domestic
industry will grow in keeping with national needs.”

Edward S. Martin, chairman, liaison committee of Cooperating Oil &

Gas Associations, Washington, Pa.
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 791.)

Represents 25 State and national oil and gas associations. Purpose
is to present the “grassroots” position.

Endorses statement. of the Independent Petrolenm Association.

1t is important to have written into the law at least a continugtion
of present controls.  Under the controls initiated in 1957 imports
have continued to incrense and production has kept on declining.

R. L. Foree, Texas Independent Producers & Royalty Owners Associ-
ation
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 7¢5.)

Failure of the present program (oil) to accomplish intended objee-
tives is apperent in several ways.  Oil imports under the program
have absorbed virturlly the total growth in our domestic market.

Congressional eéticn is needed.  The avowed intentions of two
administrations tv use authority under the nationsl security section
have not been folfilled.

Ask that the National Seeurity section stote that in cases where
the President hes Tand that seeurity is being threatened by imports,
those imports shell be allowed to increase only »s domestic production
increases, with en eseape hateh for emergencies.

Losses in skills, capacity, research, exploration, and so forth, are
serious and could threaten our security,
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Walter A. Stilley, Jr., Hardwood Plywood & Veneer Manufacturers.
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 818.)

Industry employs 35,000; payroll over $125 million. l.abor costs
25 10 30 percent of total cost.  Imports have exceeded 1 billion square
feet annually for 3 years. In 1960 and 1961 imports took 55 percent
of all U.S. sales; Jupan main source. There is not an adequate peril
point or escape clause in the bill.

Unrestricted authority to reduce tariffs on commodity categories
seems to be an absolute power over American industry and there is
no recourse if errors are made. *“There is no possibility for a firm to
obtain relief as this (adjustment assistance section) is written.

Urge climination if assistance provisions; are adequate peril point
and escape cluuse; and a reservation on products where imports
exceed 10 percent of U.N, sales.

Tyre Taylor, Southern States industrial counsel, Ponte Vedra, Fla.
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 830.)
The giving of the President such unlimited authority is clearly
unconstitutional and should be rejected. Recommends instead:
1. Reduce foreign aid.
2. Restore congressional authority over tariffs.
3. An immediate review of entire program with a view to
adequate protection for American producers and workers.
4. Precise, self-enforcing relief provisions.
5. Elimination of GAT&‘.
6. Rejection of Government subsidies for injured industries.
7. Establishment of a joint watchdog committee to keep con-
stant watch over U.S. employment, profits, prices, etc.

Robert L. McCormick, McCormick Associates.
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 833.)

Britain is still far from membership in the EEC. Injury should
not become a national policy.

H.R. 11970 has no true reciprocity provisions.

There should be sensible congressional control over cscape-clause
decisions.

Peril points should be restored and escape clause strongthened.

No case has been established for the urgency of this measure.

The adjustment assistance section sets a most dangerous precedent.

The bill would have serious detrimental effects on the public
revenue.

Harold O. Toor, U.S. shoe manufacturing industry.
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 856.)

Represents 500 producers and 90 percent of U.S. output; 1,300
factories in 38 States, up to 400,000 employces.

Reécognizes necessity of trade with nations.

Would like to support H.R. 11970 but “have grave doubts that we
can survive a8 a healthy industry under this legislation unless there
is an improved safeguard for businesses such as ours which face in-
creasingly severe competition from imports.”

Further encouragement to imports is not needed. U.S. shoe tariffs
are already the lowest of any trading nations.

Want peril points restored and urge a provision giving for low-wage
nations a fair share of growth in U.S. consumption but prevent unfair
competitive advantages.
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John Andrew Kennedy, for Noel Hemmendinger, Japanese Chambers
of Commerce and Japan Export Footwear Manufacturers- Asso--
ciation.

(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 871.)
Endorse H.R. 11970 and favor all measures that may tend to lower

barriers to trade.

. Ask the bill be amended to repeal section 336 of the Tariff Act
which permits some goods to be made dutiable on the American saltiexf
price. Abolish the section and set new rates on items now effected.

Section 337 of the Tariff Act should also be abolished. This has to

do with embargoes on imports if unfair methods are used in competi-
_ tion of imports.

Myron Solter, Imported Hardwood Plywood Association.
(Ifearings, pt. 2, p. 877.) '

Support the bill with one suggested change in the language of
the escape clause. _

The term “like or directly competitive” in the escape clause has
caused serious problems of interpretation. Suggest it be cleared up
by addition of the followinE;

““A domestic article is ‘like’ an imported article if the domestic
article is substantially identical in components, or in appearance
and end use, or in substitutability with the imported article.”

Huns Rie, president, the Hat Institute, Philadelphia, Pa.
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 921.)

Concerned over passage of the bill in present form as it can result in
drastically increased competition from foreign-made hats.
Importation of hats is increasing. Domestic production has de-
clined from over 1 million dozen in 1955 to less than 672,000 dozen
in 1961.
Supports the principle of expanded foreign trade and the industry
imports much of its raw materials.
he bill should be amended to—
1. Eliminate trade adjustment provisions,
2. Strengthen the escape clause, '
3. Have Congress remove articles from trading list where the
Tariff Commission finds a reduction would be a serious threat to
industry.
4. Insert true peril-point provisions,
Kenneth M. Plaisted, National Board of Fur Farm Organizations,
Inc., Milwaukee, Wis.
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 928.)

Represents 49 associations with 6,000 members. Produce about 7
million mink pelts valued at about $125 million.

Emphasizes the importance of retaining the provision which em-
bargoes imports of U.S.S.R. or Communist China furs. To-remove
this would have a most serious effect on the current delicate condition
of the industry. Asks that it be retained.
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Alan D. Hutchison, Belgian Carpet Association; Board of Scandinavian

Fur Farm Organizations; and the Swedish Wallboard Association
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 935.)

Clients support H.R. 11870. The U.S. President must have new
broad power to negotiate trade agreements and increase the position
of the United States in the field of international trade.

No question that some U.S. firms will be adversely affected, but
they be able to make the necessary adjustments.

Makes suggestions for redefining “industry” and “serious injury”’
in the escape clause.

Patrick M. Boarman, Economists’ National Committee on Foreign

Trade Policy. .

(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 944.) .

This committee opposes the enactment of H.R. 11970.

Oppose protectionism in principle, but free trade is not supposed to
operate in a vacuum, but only in the context of certain conditions,
Cl:)mpetition is good but foreign comeptition should not continue to
be dominants -

Object to the sweeping powarsgranted to the President with no re-
view or supervision byCongress. Any Tegiglation should include ade-
quate review by €ongress. ”

posed tg-tructural dislocations and unempleyment which would
result from dperation of the bill

“It is ¢/"grand illusign’\to believe that, by knoching down a few
already Jow tariffs, we“are going\to solve hll the probldms of the U.S.
econoiyy at home-f ad.”’ '

Gerald R. Col
In§ernational

ers, Cap & Millingry Workers -

Uni

on, A¥l,

(Hegrings, pt. 2, p. 970.
Industry alfeady serjogsly 4nj dnd is in 4 preceriods position.
The bill reg s\amglioativé g pats to protect thp domestic
industry. '
Production workersjiy fur feft-bratifh, has dropped from 14,515 to
5,000, It has fus Jua competition from abroad.

What is requi
duty ijcreases. .
David K. Jahnke, Ame
(Hearingy, pt. 2, p. 474.
- Constitute a small groupof-about 600 workers with output valued
at about $35'willion. : .

Cannot cope*wjth the “suicidal tariff proposftion in H.R. 11970.”
It has many high-8ounding features, but j-¢ould and would bring an
economic death to the Wire-weaving{fidustry. “Please do not m
we can seek relief next month or next year by appealing to the Tari
Commission. By then it will be too late.” : :

Mike M. Masaoka, on behalf of the Association on Japanese Textil
Imports, Japan Traders Club of Los Angeles, and various Japanese
chambers of commerce. : .

(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 982.)

The trade eannsion progrum is urgently needed now. ,
Present bill better than original but it still needs revision. The
United States has quotas and other nontariff restrictions and on these

addjtion to ¢ y relief by
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s lowering of tariffs means nothing. There should be no reserve list;
every item should be subject to negotiation.

Recent actions to restrict cotton textiles do not contribute to lib-
eralizing our e:{ﬁandmg trade among free nations. Hopes that future
negotiations will not be frustrated by conflicting measures.

‘Reverse” authority should be granted to importers to appeul to the
Tariffl Commission for an investigation to lower duties or remove im-
port restrictions,

James H, Casey, Jr., National Association of Glove Manufacturers,
Inc., Gloversville, N.Y.

(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1037.)

Members in 22 States include 95 percent of domestic output.
lNo export trade. Our market has always been open to foreign
gloves.

Italy, France, and Germany supply 75 percent of leather gloves and
could supply more but for material and labor shortages. U.S. sup-
pliers only fill orders when shortages occur abroad.

“In pursuing a goal of reciprocity, we must make certain American
workers and industry are not called on to underwrite the exploitation
of workers in other parts of the world.”

“Many of us will feel no pain if you let the bill die.”

George M. Parker, American Flint Glass Workers Union of North
America.
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1046.)

There are relatively few of the workers in this industry left. It is
apparently the philosophy of H.R. 11970 to sacrifice industries to
stimulate foreign trade in others. It would seem this industry is
marked for extinction.

Labor costs account for 65 percent of total costs. Wage rate in
United States is $2.30 per hour; West Germany, 58 cents; France, 43
cents; Italy, 39 cents; Sweden, 75 cents. _

Average age of workers i8 55. They cannot get new jobs.

-+ Unless U.S. products are given protection against low-wage im-
ports, H.R. 11970 will destroy this whole industry.

In 1950 there were 44 plants employing 10,000 workers; 19 of these
plants have closed their doors and now there are only 4,900 workers.

Robert C. Sprague, Electronics Industries Association.
(Hearings, pt. 1, p. 498.)

Electronics industry is the fifth largest in the United States. Pro-
duction is in excess of $10 billion annually. About two-thirds of
members qualifly as small businesses. Exports exceed imports, but
last year 70 al)ercent of sales of transistor radios was of Jupanese orgin
and over half the market for home and portable radios came fro:n
abroad.

H.R. 11970—

(1) Gives unprecedented authority to the President without
the guidance of peril points;
(2) Contains no assurance of reciprocity;
(3) Weakens the escape clause;
: (4) Provides subsidies to make up for weaknesses in escape
clause;
(5) Extends most-favored-nation principle too widely; and



TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1068 93

th(6()l Inc!udeofx}o p_rovm to protect domestic industries from
e dumping of foreign .

These weaknea;ug must be corrected.

J. Raymond Price, the American Handimade Glussware Industry.
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1057.)

Companies produce 90 to 95 percent of all U.S. handmade glass-
ware,

All companies are unanimously opposed to H.R. 11970.

Even at present rates, U.S. duties are no obetacle to a foreign
manufacturer.

Labor accounts for 65 to 70 percent of total cost. An overwhelming
advantage exists abroad because of the very low wage rates.

“We earnestly object to any and all legislation that ;;'roposea to
permit our Government to barter away our jobs and our livelihoods,
our properties, and our life investments,”

gqr industries should not be sacrificed on the altar of international
politics.

C. Frank Dale for E. L. Wheatley, president, International Brother-
hood of Operative Potters.
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1074.)

Labor accounts for 60 percent of total cost. Automation is causing
displacement of 25,000 workers per day in the U.S. pottery production
is not being automated, but imports are causing unemployment.

Foreign worker has the same output Ker 0uUr as Uv‘a worker.
Pay is one-third to one-fourth or one-eighth that of U.S. worker.

The bill would very soon result in a solid ceiling ower wages. The
workers in this industry are fervently opposed to the bill and are
opposed to Congress delegating or giving away to anyone any of the
established authority under the (‘onstitution.

Carl W. Gustkey, president, Imperial Glass Corp., Bellaire, Ohio.
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1081.)

Since the so-called reciprocal agreements began, the companies’
export business has been cut from a quarter million dollars per year
to $50,000 per year, a loss of 80 percent.

It has not been reciprocal for this industry.

Imports are hurting very seriously. Wages account for 56 cents
of each income dollar.

fI}B{m loly%e;(,) management, and 800 stockholders are against passage
of H.R. 11970.

Stmn%ily against adjustment assistance sections.

It is finally time to safefuard American trade and welfare. We
should legislate to prevent loss of jobs not for just token assistance
after the damage happens.

Joseph Coors, Coors Porcelain Co., Golden, Colo.
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1085.)

This is the only company manufacturing chemnical porcelain in the
Western Hemisphere. It has been a steadily growing business and
sales amount to about $1% million per year.

ical prices have only increased by 21% percent since 1950.

There is a large amount of hand labor and with wage rates of $2.41

per hour, low wage countries have a distinct advantage.
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" There is no question that if the tariff is removed this business
would be destroyed. Employees know no other skills--many have
been making porcelnin for 25 years or longer.

It would be extremcly poor judgiment to puss laws which would
destroy un industry vital to chemical and physicul lnboratories.

E. C. Colemun, Loug Manufacturing Co., Petersburg, Va., for the

Lugguge & Leathergoods Lock Manulueturers Associntion.
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1105.)

Firin produces luggage hardware.

The udministration is asking for the abundomment of the policy of
net injuring domestic industry.

The pending bill mukes it diffienlt, if not impossible, to make v cuse
for relief under the eseape cluuse.  Nothing less Laa complete
economic disaster, us the test for the escape cluuse.

The hill does not require that we get reciprocal concessions.

Opposed to the bill - endorse the Bush amendments.

Burnham B. Holmes, Rolled Zine Manufucturers Associntion.
(Hearings, pt. 3. p. 1109.)

Tmport competition was negligible 10 years ugo -now they are 44
pereent of domestic production.

Oppose the hill-- if it is to be ndopted it should be amended und
extended for only 2 vears. Most severe competition comes from
Yugoslavin.

ie bill grants too much tariff-cutting authority.  The peril-point
wovision should be restored and made binding on ihe President.
ost-fuvored-nation principle should be changed.

The bill should include some provision for increasing the duty on
lead und zine and a compensatory duty on zine sheet and zine wire,

Eugene L. Stewart, Man-made Fiber Producers Association, Ine.
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1115))

“We oppose the enactment of H.R. 11970 in its present form.”
Endorses the amendments introduced by Senator Bush and others.
* The hill is based on fallacies.

“1t would he foolhardy to assume that undiseriminating use of the
powers in H.R. 11970 would benefit the U5, economy.”

Nothing in the bill supplics the necessary guidelines or safeguurds.

The specifie defeets in the bill are numerous.

It should be amended to insert guidelines and principles for the
conduet of our negotintions attuned to the realities of present compe-
tition. The amendments should reinstate the guiding principle of u
selective use of authority to avoid injury to domestie industry.

Thomas . Keeling, Jr., Koppers Co., Tne.
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1218.)
How ¢an a businessmuan support this bill and at the snme time keep
fuith with his stockholders and the employees of his company?
" The bill gives too brond powers to the President and too little con-
sideration for the drastic effects on industries, companies, or plants.
The bill offers no peril point procedure.
'll‘ho escape clause is still too weak and cumbersome to be of real
value.
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1t calls for veductions in tariffs by categories und this would be
highly injurious to the chemical industry.

i rovisions for adjustinent assistance should be stricken fromn the
hill.

Concessions should be restricted to nations which have given us
concessions.

Winthrop K. Coolidge, president, Chicugo Copper & Chemical Co.
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1222))
“We anticipate absolute ruin of ourselves und our industry if the
present law is changed in the direction of H.R. 11970.”
If the act is to be renewed it is recommended that---
The peril point provision should be restored and stiffencd so
that the President cannot lin beyond the peril point.
Escape clause relief should be mandutory.
The President alrcady has too great a load and Congress should not
dolegate any more power or responsibility to him.

Clark L. Wilson, Emergency Load-Zine Committee.
(Hearings, pt. 3. p. 1225))

The committee members account for 0 pereent of domestic mine
production of lead and 80 pereent of zine.

Every single procedure has been followed in secking a solution to
problems caused hy unneeded and excessive imports.

The quotas assessed have bheen ineffective.

The bill would increase the diseretionary power of the President
when it should be less.

It would make more difficult for an injured industry 1o obtain
rolief. :
Adjustment assistanee sections should he eliminated.
Peril-point provisions should be restored.
Better guidelines should be established.

T. E. Veltfort, Copper & Bruss Research Association.
(Henrings, pt. 3, p. 1231.)

Represents 37 companics in 15 States.

N rw brass mill industry opposes H.R. 11970.”

Mills operate in an extremely efficient manner with eapaeity more
than adequate to meet demands, but labor rates in foreign mills are
much lower and continue to widen.  The mills have already lost their
export markets and a substantinl portion of the domestic market.

he responsibility for protecting and promoting domestic industries
rests with the Congress and il delegated should be accompanied by
strong and explicit standards.

Penil point and eseape clause procedures now in the law should he
retained and strengthened.

Adjustment assistance should be stricken from the bill.

H. Sturgis Potter, tool and fine steel committee.
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1247.)

This industry is already threatoned by imports.

The bill “cloaks the executive branch with unprecedented authority
to reduce tariffs and diminishes the powers of Congress in the trade
area to an alltime low.” If adopted the bill should include the
following:

The national security clause should be strengthened.
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(‘ongressional review of nogotiatod agreements should be provided.

The cscape clause should be put more in line with the present law.

The peril point provisions should be retained.

The subsidy involved in the adjustinent assistance provisions
should be stricken.

Hon. Jucob K. Javits, Senator from New York.
(Heariugs, pt. 3, p. 1377.)

Strongly supports the objectives of the bill, but suggests several
amendments which will improve it.

A. The most substantial concessions to be made on the products of
the strongest U.S. industries.

B. Shape negotiations so thut concessions for less developed coun-
trics or urcas will be granted to less developed areas.

(. The United States should enter into sgrecinents for the sub-
mission of annual reports on progress in wage und living standards.

D. Specily that infringement of U.S. patents, copyriglts, and trade-
marks shull be the cause for retaliatory measures by the United States.

E. Terminate adjustment assistance on June 30, 1974,

F. Require a detailed report on expenditures under adjustment
assistance program.

G. Require publication of “Summaries of Tarifl Information”
every 5 years.
| b}: Establish a council of advisers from agriculture, industry, and
abor.

Hon. John G. Tower, Senator from Texas
(Hearing, pt. 3, p. 1289.)
Supports amendments submitted by Scnator Bush and others

includmf himself.
Asks lor a strong peril point provision. It has been proved to be
workablo and no hindrance to negotiations.

The cscape clause has been seriously weakened in the bhill. It
should be made even stronger than it is now. Texus has suffered
because of n growing trend in imports of the products made there,
while at the same time exports have declined.

National security soction should be strengthened so as to limit im-
ports of petroloum and products thereof. Toxas has been heavil
cut back while foreign producers have expanded rapidly. Texas wel
operate only 8 days a month.

Proposes congressional roview of agrecments. This very great
delogation of power should have some review and checks. A joint
congressional oversight committee should be cstablished.

Ernest Falk, U.S. National Fruit Export Council.
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1308.)

About $250 million of U.S. fruit is exported. However, most
European countries have serious restrictions on fruit imports.

“Most European countries have violated their GATT commitments;
many are still not living up to their obligations.”

The fruit industry has supported trade acts but concludes it cannot
support the 1862 act solely on the hope that abuses will be corrected.
It should be amended to—

A. Withdraw concessions and make no new ones where countries
have nullified or impaired concessions granted the United States.



i TRADK EXPANSION ACT OF lves 97

B. Require limitation of most-favored-nation treatinent w coun-

trig \z')l:xch mxd‘m‘xﬂd{r ‘tlreuuueul. W the United Suptml _ d
. Une of the mdustry suggesls a stronger pomnt an

escape clause and the elimination or&o adjustiment assistance section.

Ro\l}w{’( I'. Stevens, president, J. P. Stevens & Co., Ine.. New York,
N 3.
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1324.)

If the 7 point prquns already initiated were fully implemented
it would be of consideruble help. However, it does not s‘mw Signs
of full operation yet. Somcone, somewhere, is delaying the sccom-
plishinent of the gouls of the programs.

Tho United States is today one of the least protected industrial
nations in the world. Dutics have been reduced by 76 percent; at
the same time we tolerated incressed burriers abroad.

The effect of hoavy imports is felt in other vital industries. The
United States can be jeoparpizing its national security by allowing
its vital industries to be injured.

There is no known reuson why the Tarfl Commission should con-
tinue to withhold its decision on the cotton textile study it began
9 months ago.

C. W. McMillan, Americun National Cattleman's Association
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1351.)

Congress should take buck the tarifl-making power as its prerogs-
tive and duty. It should not enuct those sections of H.R. 11970 which
give the exccutive brunch additional importance.

Imports of beel and veal in 1961 totaled well over 1 billion pounds,
or over 8 percent of dowestic production. In 1862 imports are run-
ning 56 percent ahead of the same period in 1961.  Projected through
1962 imports will be 15 to 16 percent of dowestic production,

Tarifls und other protective devices ure esseutial 10 the progress of
our economy'.

The “subsidies’ of adjustment assistance are opposed.

Clayton F. van Pelt, Tanners Couneil of America, lne.
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1303.)

“We do not believe that the bill before you meets the crucial
foreign trade problems of our time.  We believe it requires great and
constructive amendment.”

Shoes are being imported ai the rate of 68 million pairs annually,
10 percent of domestie production. It requires leather to make shoes,

he tannery and shoe industries employ 280,000 workers, which
means imports have taken over 25,000 jobs.

Any trade bill must provide for -

1. True reciprocity.
l 2. Peril point and escape clause actions.

T R

3. Adequate safeguards and congressional review of delegated
power,
4. A reasonable limitation on delegated authority.
Don F. Mugdanz, National Livestock Feeders Association.
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1370.)

“The position of the National Livestock Feeders Association is one
of firm opposition to the bill in its present form."”

|
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Under such legislation im!:orta would definitely increase and cause
even greater injury than is the case today.

It s fundamentally wrong for Congress to continue surrendering
its suthority to the executive branch.

The cmphasis on the welfare and relief sections of the bill is evidence
of an intention to allow injury to result from tariff concessions. The
sdjustiment ussistance provisions should be stricken completely.

Adequate saleguards should be retained.

Jack R. Grey, Pennsylvania Cunners Association, Mushroom Canners

Committce.

(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1877.)

The committee is opposed to the pussage of H.R. 11970 because it
promotes and provides for wholesale reduction of tariffs and the clim-
ination of sufcguards.

Substantial reductions in the tariffs on mushrooms have resulted
in great increases in imports. In 1961 imports were 11% percent of
total U".S. consumption, or 4.7 million canned pounds. In 1962 over
8 million canned pounds have been imported already und will account
for over 25 pereent of consuinption.

If the bilmxmst be passed it should include strong peril point and
csc.utc clause procedures und the adjustinent assistance provisions
stnicken out.

Richard A. Tilden, the Domestic Producers of Wooden Spring Clothes-
ins.

(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1383.)

The Congress has historically affirmed its determination that trade
ugreciients should not injure domestic industries.

The clothespin industry has had experience with the escapo clause
provision of present law and even the present one is groesly inadequate.

Congresa should retain final control over the granting of concessions
below peril points set by the Tariff Commission. It should also provide
fo;'. o‘ﬁocluuting the Comnission’s recommendations for cscape clause
relicf.

Virginius R. Shackeleford, Jr.. American Silk Council, Ine.
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1441.)

The industry is located primarily in small towns. It supports the
concept of the bill as 8 means for increased trade but feel that addi-
tional saleguards for domestic industries should be written in.

Every industry in the country will be effected by the bill but some
have problems that are unique.

Prescat ratio of imports of woven silk products to domestic produc-
tion is 125 percent. The Jupanese, because of low wages, may at any
time sell in this country below cost of production here.

Urges careful consideration of both Muskie and Bush amendinents.

Wm. R. Brown, member, State chambers of the Council of State
Chambers of Commerce
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1465.)
The business community is sharply divided on the nzerits of the bill.
One point however, is generally ngreed upon. The cnactment of
the trade adjustment allowance program will set a precedent that
threatens the integrity and autonomy of State unemployment pro-

grams.
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State laws will have to be changed before they could participate in
this program. It goes far beyond the benefits of even the most
gonerous States. It is special legislation for a special class of people.

Tt would be best to strike the whole adjustinent assistance pro-
vision.

Robert A. Ewens, Conference of State Manufacturers Associations.
(Hearings. pt. 3, p. 1471.)
We in the various States * * ¢ consider that chupter 3 of title 1]

i of H.R. 11970 is a harbinger of federlization us well us u needloss
?, expedient that will saddle all industry und taxpayers with unnecessary
i cosls."” ) )

The individuul States have dischurged their respective steward-
| ships most commendably. They can continuo to do so. There aro

enough statutes on the books to deal with any problem H.R. 11970
may produce. ) ‘ _
There is no reason for the bill to go into the field of compensation.

E. Russell Bartley, Hlinois Manufucturers’ Associntion.
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1479.)

'l'll\w IMA registers objection to chapter 3 of the bill, assistance to
workers,

Under the provisions of the bill unemployed workers could, in many
cuses, draw benefits which are higher than their weekly wages.

Eunactinent of the bill would open the door to federulization of the
whole unemployment compensation system. They have been and
should be the function of the legislutures of the individual States.

The bill, if adopted, would violute State Inws.  Chapter 3 should be
eliminated.

Asks also that the peril point section be restored aud the esca
cluuse of present law be retained; that an extension be made for only
3 years.

Bertram S. Collins, Associated Industrics of Mussachusetls

(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1484.)
Represents about 2,000 manufucturers. A majority are in the small
business category.
The AIM 1s not, by inference or otherwise, expressiug itsell on any
usv‘?('ts of the legislation except on title 111,
he AIM is firmly opposed to the usurpation of the inherent right
of the States to modily and maintain State employment security
systems.
It is recommended-
1. The deletion of title I11.
2. That no action be taken in this uren until such a time as
anticipated unemployment is proved to be unmet by the States.

Wi, (. Babbitt, National Association of Photographic Manufacturers
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1493.)

The idea of reciprocal ugreements hus much to commend it but it
has been absent in our past negotiations. We “have swapped ele-
phants for mice.” The industry is dissatisfied and dist .

The duties on imporis of photographic goods have been reduced by
as much as 75 percent and have received no important concessions
from major foreign producing countries.
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The penil roim and escape clause provisions should be retainod and
strengthened.

Reciprocity should be insisted upon and nontariff barriers not al-
lowed to offsct concessions.

The so-called 80 percent EEC-U.S. to zero provision is dangerous

and should be stricken.

Curtis Dall, Liberty Lobby- -Washington, 1).C.
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1511

liberty lobby has about 25,000 supporters, but do not represent
any special interest group.

‘Qur combined opposition to H.R. 11970 stems primarily ltom our
strong beliel that the bill is lagrantly unconstitutional.

“Aside from the false clnims of some cconomic advantages the
proponents claim will ucerue, the Constitution simply cannot be by-

1 in this manner.

“If the President should ulso request the power, in the name of
‘public interest’ to coin money. declure war, et ceters, will you also
acquiesce?”’

Carl H. Wilkin, National Foundation for Economic Stability,

Washington, D.C.

(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1522.)

An analysis of the economy of the United States in the period
1940--50 compared to the period 1951-61 is given,

Iu period 1 total wages and interest averaged 70.6 percent more
than in period 2.

Nationnl income was short about $31% billion per vear.

Other evidence was introduced to indicate that the economy was
down in period 2 compared with period 1.

It H.R. 11970 is passcd. the economic situation will worsen con-
siderably.

Donald Hiss, 15 domestic cement producers.
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1535.) .

Cement is a fungible product, and premium pricing is impossible.
A difference of 1 cent per barrel will determine who sells in a given
market. The availability of low-priced cement does not increase the
demand.

Producers would objeet to any further loweriag of tarifls on cement.

There has been considerable dumping of cement in the U.S. market,
and the cases have heen appealed to the Treasury.  Many months’
delay has ocearred in most of these cases.,

Five cases are still pending, and more will likely become necessary
soon.  Something should be done to speed up action.

Request that a time limit be placed on antidumping eases, and that
the right of appeal be granted.

Craig D). Munson, Stainless Steel Flatware Manufucturers Associu-
tion. Sterling Silversmiths Guild of Americn, and Silverplated
Flatware & Holloware Manufacturers Asasociation.

(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 490.)

These 16 companies in 7 States with 1500 employees produce 85
to 90 percent of the eating tools made in America.

One of the few industries having received help under the escape
clause in the form of a global quota. 1t is working and could work
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for other injured industries. This kind of relief should be written
into H.R. 11970.
However, imports still have 30 percent of the domestic market and
efforts ure constantly being made to revise or do away with the quotas.
The bill should be nmended to—-
(1) climinate adjustiment assistance provisions;
(2) restore and strengthen peril poiuts;
(3) strengthen the escape clnuse; and
(4) mnke the Turiff Commission’s recommendutions final both
us to peril points aud escape clause.

A. B, Sparboe, Chamber of Comerce of the United States.
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 681.)

“The national chamber favors the principles of this legislation with
the exception of certain provisions as herealter discussed”

The question is not whether this authorit ¥ should be deleguted, but
rather the establishiment of appropriate guidelines.  Most guidelines
in the bill ure adequate, but there are exceptions:

(1 1t should be provided in the law itsell that reciprocity be
nssured,

(21 The 80 pereent EEC-US. cateory may well be reduced.

(3 The committee shonld look closely at the seetion barring
concessions 10 Yugoslavis and Poland.

(4) The base period for raising rates should be July 1, 1145,
ruther than July 1, 1934,

(51 Retain a good, workable exeape clause.
. U':: .-\ldjmmwnl axsislanee PLovisions are unnecessary and un-
Justified.

Charles K. Lovejoy. Fountain Pen & Mechunicul Peneil Munufacturers

Association, Ine.

(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 825.)

The bill H.R. 11970 does not fully respond to the needs of industry
in general and this industry in particular.

{‘lm Trade Act should not be considered u punacen to domestic
snd internationnl problems. To transfer strength from any one
fucet to another would destroy the balunce in our economy,

Foreign nontunifl barricrs must be climinated.

e term “unjustifinble” with reference to foreign restrictions
kills the whole proposal und should be taken out.

Adjustment ussistance “sounds ns though we are going to be revived
after burinl.”  Specinl nssistance should not be necessary.

Taxes of various kinds make it much more difficult’ to compete;
some should be abolished.

David W. Kendall, the cornstarch industry, General Time Corp., and
Book Manufacturers Institute.
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 931.)

On one hand these industries huve hoped for legislution to broaden
the exccutive power with regard to tariffs und customs. On the other
hund they caution care and farsightedness in the drafting. The
situation in August is quite different than it was in March and June.
(The cotton textile agreement turns out to be “no a ecetient” and
the rolaliomhilp of the United Kingdom to the EEC has altered.)

H.R. 11970 leaves u great deal to be dsired:

(1) 1t Incks nppropriate and well-planned guiddines;

| -
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(2) 1t does not provide for true reciprocity;

() It overlooks the time-honored machinery of penil point

and adequate escape cluuse; )

(4) 1t ties the United States to most-fuvored-nation responsi-
hilities without requiring them of others; wind

(3 1t contuins adjustiment measures open to doubt.

A. K. Seribner, president, Virginin Chemieals & Smelting Co.
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1054.)

The bill, “as written carries with it the threat of serious injury to
the hydrosulfite industry.”

“We are opposed to H.R. 11070 as now written even though we
operate un export departinent and apprecinte the necessity for world
trade.”

Recommend ihai

(1) Peril points be established by the Tanll Commission;

(2) Industry sources supply wdvice and information during
negotintions;

(3) Negotintions should be on a product-by-product basis and
ro('iprm'urvom-vssiuns should be made on like produets;

(® The adjustinent assistance chapters be climinated; and

(5) The escape-clause procedures in present law should he
restored and strengthened.

John H. Zwicker, president, American Knit Glove Association, Ine.,
for the American knit handwear industry.
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1051.)

Imports have taken over about 75 pereent of the American market.
We must oppose the radical about-face poliey in LR, 11970, If
adopted, it should be amended as follows:

A. Eliminate all adjustment provisions.

B. Make reductions on a seleetive basis and avoid injury or
the threat of it.

(. Strengthen the eseape clause.

D. Eliminate the proposed preliminaries to negotiations and
restore the peril-point provisions of present law.

Gordon  Laughead, National Piano Manufacturers  Association of

Aeriea, Iue.

(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1445.)

The U.S. producers are not alarmed over imported pianos from
countries other than Japan.

“We depend on the good judgment and commonsense of Congress
not to eauze the progressive destraetion of our industry.”

American manufacturers have done everything possible by way of
technologieal improvements, but the production of pisnes cannot be
automated.  Labor costs are high,

Fifty vears ago there were 300 pinno manufaeturers; by 1959 only
22 were left.

The industry would be destroyed il duties were ent,

Walter W. Maule, American Mushroom Institute, Kennett Square, Pa.
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 185810)

‘The mushroom industry opposes the enanctment of the bill.

Only by Senate amendments incorporating safeguards can protec-
tion be assured.




r—————————————

TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1962 103

The first tanfl reduction on mushrooms was made to France in
1935. Now Japun and Taiwan have industries that cun ruin the
industry and its 10,000 workers.

The oxisting “escape clause” in the bill is weak und should be
strengthened.

The adjustmment assistaace provisions indicate an intent to injure
industrices.

The mushroom growing und canning industry should not become
the victim of ill-advised legislation.

Peter M. Mirunda, Industrial Wire Cloth Institute.
(Hearings, pt. 4, p. - )

1t is sincerely urgod that the committee strengthen and implement
the present escape-cluuse nnd peril-point procedures to provide sufe-
zunrds against ruinous intowds by unfuir and govermment subsidized
oreign monopolization of the U.S. market.

“Title H1: Adjustment Assistance, must be completely eliminated
from consideration.”

Since 1952 the domestic weavers share of the U.S. market has de-
clined from 75 pereent in 1952 10 only 20 pereent.  In the first 6
months of 1962 imports inereased their share of the U.S. market to 80

pereent.
T Eldeed Hll Jde. Vinginin Emplovient Conanission.
hearings, pt. 4. p. )

He is not appearing in favor of or apposition 10 the general ol-
jeetives of the tarill provisions of the bill.

The provision for trade readjustment allowanees should be elini-
nnted.

I ereates a new Federal unemployment compensation program,
more liberal than any existing State programs and designed 1o favor o
small segment of the Nation's unemployed.

One displaced worker is no less unemployed than another.

Paul A. Raushenbush, the Industrinl Commission of Wisconsin.
(Hearings, pt. 4, p. --)
Testimony directed solely to trade adjustiment seetions of the bill.
The Federal “supplement” deviee would
(@) Huve a serious ** federnlizing” impact on State unemploy -
ment compensation svstems.
thy Mean that: Wisconsin could not, under its present State
law, agree to operate the proposed teade adjustinent program,
If the proposed puyments are not veally unemplovment compen-
§ sation, as some argue, then 100 pereent Federal fimaneing of these
unique payments wonld be appropriate.

Marion Williamson, Employment Security Ageney, Georgin Depart-
ment of Labor.
] (Hearings, pt. 4, p.
The Assistunce to Workers' portion of the bill is opposed for the
following reasons:
. The law of Georgin and other States prohibits payients
for the same week from different sources. )
2. The proposed new concept of giving special trentment to
selected unemployed is unjustified and unfair,
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3. It would establish a preferred class of unemployed.

4. Administration would be costly, complicated, and cum-
bersome.

5. Acceptance would be a long step toward complete federal-
ization of the unemployment compensation system.

Christian A. Herter, Washington, D.C.
(Hearings, pt. 4, p. ——.)

Mr. Herter urges the committes “to hold fast to this minimum
proposal.” “I urge you to reject any effort to compromise its
principles.”

There ure many ways the bill could be improved in the direction
of greater flexibility in the discretionary authority of the President.

“In today’s world it would be national folly to revert to the restric-
tive policies of the past.”

Recommends that the Congress establish a select joint committee
to study the progress of the new policy and recommend to Congress
on the program.

Charles P. Taft, Cincinnati, Ohio
(Hearings, pt. 4, p. —.)

Mr. Taft endorses the bill. However, he endorses the nine amend-
ments recommended by Mr. Gilbert of the Committee for a National
Trade Policy.

These amendments relate to the staging requirements; reserve lists;
national security; Tariff Commission investigations and reports; the
Interagency Trade Organization; the special representative for nego-
gatip(xl\s; trade adjustment authority; and broaden reports by the

resident.

Charles H. Percy, Bell & Howell, Chicago, III.
(Hearings, pt. 4, p. —.)
“I have long advocated a freer trade policy for the United States
and for the entire free world.”
‘““The Nation is no longer debating whether we should or should not
expand imports and c.rgorts but rather how it should be accomplished.”
he United States should enlist the ablest talent possible to do our
negotiating. We have every moral and economic right to bargain
hard. We are now, for the most part, a low-tariff country.
Government assistance can only be extended to small minorities.
Even_ then it should be only a temporary last resort. Without
id(i;ineasl the adjustment assistance provision could end up a political
ndoggle.

James M. Ashley, president, Trade Relations Council
(Hearmgs, pt. 4’ p. '_‘_) :
Membership in the council represents about 140 major industrial
categories interested in imports and exports as well as domestic
production.
The question of the United Kingdom membership in the Common
Market and the effect on some categories of the bill’s tariff reduction
proposals, it would seem prudent and wise to extend for a period the
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present act. If there must be a new act the following amendments
should be adopted.
1. Retain the definition of “industry” in the present act.
2. Retain the peril point and escape clause procedures of the
present act.
3. Delete title III, eliminating adjustment assistance subsidjes
for labor and business.
“If the workers in a factorﬁ lose their jobs because of imports, are
service workers who are displaced less deserving of consideration?”

Henry Bahr, National Lumber Manufacturers Association
(Hearings, pt. 4, p. —)

The industry, once a significant export industry, is now on an im-
porting basis. Exports are less than one-third the former level
while imports are four times the 1935 level, Imports of Canadian soft-
wood lumber are increasing at an alarming rate and domestic pro-
duction has declined. Thousands of American workers have been
thrown out of jobs.

Canada is helping the industry there, while the United States is
imposing higher taxes, repressive regulations, and other regulations
across tie board which hamper economic growth and opportunity.

The trade bill should include provisions to protect American indus-
tries, strengthen the escape clause, and give the President authorit
to move immediately without a prior requirement of a long investi-
gation.

H. J. Arnot, Reading Tube Co., Reading, Pa.
(Hearings, pt. 4, p. —))

The firm has operated for 2 years without a profit. Research has
been cut back and employment has been reduced by 16 percent in
an effort to pare losses to & minimum.

The foreign labor cost advantage has been growing, not decreasing.

The industry needs the safeguards the bill would destroy.

The peril point and escape clause procedures should be strengthened
as in H.R. 8850.

Adjustment assistance sections are only of theoretical and give
about as much sustenance as one would dirive from the promise of
an inspiring epitaph on one’s tombstone.

Hon. Prescott Bush, Senator from Connecticut
(Hearings, pt. 4, p. —)

“It was my conviction (on January 7, 1962) that there was no need
for hasty action or for a radical revision of our existing trade policy.”

The facts considered in December have not changed in August.
Common Market conditions and, in general, the whole situation calls
f(;r a more adequate appraisal before we outline and make public our
plans.

Our import-sensitive industries have lost some 305,000 workers
largely as a result of foreign competition, while the growth industries
seem to have gained only 90,000 due to foreign traﬁe. The net loss
215,000 jobs.

88078—62—8
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The amendments proposed would reinstate the escape clause and
ril points, make the injury criteria_more specific, make peril points
inding on the President, give more legislative oversight to Congress,
secure true reciprocity, secure equal treatment for Japan, protect
the integrity of concessions made to the United States.

Hon. Henry S. Reuss, Congressman from the Fifth District of

Wisconsin
(Hearings, pt. 4, p. —) '

The main section of the bill, section 211, is meaningless unless the
United Kingdom does not join the Common Market.

Common Market duties are high on many of our exports and
constitute an insurmountable barrier.

The bill should be amended to include the European Free Trade
Association as well as the Common Market, so section 211 would be
meaningful and negotiations could begin whether the United Kingdom
entered the European Economic Community or not.

Donald F. White, the American Retail Federation.
(Hearings, pt. 4, p. —.)

A federation of 31 national retail associntions and 43 statewide
associntions of retailers. It represents 800,000 retail establishments
employing nearly 5 million persons and handles over 70 percent of
all retail sales in the United States.

The goal of the proposed legislation is endorsed but the provisions
for ndjustment allowances for industry or labor are strongly opposed.

The development of the EEC requires new approaches to our
tariff policies.

Hon. Edmund S. Muskie, Senator from Maine.
(Hearings, pt. 4, p. —.)

The Senator has introduced an amendment which would give the
President specific authority to enter into orderly marketing agree-
ments with foreign countries in order to protect domestic manufac-
turers from disastrous increases in imports from countries having
substandard wages and working conditions.

“In the arena of.international trade we cannot impose an inter-
nationul fair labor standards law. But we can recognize that the
problem of wage cost differentials does exist. '

“Foreign exporters are told that they will not be shut out of the
domestic market, but that they will have an opportunity to share in
the American market as it grows.”

Hon. Claiborne Pell, Senator from Rhode Island.
(Hearings, pt. 4. p. ——--.)

Wisely negotinted agreements offer many opportunities for ex-
anded trade. However, we “cannot sweep under the rug the prob-
ems which an expanded trade progeam can cause.”

The Senator proposes an amendment which directs the Secretary
of Labor to compile a comparative real wage index contrasting the
wages or earnings (in terms of purchasing power) for a worker in
American industry with those of a worker in the foreign country with
which we are negotiating. This index would be used as a guide to
our negotiators, with the intent that tariff modifications be directly
related to a comparison of the respective indexes.
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The amendment provides for a review in 2 years to see whether
legislation may be needed to implement the idea.

Also proposes amendments to strengthen the adjustment assist-
-ance provisions of the bill. :

Seymour Graubard, American Institute for Imported Steel, Ine.
(Hearings, pt. 1, p. 505.)

Opposes the Buy American Act.

It creates irritations where there should be cooperation. The
balance of trade is in favor of our Nation so we should do all we can
to encourage the widest purchase of goods in international commerce.

There are other forms of discrimination and traude restrictions.
Many States and local governments have, in recent years tuken on the
congressional prerogative of regulating our foreign commercoe. These
are unconstitutional and contrary to GATT.

Urge the adoption of the bill, but ask that amendments to take
care of these restrictions be adopted.

Everett R. Jones, the Division of Pence and World Order of the Gen-

eral Board of Christian Socinl (‘oncerns of the Methodist Church
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 557.)

The Methodist Church supports reciprocal trade agreements.
Extension should be for 5 years.

The proposed udjustment assistance section represents an important
step forward. Its principles are morally sound.

Supports the discretionary authority to eliminate low-duty rates
and the giving of “greater latitude in the negotiation of trade agree-
ments.”

E. M. Norton, National Milk Producers Federation.
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1459.)

“We believe that every effort should be made to develop beneficial
foreign trade, but that imports should not be admitted which are
destructive in character.”

It is extremely important that Congress retain within its hands its
constitutional power to regulate foreign trade.

“We are concerned that import controls under section 22 will be
imperiled by H.R. 11970.”

‘The Common Market does not offer opportunities for increased
agricultural exports.”

Reducing U.S. tariffs on agricultural products will not solve the
Common Market problem.

There are many reasons why the bill should not be adopted.

R.H. Wilcox, president, Agricultural Council of Oregon.
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 585.)

A need to protect domestic market of agricultural producers against
excessive imports.

A growing list of agricultural commodities in Oregon are bein
threatened tl;y imports. Farmers confronted with rising costs an
loss of markets.

Ask that greater consideration be given to domestic agriculture and
guard against further tariff reductions. Retain and strengthen peril
points and escape clause.
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John Bauer, vice president, Business International Sales (‘orp.
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 745.)

Favor granting President new trade powers but emphasize that they
must be used to r:gen Common Market. Export of poultry now
threatened and trading powers should prevent the closing of this
important market.

raw attention to the new protectionisin of the Common Market
countries and this must be OP?M in every possible manner. New
agricultural restrictions already announceg will mean sentence of
death to U.S. poultry exporta.

John E. Carroll, Kresident, American Hoist & Derrick Co. (letter
to Senator Hartke).
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1614.)

Firm is exporting machinery, to Common Market area. Taxing
foreign-based subsidiaries is not in the interest of the export expan-
sion program.

Foreign competition does endanger U.S. business even under present
tariff barriers but will take chances in a free trade atimosphere. Some
loss in domestic sales, perhaps, if the President cuts tariffs but total
business may be better off.

On the other hand, they do not want legislative powers subordinated
to the executive branch. Do not wish to tuke production out of the
United States and build a factory abroad, but wish to continue
exporting.

J. C. Lanier, Leaf Tobacco Exporters Association.
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 595.)

Export trade in tobacco is vital to the economy of a large section
of the country. Exports will be adversely affected unless a new
reciprocal trade agreement is enacted by June 30, 1962.

ssential to delegate powers to someone to negotiate trade agree-
ments in order to protect the tobacco export business.

Give the bill favorable consideration.

le‘l)l Benson, National Sports Co., Wisconsin. (Letter to Senator
iley.) .
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 684.)

Protest conditions which have encouraged tremendous growth of
imports of sporting goods.

‘oncern is with huge amounts of all kinds of athletic and sporting
goods imported to selrat a fraction of American costs.

Quotas should be set on imports and such a program should be
promoted.

J. Iglaynw Lassiter, vice president, Riegal Paper Corp., New York,
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 745.)

Company ships thousands of tons of pulp to Europe. [If Sweden,
Norway, and Finland enter the Common Market, a tariff of 6 percent
will be applied and this European market would be lost.

It would be a poor bargain to reduce our own tariffs in exchange for
aﬂreduct.ion in Common Murket tariffs which have never been in
efiect.

Favor giving President authority to bargain, but bargaining should
begin on present duty status, not on rates set for bargaining purposes.
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J. Stewart Gillies Overseus Automotive Club, New York, N.Y.
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1614.)

Endorses purposes of proposed act.

Believes that the reduction of trade burriers, achieved through
truly reciprocal agreoments with other free world countrics and ac-
compunied by necessary safegunrds for American industry and labor,
i8 cssential to the economic progress and security of tho United Stutes.

Urges the United States to seek vigorously to eliminate discrimina-
tions against nutomotive products abrond.

Homer Davison, American Meat Institute,
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1402.)

Much more needs to be done to eliminate foreign discriminations
against US. livestock products. A number of serious foreign restric-
tions are in_cffect. The Government should insist that these be
removed. Discriminations und countries using them ugainst the
United States are named.

Policy of the Institute not to take a position on tariff matters but
would appreciate efforta toward reduction in obstacles which threaten
U.S. export markets.

Daniel M. Dalrymple, New York State Department of Agriculture
and Markets
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1401.)

“I cannot see that the Unitod States has been very successful in its
negotiations with France and Italy or the Comimon Market to agree
to reciprocate.”

“In the case of swoet cherrics and apples we ure not getting a square
deal under the proposed law.”

If the tariff is sharply roduced a great number of sweet cherry pro-
ducers in New York, Michigan, ans on the Pacific cosst are going to
suffer sevore and lasting hardship.

R. L. Cushing, executive viee president, Pineapple Growers Associa-
tion of Hawaii.
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1399.)

U.S. production represents 36 percent of world production of
canned pincapple and 81 percent of pinen ple juice.

The brond powers of the bill, the poﬁcy of the EEC' toward its

riculture and the history of recent negotiations nre reason for belief
that the economy may be hurt rather than helped.

Announced EEC tariff on canned pineapple 18 25 percent; the U.S.
tarifl is approximately 6 percent. Austra ia, Guinea, Ivory Coust,
and others will have free entry to EE(".

In this case, instead of expandiug our market the Government

could restrict it by fostering competition from other areas.
F Strengthen Tunff (‘omnussion procedures, retain peril point.
Guaranteo reciprocity.
Eliminate concessions negated by other devices.
Have congressional review und veto power.,
Have industry advisors on negotiating team.
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(ieorge Hannaum, Aerospace Industries Association.
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1613.)

Mamber companies nceount for over #0 percent of 1.5, production
of aeronnutical and spuce equipment and support orderly methods of
reciprocal tariff reductions. ~In the lust 2 years exports huve averaged
over $1 billion.

It is cssential that our Government have greater flexibility in tariff
negotiations. Fuvor the legislation but it should provide taking into
account the competitive export disadvantages of products produced
under the free enterprise system.

Bruce F. Failing, Beacon Feeds-Textron Corp., Cuyugs, N.Y.
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 743.)

The bill will provide the best means for preventing or obtaining re-
moval of unfair restrictive measures. However, “It is impossible for
us to understand and accept a principle which advocates reducing
U.S. import duties on European goods so they may enter our market
on a competitive basie and at the same time agree to higher import
dutieg by European countries on U.S. poultry so that we cannot com-
pete.

The uct should include:

1. A prohibition on concessions to countries which impose re-
striciions against U5, poultry products.

2. Terminate concessions to countries which set up measures
to exclude or make U.S. poultry and eggs noncompetitive.

Robort L. Gibson, Jr., president, Libby, Mc¢Neil & Libby, Chicago.
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 592.)

One of world’s largest exporters of cannod and frozen foods. Ex-
panded trade will be encouraged by H.R. 11970, hut are oYposod to
the concept of relief provided in chapters 2 and 3 of title II1.

Also point out that fresing trade would be fruitless if American
industry is rendered impotent or made noncompetitive by reason of
foreign” income being subject to the taxation contemplated under
H.R. 10650.

Urge that H.R. 11970 receive favorable consideration.

Harold A. Slane, attorney, Los Angeles, Calif.
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 681.)

The bill is very good but needs amendments in order to make it
acceptable to the American businessman. ‘“To the extent that safe-
guards have been included in the present bill and to that extent only,
the present bill is tenable.” However, cortain additional yardsticks
and administrative machinery should be added. U.S. firms cannot
engage in double-pricing nor can they allocate markets, us is done
abroad. Some foreign firms are given rebates on products exported.

American firis are at a great disadvantage in the heavy tax burdens
they must assume and wage lovel differences compound the dis-
advantage.

The bill is good but much work remains to be done.




r

TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1063 111

Carl J. Carlson, president, Cigar Munufacturers Association of
America, Inc., New York, N.Y.
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 593.)
“We are unqualifiedly in favor of the objectives of H.R. 11970,
and we urge that the bill be reported fuvorably.”
iculture Department has cstimated thit domestically grown
cigar tobuccos could be drawn upon only to the extent of 9 million
gounda per year, leaving a gap of 21 million pounds which must he
lled from forcign sources.
Pussage of H.R. 11870 presents the United States with a unique
opportunity for mutually advantugeous trade agrecinents.
nterested also in expanding exports which would be fucilituted by
the provisions of the hill,

l’alt;l W. Walter, president, United World Federalists, Washington,
(‘

(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1612.)

Has long favored stimulation of freer world trude. The bill is an
important step.

t will strengthen our cconomic and political relations with the
EEC, will assist the less d‘ovoloped countries, und will counter cco-

nomic penetration hy the Communist bloc.
Hope the measure will be reported favorably.

Howard P. Chester, president, Window Glass Cutters League of

America, Columbus, Ohio.

(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1096.)

Seriously oppose H.R. 11970.

Poril point and cscape clause should be included in any legislation
and give adequute protection to domestic industry and fabor. “We
cannot hope to confront the Russian menace with s broken back.”

The $15 billion in goods we imported in 1960 would have been
valued at $30 billion had they been produced in this country.

The work of 2,145 workers would he required to make $28 million
worth of window sheet gluss at American prices, but the displace-
ment created by imjl)lorls valued nt $2% million would be 3,217 workers.

Urges that the bill be not reported.
H.TE. McCulloch, Monurch Tile Manufucturing, Inc., San Angelo,
ex.

(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1085.)

Cernmic tile manufacturers ure sorely pressed to survive the present
flood of imports. Jupan labor is 17 cents per hour—the average in
the United States is $1.87 per hour.

Tariff Commission found injury under the escape clause in 1961

.

but the President refused to ratify it.

This type of lﬁmiation tends to destroy incentive. Oppose any
legislation that will weaken domestic industry, large or small.

dohn N. Thurman, Pacific American Steamship Association.
(Hearings, pt. 4, p. — )

Supports the principle of wider authority to meet changing condi-
tions.

“In our view, however, we are bein usked to pay an exorbitunt
price for the liberal handling of tariffs y the President by reason of
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tl;’:;zdrutic unemployment features of the Trade Expansion Act of
l 0 .n
“There will be created in the mind of workers und the public the
impression that all export-imports are an evil thing since they cause
unemployment.”
Unemployment already costs many California cmployers in oxcess
of 3} percent of their payroll and this is only for 26 wocks of coverage.
Any unemployment compeusation should be handled under soparate

legislation.
R. G. Follis, Standard Oil Co. of California
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 884.)

Understand various oil-producing interests advocate increasingly
gevere restrictions on imports of petroleum be frozen into law %)y
amending this bill, -

Congress should continue to delegate to the President the responsi-
bility for an adequate control program.

National security does not require more stringent restrictions on
imports. Such would he merely an unnecessary obstacle to inter-
national trade.

“We do not think it proper that we, or any other group, urge legis-
lative action when, in the main, the program is ncoompl'rging its
purpose.”

Robert S. Nickoloff, attorney, Hibbing, Minn.
(Hearings, pt. 4, p. -— )

‘The Trade Expansion Act has been oversold. 1ts adoption would
not be any great step forward.  Because of propaganda, the average
citizen believes we are & protectionist nation with high tariffs.  This is
not true.

Proposes a *“Tax Credit for Exports.” We must stimulate 50,000
U.S. companies to go into exporting within the next few years if we
are to survive with a strong economy'.

R. (. Brown. president, Champion Aireraft Corp.. Osceols, Wis.
(Lotter to Senator Wiley.)
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1616.)
A tariff reduction by foreign countries would be most helpful, but
the Trade Expansion Act could be harmful to U.S. domestic sales.
‘This is bused on comparison of foreign and domestic labor rates.
The problem is compounded by the fact that foreign governments
subsidize their aircraft industries.
Not only confronted by foreign tariff rates but by a serious need for
a finance plan allowing up to 36 months for reimbursement.

Honorable Kenuneth B. Keating, Senator from New York, letter to
Chairman Byrd with enclosures

(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 739.)
Concerned about the relative powers of the Congress and the Presi-
dclln’t‘in the trlt‘ulc gt;ld. be o d
poses that ngress be given a veto over trade agreeinents.
Generally speaking, it would rog:niro a two-thirds vote by both Senate
and House within 60 days.
This veto power is not severe, and may be excercised only rarcl{,
y

but it would encourage the executive branch to consult more serious
and more conscientiously with the Congress.



) S

TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 196% 113

W. Hamischfeger, Milwaukee, Wis.
(Hearing, pt. 3, p. 1611.)

It is most unrealistic to reduce tariffs under prevailing conditions.
The nost sensible thing would be to reenuct the existing bill for unother
year. It is serious when our negotintors nre “horge trading” our
tlariﬂg on the busis of nvernges without due consideration to our in-
dustries.

A horizontal reduction will bring about more imports and further

islocate industry.

Giving the President powors of life and death over an industry are
unwarranted, nnd are alrendy being used for political purposcs.

Paul Bakowell, Jr., St. Louis, Mo.
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1610.)

“How can our Government advoeste free world trade when our
domestic trade is subLect to such controls by the Government?”

If one accepts the theory of free trade he assumcs that the currency
of all nations will be freely convertible into gold; that all artificial
internal vontrols, us well as tariffs will be removed.

Contrury to the policy of the Employment Act of 1846 to foster
and promote private employment the proposed bill implicitly asserts
that its ogemtion will cause unemployment.

If the bill passes, and we remain on paper currency standard
and the Common Market on the gold standard, it means economic
suicide for us.

P. G. Winnett, Bullocks luc., Los Angeles, Calif.
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. §82.)

United States will further its own interests through passage of
H.R. 11970.

It will strengthen the domestic economy by guaranteeing our share
in the expanding EE(' market.

It can be particularly effective in espanding U8, activity through-
out the world.

It means more domestic jobs.

Robert J. McGorrin, International Trade (lub of Chicago.
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1609.)

The 700 ziembers believe the enactment of the bill I8 imperative
now,

;[‘llo national security demands our trade policy support our foreign
policy. . _

If we shrink from this competitive challenge Mr. Khrushchev will
make good his boast to bury us. _

Passage will inevitably cause dislocation in some few industries
but the bill provides ample adjustuent assistance.

B. R. McNulty, The Dia-Log Co., Houston, Tev.
(Hearing, pt. 4, p. ——)

Certain results of title 111 (adjustiment assistance) would be more
iberal State programs which would cost employers millions moro in
taxes.

This section should be wnended.

Fuvors trude expansion but this bill would huve critically im-
portant effects. Each of the proposals should be studied in per-
spective.
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Ms. Michael Ingerman, Women's Internntional League for Peace and
Freedom.
(Hearings, pt. 4. p. - =)
Eudorses in principle H.R. 11870 it makes possible the lowering
of tarifl barriers.
World trade should be unhumpered by trade restrictions.
Commend provision for welfure of induatries and workers displaced
by imports.

Eric Johnston, president, Motion Picture Associntion of Amerien.
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1608.)

Favors enanctment of H.R. 11970 for two reasons. It sets up
machinery that will give American business the chance to compete
and aceess to world markets. Tt also recognizes that a healthy mu-
tually beueficinl freer world trade is essentinl to America’s prospects
for economic growth.

We cannot lend a changing world if we do not keep changing with it.

Important step in promoting Atlantic purtnership and strengthening
Waestern alliauce.

R. (. Rolfing, president, Wurlitzer Co.. Chicago.
(Hearings, pt. 4. p. - -—-)

Opposes the bill.

It would have u long-lnsting deleterious effect on the American
cconomy. Tariff reductions have already eaused unemployment and
econmmie suffering.

Benefits are entirely speculative, whereas injury is outside the area
of conjecture.

Losa of sales, skills, and channels of supply and distribution would
result in inefficiency.

Delegates too much power without. cffective limitations.

Opposes “dole” sections. 1t is not consistent with a healthful and
workuble economy.

Stuart G. Tipton, president, Air Transport Associntion
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1612.)

Supports the principle of the hill.

Policy to work for the freer flow of persons and property in inter-
national commerce.

The bill would provide opportunity and incentive o inerense
sales abrond.

Long-range aireraft have overcome geographic and other matural
barriers, but it is necessury to overcome artificinl barriers that restrict
international trade.

J. B. Hutson, president, Tobaceo Associntes
(Hearings. pt. 2, p. 594.)
A total of 800,000 tobueco farmers depend on forvign nmrkets for
30 pereent of their sales.
About three-fourths of oversea trade is with members or potential
members of the Conmon Market.
he BEC has presented new challenges and new opportunities.
‘The bill has the association’s unq\mhﬁe«l endorsement.
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dohn Akin. president. National Foregn Trade Council, New York,

C(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1617.)

Endorses the stuted purposes of the bill.

Reduetion of traude barriers through truly reciproeal agreements is
exssentind 1o the ceonomic progress and security of the United States.

Should press for the most-fuvored-nntion” principle and  oppose
preferentinl velationships,

The grant of incrensed buggaining authority is essential if American
exporters are 1o reiain competitive in the European  Commeon
Murket and other trading areas.

ML Clevenger, Canners League of California,
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 588.)

Includes 80 percent of canned fruit and vegetable production in
California.

In the past have unequivocally supported trade policies and ex-
tensions of the Trade Aet. Changes are exsentinl in H.R. 11970
before it can be supported.

Have misgivings about the broad authority of the bill without
checks or assurance of reciprocity.  Section 212 would permit redue-
tions 10 zero and this is of vital concern.

Are_gremtly concerned over failure 10 include a2 “peril point”
provision,

Cannot envisagre how “adjustment assistunce’” part of the bill can
be of any help to the ennning industry or to the farmers who supply
the crops.

Ask for a congressional review and veto power as prenegotiation
sufeguards.

Donaid S. Beattic. Railway Labor Exceutives Association, Wash-
ington, D.C.
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1607.)
Support H.R. 11970,
Estimate in 1961 some 1,600,000 carlondings could be attributed to
exports and imports.
Recognize problem involved in Common Market and power to
bargain down their high tariffs is needed.

Burris . Jackson, president. National Cotton Council of America,

Memphis, ‘Tenn.

(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1308.)

Has supported past trade agreements program aud does so now.

A high level of international trade comritmos to peace and pros-
perity.

Concessions should be truly reciprocated by foreign countries.

Are aware of the tremendous increase in imports of cotton yvarn
cloth, and apparel and the scriousnces of market descriptions and
join_in secking action to provide reasonable protection against ex-
cessive imports of textile products.
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William E. Black, Florida Citrus (‘ommission, Lakelund, Fla.
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1395.)

Florida has much interest in an export market. Huave not been
happy with exports to European markots. Present growth in produc-
tion exceeds potentinl domestic consumption nmfr:xport markets
must be found.

Exports are subject to discriminatory restrictions abroad and the
puttern of trade gets more discouraging.

Request an‘lrlo safeguards in the bill to assure that urbitrary
restrictions will be eliminated.

We must not bargain away our strength. Agreements must be
truly reciprocal.

Frederick V. Geier, the Cineinnati Milling Machine Co.
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1604.)

The administration’s announced intent to put machine tools on the
free list will certainly undermine the defense potential and the indus-
trial productivity of the Nation.

Toolbuilders constitute the kevstone of the security procurement
structure.

Expausion and progress of the metalworking equipment industries
in Europe and Japan, with their much lower wage costs will increas-
ingly affect U.S. builders.

A strong machine tool industry is a eritical necessity for national
security.

Helen P. Lasell, the U.S. Flag Commiittee, Long Island, N.Y.
(Heurings, pt. 3, p. 1618.)

Registers strong opposition to the passing of H.R. 11970.  Dunger-
ous (o national sovereignty; nims at “world federation.”

Could result in the destruction of our constitutional form of govern-
ment.

Opposed to granting unprecedented power to the President and
transfer of congressional responsibility to one man.

Steele Holman, San Francisco, Calif.
(Hearings, pt. 3, p..1606.)

Believe H.R. 11070 will incrense the individual profit squeeze but
will improve the total business health of the Nation.

Endorses the bill.

Rolf J. Thal, president, Lead Pencil Manufacturing Association, Inc.,

New York, N.Y.
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 881.)

Urge that the basic objectives of the bill be accomplished without
injury to American industry.

an amendment which would reserve from negotiations:

(@) Any article which had dollar exports in 1960 of one-third or lese of
exports in 1950; () any article where the Tariff Comnission finds
production capacity twice that of current volume of sales.

Duty on pencils hus already been reduced by 50 percent. A further
influx of imports would be fatal. Facilities cannot he converted to
other products.
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Duavid J. McDonald, president, United Steelworkers of America
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1619.)

Favors the bill.

A vigorous foreigm trade policy is indispensable to a majority of the
American people.

The country us u whole should alleviate the harm to the few occur-
ring because of imports.

U.S. steel industry is far ahead of the rest of the world in produc-
tivity, hourly carnings, and employmoent costs. Combine these
result in total employment or labor costs which are only marginally
lower in other countrics.

Stuart J. Swensson, Aluminum Wares Associntion, Pittshurgh, Pa.
(Hearings. pt. 2, p. 1014.)

Industry has annual sales of over $125 million.

Tariffs on these products havo already been reduced by 60 percent.
Imports increased from less than $3 million in 1954 to almost $6
mil‘itm in 1961.

The bill places tremendous power in the hands of the executive
branch.  This industey, under the 80-percent category of the bill,
vould be completely eliminated.

Adjustiment assistance section is extremely dangerous and would
not be of help, us applicants would be out of business before “assist-
ance’ could be granted.

_ i\'uw legislution should provide ndequate safeguards for American
industry.

E. G. Cauble, Jr., president, Texus Sheep & Goat Raisers’ Associa-
tion, Sun Angelo, Tex.
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1304,

Fully realize importance of trade and admit that we must adjust
to EEC competition.  “However we are deeply concerned to see
Congress puss a trade bill which would divest itsolf of authority over
commerce and place such power in the executive branch.”

Restrictions aganinst U.S, livestock and products in Canada, New
Zealand, and Ireland greatly discournge imports.

A healthy livestock industry is essential.

Request that the trade bill be not passed.

George L. Prichard, National Soyxbean Processors Associntion
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 587.)

Process 435 million bushels of soyheuns,

Favor free trade in oilseeds, oils, and fats, and protein meals on a
truly reciproceal basis.

The Common Market proposals would double import duties and
U.S. oils are already shut out by other Government controls.

Urges enuctment of legislation that will attain equitable treatment
with oilseed processors abroad,

doln S. McGowan, Bumble Bee Seafoods, Inc., Astoria, Oreg.
(Henrings, pt. 2, p. 586.)

At the very least, H.R. 11970 should be amended to include strong
peril point and escape clause features.

Imports are already being so generously treated that there is no

T

o

sound basis for further reduction. The United States is by fur the

|
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1 t market for canned tuna. At present nearly 50 percent of
U.S. demand is being supplied by imports of raw and canned tuna.

Mindful of the need for balanced international trade but passage of
the bill in its present form may have a disastrous effect on U.S.
seafood canning industries.

C. T. Nissen, Builders Hardware Manufacturers Association, New
York, N.Y.
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 1008.)

In general, favor the broad purposes of the bill. Urge these be
adopted without serious and needless injury to American industry.
Proper safeguards must be included.

oncessions should be gredicated on foreign removal of various
types of restrictions on U.S. goods. The export market for builders’

bardware is declining. Foreign restrictions are growing, not declining.

Ke\ndneth W. Marriner, president, Marriner & Co., Inc., Lawrence,
Mass.
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 1008.)

Firm makes wool tops. Visits to Europe indicate industries there
are well managed and efficient. “How can we hope, without com-
pensating tariff protection, to compete when their wages are one-third
or less than ours?”

Much is said about exports creating new jobs; little is said about the
jobs lost because of imports.

Many U.S. plants do not try to meet the competition, but move
abroad.

United States should encourage not discourage domestic producers.

S. P. Smith, president, Automotive Exporters Club, Chicago, 11l
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1627.)

Represents 40 members with export volume of $25 million annually.

Favors enactment of the bill.

Growth of export volume imperative to a sound economy.

Only 4 percent of our gross national product is exported, this is
far below other nations.

Changes in tariffs may result in dislocations but will be outweighed
by the ndvantages.

Provisions of the act ure adequate to reduce dnmages that may
occur.

Robert E. Jones, The Unitarian Fellowship for Social Justice
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1628.)

Supports the bill. One of the important keystones of international
peace and order is healthy, multilateral trade.

The net will strengthen the U.S. economy and act as a st imulant to
its growth.

Strongly support the adjustment assistance provisions. They are

essential if the act is to be successfully administered.

Carl H. Donner, president, the Hatters’ Fur Cutters Association of
the U.S.A., Newark, N.J.
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 926.)
The industry has long been faced with severe foreign competition.
Was granted some relief in 1952 under the escape clause but this was
rescinded in 1958 and the industry has since suffered great losses and
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is in jeopardy now. Any further reductions would spell the end of the
entire inidustry.

The bill is a dangerous gamble and the harm it will do will be difficult
to overcome. It would be better to extend the present act until some
sound plan can be prepared.

Lester W. Benoit, The Pipe Fittings Manufacturers Association,

New York, N.Y.

(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1255.)

Are very much opposed to the bill.

Duties have already been reduced 50 percent ; this withi foreign labor
costs 85 percent below domestic and labor constituting 75 percent of
total cost, makes competition almost impossible.

Sixty-one percent o}) the market has already been lost.

Eighty-five percent of the export market has also been taken.

This disastrous experience 1s tvpical of a broad segment of the
economy.

A suggested trade policy more in the national interest would include
g(lequate protection for home industries and a firmer stand on foreign

arriers,

Joseph Kolodny, National Association of Tobacco Distributors.
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 585.)

Accounts for 85 percent of domestic tobacco sales, purveying
nearly $7 billion of consumer soft goods annually.

Arc eager to participate in the vigorous competition that will result
from the rise of another great market. We necd to strengthen our
Nations’ economic relations with the EEC. The association gives its
unqualified support to the Trade Expansion Act of 1962.

Adolph P. Schuman, president, Lilli Ann Corp. and chairman, San
Francisco World Trade Center Authority.
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1094.)

The bill, or similar legislation must be approved. However,
attention is called to woolen textiles which present a unique problem.
American_producers of higher priced woolen textiles must pay more
duty on cloth than competitors pay on finished goods.

Is not seekinE ;l)]rotection, just equality of treatment. Asks for
lower tariffs on high-priced woolen textiles.

Also, domestic consumers should be protected by prohibiting the
importation of inferior woolens.

R.O(g: McConnell, president, Ohio QOil & Gas Association, Newark,
io
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 900.)

Composed of 881 members, mostly small independent users of oil
and gas. Concur with Independent Petroleum Association in request
to strengthen the security clause of the act. The bill should definitely
limit imports of oil and its derivatives.

Assurances by the executive branch that this would be taken care
of administratively prevented such a proposal from being put in the
bill by the House of Representatives,

Ohio has suffered greatly by the shutting down of wells, abandon-
ment of pipelines, and loss of revenue. It is urged that a limiting
amendment be adopted.

|
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R. T. Compton, National Association of Manufacturers
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1629.)

This association does not attempt to speak for its members on
tariff matters. Hopes the committee will consider carefully the re-
spective members’ testimonies.

Pleased to note that safeguards were inserted but are disturbed
that the Labor Secretary’s determinations are not subject to review.
The actions of both the Secretary of Labor and Secretary of Commerce
should be open to court test.

Trade liberalization would not, on balance, improve the competitive
position of American producers. It gives gl‘reater scope to the oper-
ation of international competitive forces. The bill is not the answer
to the balance-of-payment problems.

The association is firmly opposed to the adjustment assistance
features of the bill. It is futile, arbitrary, discriminatory, unneces-
sary, and expensive. It will tend to compound the problems.

Emilio G. Collado, Standard Oil Co. (New Jersey)
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 902.)

The company endorses the basic principles underlying the bill. 1t
isbesso;\tinl as a response to altered economic conditions at home and
abroad.

The company supports the need for continuing a national security

rovision, but at the same time believes quotas on fuel oil cannot be
justified on national security grounds. Urges the rejection of any

amendments which would specify precisely the level of permissible
imports.

MII‘S Charles Hymes, president, National Council of Jewish Women,
nc.
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1634.)

Organization has 123,000 members in 329 communities. Supports

a liberal trade policy as an indispensable aspect of social and economic
rogress.
P ith the advent of the EEC, the Trade Expansion Act of 1962 is
urgently needed.
reer trade as envisioned in this act would lead to the greater

economic good of all concerned. A reduction in tariffs would lead to
lower prices and a wider range of goods.

Tt is also a tool to complement the foreign aid program.

C. R. Morris, certain manufacturers of barley malt, Milwaukee, Wis.
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 581.)
We advocate the following:
1. The reduction of dutics on a product-by-product basis
instead of on a broad category basis;
2. The restoration of the peril point as provided in the Trade
Agreements Extension Act of 1951, as amended;
3. Changes which will restore the escape clause with its defini-
tion of industry as provided for above;
4. The removal of the adjustment assistance provisions; and
5. The removal of section 212 providing for climination of
duties equivalent to 5 percent or less.
This industry buys $100 million worth of barley from the farmers
each vear. It'is vulnerable to imports and facilities cannot be con-
verted to other uses.
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James L. Williams, American St. Gobain Corp., Kingsport, Tenn.

Curtis G. Shake, Blackford Window Glass Co., Vincennes, Ind.

Gegll;ge P. MacNichol, Jr., Libbey-Owens-Ford Glass Co., Toledo,
i0.

R. F. Barker, Pittsburgh Plate Glass Co., Pittsburgh, Pa.

(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1089.)

These firms account for 80 nercent of the domestic production of
flat glass. Recognize need for flexibility in foreign trade and need for
some authority to be delegated to the President. However, adequate
limitations and safeguards must be established. Amend the bill to:

1. Negotiate on individual products.

2. In the 80-percent EEC category should be dropped.

3. Reinstate 'peril point provision.

4. Maintain full escape clause rather than the weak substitute
in H.R. 11970.

5. Redefine “industry” to apply to a segment or subdivision.

6. Adjustment assistance section affords no adequate alterna-
tive to tariff relief.

W. A. Penrose, Soft Fibre Manufacturers Institute.
(Hearings, pt. 4, p. —.)

Members manufacture products from jute, flax, and hemp, the
fibers commonly known as soft fibers.

The power to remove or cut duties in half is the power to destroy
this industry completely.

The raw materials are etﬁally available to all countries. The
American wage level is much higher and the machinery is the same in
most areas. This means that foreign producers have a distinct
advantage.

The bill has greatly weakened the safeguarding features of the act
and this must be corrected. Adequate safeguards must be included.

The “adjustment’’ proposals are artificial, inefficient, and unsuitable
and should be delete£

R. W. Elder, Fine & Specialty Wire Manufacturers Association
(Hearings, pt. 4, p. —.)

The 17 members produce about 70 percent of the fine and specialty
wire made in the United States.

In the last 3 years imports have exceeded exports. A large labor
content is involved and low-wage countries have a heavy advanta&e.

In addition foreign plants are newer and more modern through the
help of American foreign aid.

Foreign producers have much more rapid depreciation rates and
have various other tax concessions. :

Many foreign manufacturers get their research free by using U.S.

developed methods.
U.S. tariffs on these products are much lower than the tariffs in other
countries.
b The “category” approach is unfair. Negotiations should be item
y item.

The adjustment assistance provisions are not a practical solution to
the problem of increased imports.

88078—62——9
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Geraldine Earlin, West Englewood Legislative Study Club
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1604.)

“We strenuously object to the sweeping powers the bill would grant
to any President to reduce or eliminate, at his discretion, any or all
remaining tariffs on U.S. imports.

“Under this arrangement we could end up with a dictatorship.

“Since our gross nationul product is twice that of the EEC, we
would be opening our entire market in return for their opening one-
half as big. How could this increase our exports?”’

The committee is requested to reject the proposed legislation.

George J.Burger, National Federetion of Independent Business.
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1602.)

“On behalf of the 182,000 individual independents in business and
the professions from all 50 States we urge you reject the administra-
tion’s request for expanded powers to reduce tm’i&s."

if the bill must be adopted, then the strongest possible sufeguards
against its overuse must be included.

Opposition to the bill increased as the propaganda for it developed.
There is no confidence in the direction of the proposed assistance (o
injured firms and employecs.

Retain and strengthen peril point and escape clause.  Give greater
powers to the Congress to override or veto injurious agreements.

If an assistance program must be set up, delegate responsibility for
it to the Small Business Administration.

A. R. Gale, Studebaker International.
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1601.)

«f believe that ‘protectionist’ is an expression best suited to those
persons, like myself, who vigorously support H.R. 9900. Tts enact-
ment will protect and improve our living standards, U.S. employ-
ment levels, and protect and strenfthen our ability to provide economic

and military aid to those critical areas overseas urgently in need of
support.”

“«] support those who urge that before the bill is enacted the
Congress insure that adjustment assistance be fully adequate unto
the need.”

Current programs have to be reinforced and expanded.

H. L. Hampton, Jr., Sporting Arms & Ammunition Manufacturers

Institute
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1598.)

The industry is essential to national defense as the major responsi-
bility for firearms rests upon it.

. Imports of firearms under existing tariffs have increased from $5.8
mjll}gg in 1956 to $9.5 million in 1961. On a unit basis imports have
tnpled.

Section 225(a) of the bill should be drafted to preclude any negotiat-
ing on items while an escape clause or national security investigation
is pending. The antidumping law should be strengthened and a
limit in time should be set on security investigations. No concessions
should be made on national security items.

The adjustment assistance provisions ghould be climinated.
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Otis H. Ellis, National Qil Jobbers (‘ouncil, Inc.
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 803.)

This is a trade group composed of 33 State and regional associations
of jobbers and distributors of petroleum products.

'i‘he advent of the Conunon Market, along with other factors, means
tlultit the United States must make some changes in its trude and tariff

cies.
poJobbvrs have traditionally opposed legislation which would specifi-
cally restrict imports of oil or its products. Favor keeping the escape
clause and feel it is adequate.

Restrictions on residual imports imposed dire and extreme hard-
ship on eastern seaboard terminal operators and distributors.

ccommends that the national security provision be eliminated or
modified so as to assure it be used only to preserve our national
security.
Hon. Jumes C. Davis, Representative in Congress from Georgin.
(Hearings, pt. 2, pt. 596.)

The passuge of this bill, as now before the Finance Committee,
would not be in the best interests of the Fifth District of Georgia,

Several features of the bill are objectionable. The most objection-
able is the delegation of almost unlimited authority to the President.
The guidelines are few and dim.

No list of farm products nor of industrial products is available so
neither farm and factory owners nor workers know whether they are
to be sacrificed. Few could compete on a free trade basis.

The extension should not exceed 3 years. It would be imprudent
to legislate until we know what Europe and the Common Market will
look like. We do not need a bill now.

Peril-point and escape-clause fentures are essential.

Emile Benoit, Friends Committee on National Legislation.

(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1596.)

The Friends Committee supports liberalized U.S. trade policy.
Not only for economic reasons, the Common Market formulation
makes it essential to have a new policy and new powers in the field
of trade.

We must be able to make large concessions, but the Government
must be ready to help persons and industries injured by tariff con-
cessions.

However, highest priority should be given to trade with under-
iigeveloped countries and the bill gives special emphasis to trade with

urope.

Section 231 should be eliminated so the President may trade with
Communist areas if he desires.

Walter A. Renz, American Railway Car Institute.
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1583.)

“We respectfully submit that ‘Railway Vehicles’ do not pro erly
belong on the ‘Zero’ list. The purpose of said list is to deve op a
world market beneficial to the E.E.C. and the United States. To
permit railway vehicles to remain on said zero list would result in a
one-way street advantage, totally in favor of the E.E.C. group which
already enjoys at least 90 percent of the world market under the
80-percent formula.”

A
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Evidence is presented that railway vehicles should not be on “the

80-percent list.”
George Bronz, American Association of Aluminum Importers and

Warchouse Distributors.

(Hearings, pt. 4, p. - --2)

The nssociation endorses and usks for the ennctment of H.R. 11970,

The existing rute of duty on aluminum sheets, rods, coils, circles,
and bars is moderate and fus not proved a major obstalce to trade.
The duty is higher on foil but there is some importation. The mebers
are not. handicapped by existing rates of duty.

The endorsement of the bill is for broader purposes than the mere
incrensing of imports.

Full hearings before the Turiff Commission on prospective negotia-
tions. tarifl ndjustment, and adjustment assistunce should be retained,
and more time given for decisions to be made.

The GO=«lay limit on adjustment assistance is much too short.

Goorge Brouz, Pin Import Group of the National Council of lmporters.

(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1102.)

The Pin lmport Group endorses H.R. 11970 and the testimony of
the National Council of lmporters. ’

“W\ ¢ submit that section 225(b) has no place in the bill. Tt would
give a measure of finality, retroactively, to Tariff Commission recom-
mendations which the Congress repeatedly refused to make final. It
would arbitrarily make obsolete recommendations of the Tariff Com-
mission, a curb on the President’s powers.”

section 225(b) should be deleted.

Paul A. Fabry, lnternational House, New Orleans, La.
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. H98)

“The creation of the EEC' has presented us with an urgency and
recognition that a more effective, liberalized trade policy must be
cnacted.

‘n important psye
adopt the bill. ]

A return to protectionism would set off a chain of reprisuls by
foreig 1 naticns,

Our relationship with Europe must uot be based on Federal or
p litical personality but on the realitics of economic interdependence.

Edward Atkins of National Association of Shoe Chain Stores.

(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1103.)
International trade must be expanded.
The Furopean Common Market constitutes a great and powerful

economic foree requiring immediate and positive action.
“It is immediately necessary and desirable that the President be

given adequate authority to negotiate mutually beneficial reductions
1 all forms of barriers to international trade.”

The shoe manufacturing industry should be considered essential to
1 ational security and should be preserved.

The board continues endor:ement and support of the objectives of

this legislation.

hological impact will be felt by our allies if we
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Gardner S. Caverly, the New England Council for Economic Devel-
opment, Boston, Mass.
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1551.)

The council represents all aspects of the New England cconomy.

“We feel that the long-range objective should be the inclusion of all
industries under liberulized and nondiscriminatory poiicics.”

Conferring increased authority is not alone sufficient to achieve
trade expansion.  There must be actions in the ficlds of wages, prices,
taxes, and monetary and fiscal policy.

The council “anticipates continued exercise of governmental au-
thority to insure that the burden of adjusting to the impacts arising
from liberalized trade ments do not fall unduly on specific in-
dustries, or on their employees, or on geographic aress.”

N. E. Phillips, Tile Council of America, Inc.
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1099.)

Members produce about 85 percent of the ceramie floor and wall
tile made in the United States.

The legislution, as passed by the House, is ot in the best interests
of the industry nor of the Nation. Are appalled that it cold-bloodedly
anticiputes the disruption and destruction of American companies
and industries.

The Tariff Commission unanimously found the ceramic mosaic
industry was being injured but the President ruled they were not.
The industry is in serious condition.

The escape clause should be strengthened, at present it “is something
of a gume of Russian roulette.”

The elimination or reduction of tariffs will not stimulate trade;
thev will only add to present injury.

he “assistance” provisions will not cure any ills, but will create
a set of deplorable conditions.

SuB)lgn F. Dunn, president, National Coal Association, Washington,

(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 746.)

The industry is symputhetic to the principles which underly trade
expansion legislation.

. Hopes that the fuels industries will be able to participate in economie
Improvement.

cavy fuel oil imports cause much cutback and hardship in the
coal industry.

Recommends the Senate include an amendment to the national
security section in the nature of “a continuing and definite stabilizing
formula” which will limit imports of petroleumn to a representative
and reasonable base period level.

Harold P. Green, Tapioca Importers Association
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 1020.)
The association is in agreement with the objectives of the bill and
es 1t8 enactment.
apiooa flour has been imported free of duty sinoe 1883 despite
numerous efforts to alter that status.
The domestic potato starch industry has problems of its own which
are in no wa&:mibuublu to tapioca.
Requests that the duty-free status of tapioca flour be continued .
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D. R. Starrett, president, L. S. Starrett Co., Athol, Muss.
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1578.)

The bill conlains some very grave dangers to the economy and to
thc«l;usimu of the Starrett (0. in particular. It should not be en-
acted.

Adjustment assistance accounts for over half of the bill, this is
evidence that injury is intended.

Monroe Leigh, Aluminum Association.
(Hearings, pt. 4, p. —.)

The association hus 44 members and other aluminum industry
trude associations join with them in support of the President’s new
foreign trade program. However, they strongly recommend several
strengthening amendments be added.

1. Amend scction 102 to state clearly the purpose to achieve for
American compunies access 1o world markets on equal terms with
other countries.'

2. Assure that the President has full power to raise as well as
lower tariffs.

3. Assure the authority to appoint industry advisers on trade
policy and the currying out of the policy decided upon.

The industry urfvs the establishment of mnchinerg for trade
expansion through the removal of trade barriers and the development
of new and bigger markets.

John M. Fox, United Fruit Co., Boston, Mass.
(Hoarings, pt. 3, p. 1269.)
“It will be self-evident that internationul trude is our lifeblood.”
‘I'he future course of international trade will, in lurge purt, determine
the future of the United States and its economy.
Endorse H.R. 11970 and its busic objectives wholeheartedly.
Section 213 makes much-needed authority to open up great new
markets for Latin American products.
The bill is an urgently needed und constructive effort to benefit our
economy, our foreign policy, and our national security.

Morris L. Hirsh, president, Textile Fibers Institute.

(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1270.)

Favors enactment of H.R. 11970 with one very important amend-
ment.

American wool products are required to have labels indicating type
of wool, etc., while foreign producers may ship reused wool in as a
part of finished products with no marking requirement. This is
outright discrimination. The end result is that American textile
products containing wool are subject to unfair competition.

Suggest an amendment to abolish the marking requirement.

Hon. Francis E. Walter, Congressman from the 15th District of

Pennsylvania,

(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1534.)

The cement companies are in favor of expanding trade and support
the President’s proposal for new powers. X'Fhey do, however, pro
amendments which are wholly consistent with the program. e
amendments would “strengthen economic relations with foreign
nations t.hrou%:eetho de"r’elopment of open and nondiscriminatory

e wor]

trading in th
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The amendments, pertaining to antidumping, were prescnted by
Mr. Donald Hiss, a witness who appeared before the committee.

George W. Anderson, Jr., North Texas Oil & Gas Association, Wichita

Fulls, Tex.

(Hearings, pt. 2, pp. 793, 892.)

Unanimously recommend an amendment imposing an overall
limitation on the importation of crude oil and petroleum products;
such imports not to exceed the relationship of 14 percent to domestic
crude oil, production.

The administration gave assurances to certain Congressmen just
before the vote on the Trade Act in the House that certain protective
actions would be taken. These assurances were accompanied by rec-
ognition that the level of domestic production is too low.

These assurances are in the right direction. The surest way to
accomplish the objectives is for the committee to amend the bill and
spell out that imports should not exceed the 14-percent ratio.

R.ul%. Hollowell, Jr., president, Fine Hardwoods Association, Chicago,

(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 888.)

Account for about 90 percent of U.S. production of hardwood face
veneors. The industry has been seriously injured by the tremendous
increase in plywood imports. Imports rose from 7 percent of the
U.S. market in 1951 to 55 percent in 1960 and 1961. U.S. plants are
operating at substantially less than capacity.

Woultf like a staff to be appointed to establish a list of all items
whore imports exceed 10 percent of domestic market sales. The
committee should then determine which items should not be used in
negotiating trade agrecments.

he section on adjustment assistance should be eliminated.
An adequate peril point provision should be written in.

Crawford H. Greenewalt, president, E. 1. du Pont de Nemours & Co.
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1272.)

The company has 88,000 employees, 229,000 stockholders, 78 plants
in 27 States and sales of $2.2 billion.

“While the stated purposes of the bill are praiseworthy, we must
conclude that these Yurposea will not be achieved without modifica-
tion of the proposed legislation.”

“Our support is contingent upon the enactment of at least four
important amendments.

“l. Require and provide qualified advisers from industry
during negotiations.
“2. Assurance of true reciprocity.
“3. Retention and strengthening of peril point and escape
clause procedures.
“4. Elimination of adjustment assistance.
““We urge extreme caution and moderation in trade legislation.”

Wm. A. Barlocker, National Turkey Federation.
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 748.) .
The EEC has just put into effect severe restrictions on agricultural
imi){rts. Posgitive action as outlined in H.R. 11970 is needed.
e exporting of poultry, especiall{ turkeys, has grown rapidly,,
The EEC will impose duties, variable fees and levies, as well as
gate price restrictions which are most unfair.

F
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Some affirmative U.S. action is needed. It may come, in part,
from the operation of H.R. 11970.

We should aim to bring the Common Market to a level where
serious negotintions can take place.

Joseph Roby, Jr., the Wall Puper Institute.
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 749.)

Most aspects of the trade situation such as wage differentinls,
unlimited tﬁ'legntion of power, decimation of domestic industries, and
8o forth, have been covered.

Two areas which have not been covered are important.

If duties are mostly eliminuted, as seems the intention of the bill,
the loss of revenue will be $1.1 billion. How is this going to be
replaced?

t has not been udequately explained that the United States already
ranks third or fourth among major countries in respect to low duties
on imports. Should we go lower before other countries get down to
an_honest bargaining level?

No domestic manufacturer believes that existing duties should be
further reduced or eliminated.

Glen Boxell, Cycle Parts & Acceesories Associntion
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1567.)

The association has 52 members with sales of about $24.2 million.
Exports are under 1 percent of output. Further concessions will not
expand exports as costs of production prevent competition.

Association i8 violently opposed to any program which could de-
stroy any part of the industry. The imports increased to $11 million
in 1960 for parts and $4 million for accessories.

The peril points provisions should be restored in a form to remove
absolutely the authority of the President to exceed them.

The escape clause hus been weakened to the extent that it would
be useless gu requiring that the turiff cut be the sole cause of the
injury. 1Its mulJ be greatly strengthened.

Hon. Otto Kerner, Governor of the State of Illinois.
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 890.)

Governor Kerner urges the strengthening of the oil imports pro-
gram of the national security scction of the bill.

It is difficult to evaluate the impact of imports control program, but
the present health of the Illinois industry is deteriorating.

Employment is declining; fewer wells are being completed, and
many rigs are being retired.

This 18 cause for concern. To stabilize the relationship between
oil imports and domestic oil by the Congress would be a step in the
right direction.

Edwin C. Broderson, Button Division of the Society of the Plastics

Industry, Inc.

(Hearinzs, pt. 3, p. 1263.)

The button division supports the expressed purpose of stimulating
economic growth and of enlarging foreign markets through trade
agreements. . .

However, there is little evidence in the bill of congressional intent
that the President should strive for truly reciprocal agreements.
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It would also uppear reasonable and prudent to include language to
prevent drastic cuts where import levels are already high and
Increasing.

Prevention of injury should repluce and prevent need for adjustinent.
assistanes,

Jerome H. Heckman, Society of the Plastics Industry, Inc.
(Henrings, pt. 3, p. 1207.)

Society has nbout 2,500 members and covers ubout 90 percent of
the dollar volume of the plustics industry. The society endorses the
brond principles implied in H.R. 11970 but notes witl) concern that
the stated purpose differs considerubly from the principle of exchung-
ing reciprocal benefits.  References to reciprocity are conspicuously
vague,

Ihe unprecedented grant of authority carrive with it fow guidelines
to indieate the will of Congress.

The stipulations under the adjustment assistance proposals are such
48 o discournge aggressive enterprise and encourage abuses. The
erasure of this portion of the bill w.il encourage more careful adminis-
tration of the practicully unlimited potentials in its tariff cutting
provisions,

Ro}l,wrt C. Clifton, Wool Hat Manufacturers Association, Philadelphia,
a.
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 924.)

The industry is seriously concerned over the probuble effect of the
bill if it results in lower tariffs than are currently in effect. It fuces u
declining production dropping from about 2.9 million dogens in 1947
to 829,000 dozens in 1961. 'lgen plunts have closed.

Advocates peril point restoration and a stronger escape clause,
Urges the elimination of the adjustment assistance provisions,

L cannot be the intenticn of Congress to legislate entire dom stio
industries out of existence.

Irving J. Fuin, Apex Tire & Rubber Co., Pawtucket, R.I.
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1576.)

Pussage of the bill will give the administration a new power to
negotinte new relutionships with other nations and groups.

t will be a declaration that the United States is ready to expand

its practice of “cartographic ec unlity of opportunity.”

At this period in the affairs o} nutions there can be no postponement
of decision.

Cedor B. Aronow, Shelby, Mont. (letter to Senators Mansfield and
Metcalf)
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 886.)
It is understood that the President has made the following assur-
ances with regard to oil imports:
1. Created the President’s Study Committee.
2. A system of limitation on oil imports will be retained.
3. Imports will be related to domestic production.
4. Efforts will be made to solve the problems of increasing
imports from Canada.
It is hoped that the Senate will take some steps to write into the

ill the necessary protection.
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Wi T. Cruse, the Soviety of the Plastics Industry, Ine.
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1570.)

The society is unalterably opposed to the provisions of H.R. 11970
which would allow further mril? cuts on imports of vinyl film, sheeting,
and resin or products theveol.

The wenkening of peril point and escape clause provisions make the
bill still more c)l)jm-(immbf():.'

Additional protection is essentinl und to consider any further tariff
restrictions is unthinkable.

Oppaosition to the bill will continue until appropriate safeguarding
measures are included.

D. G. MacLenunan, Pittshu-gh Carmiceal Co.
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 12640
Passage of the bill in its peesent form represents future economie
threat against the existence of the Pennsvlvaria organie chemical
business.
The bill should be amended to
1. Establish safe taziff limits by the Taritl Commission.
2. Negotinte on an arti le basis not o “alegories,
3 Concessions should not autsma i ally be extended to all
countries.
4. Retain eseape clunse provisions of existing law aud climinate
adjustment assistance provisions.

Stefan H. Baum, Reichold Chemicals, Ine., White Pluins, N Y.
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1264.)

The firm has domestic sales of $110 million per aunum, with licensees
and affiliates all over the world.

Would like “to see the ‘one world’ idea gain momentum.”

“We realize that even some segments of U.S manufactuee may have
to be sacrificed to the cause of ‘one Western World."

Have found it is cheapes to import some chemicals as prodiiction
costs are higher in the United States.

John A. Field, Darien, Conn.
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1571.)
Foreign competition will become inereasingly severe and safeguards
must be included in the bill if it is to operate successfully.
(1) Concessions should be made to individual countries, not
across the board.
(2) Peril points should be set and any executive action bevond
them shoul«y be referred to Congress.
(3) The escape clause in existing law should be kept.
(4) Negotiations should be on an item-by-item basis.
(5) The Defense Department should make a list of security
items to be exempt from tariff cuts.

Mrs. Archie D. Marvel, president, National Bourd of YWCA of the
United States, New York, N.Y.
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1576.)
‘““We believe that H.R. 11970 embodies the principles included in
our statement and we therefore urge your favorable consideration of
the bill as passed by the House.”
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The YWCA supports measures that will

(1) Make adjustments to meet the EEC pattern;

(2) Use the most-favored-nation policy;

(3) Possess long-runge procedures for economic planning;

(4) Provide flexibility such as dealing with eategories instead
of item by item; and

(%) Assist in adjustment of labor and industry and fucilitate
the transfer of capital and manpower.

Joseph V. Falcon, president, Savage Arms Corp., Westfield, Mass.
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1573.)

In behalf of over 700 employees and officers asks that H.R. 11970
be defeated. It holds dangerous implications for our future economic
well-being.

There is no important foreign market for U.S. firearms.  Imports
have increased 300 pereent since 1956,

An appeal to the Office of Emergency Planning to prevent dumping
of surplus foreign arms took 3 years for a decision and then it was
negative. The bill would invite the endless repetition of this dis-
crimination. Amend the national security section to allow only 6
months for review.

The adjustment assistance section is very weak and would tend to
defeat initiative.

K. J. McCurdy, dr., president, East Texas Oil Association, Tyler, Tex.
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 906.)

“The East Texas Oil Association strongly urges that the Trade Act
be amended to accomplish the objectives of the Steed-Moore bill.
This association will further go on record as endorsing the oral testi-
mony presented by the Independent Petroleum Association of
America.”

Hon. Bert C'ombs, Governor of Kentucky.
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 906.)

The oil import program should be strengthened so “restrictions can
be invoked by the President to bring about a vigorous economic climate
that will be an incentive for the vital domestic fuels industries of oil
and coal to explore, find, and produce new reserves.”

We need incentive to educate and train personnel replacements.

Something should be done about the unhealthy condition of the
domestic oif industry.

Hon. Matthew E. Welsh, Governor of Indiana.
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 905.)

There is concern about the growing impact of petroleum imports on
the oil industry of Indiana. The daily average in Indiana is about 6
barrels; the total yearly amount is about 12 million barrels.

There is much waste because of the premature abandonement of
producing wells. Conservation does not mean nonuse.

Indiana has a 489,000-barrel daily refining capacity; about 178%
million barrels annually.

Safeguards should be written into H.R. 11970 so that the President
may restrict imports of any commodity for national security purposes.
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Richard O. Gibbs, president, Greater New Haven Chamber of Com-
meree
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1575.)
The chamber suggests several modifications to the trade bill:
(1) Insist on truly reciprocal concessions and police it after-
ward to sce that it 18 not nullified.
(2) Negotiate on an item basis so that the United States has
an equal chance in competition.
(3) The escape clause should operate, and in 6 months.
(4) Eliminate the adjustment assistance provisions.
(5) Require the negotiating teams to have industry advisors
when tariff reductions are being discussed or made.

F. A. McDonnell, W. W. Lefew’s Sons, Richmond, Va., and Diamond

Walnut Growers, Inc.

(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 600.)

Section 212 of the bill has no application to domestic agricultural
industries which have little or no export market.

It is imperative that duty reductions “not occur hastily, nor
without some adequate substitute for control of inflow."”

Supports the amendment offered by Senator Engle and others
excepting fruit or tree nut crops of which exports account for less
than 5 percent and for which the United States accounts for less than
50 percent of the world’s supply.

W. J. Sears, Rubber Manufacturers Association
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1578.)
The enactment of H.R. 11970 will not relieve the Nation’s economic
distortions.
Adoption, without other necessary changes, will not—
(1) Stimulate employment;
(2) Sustain business recovery; or
(3) Provide real economic growth. .
If we are to hold our leadership we must go beyond the provisions
of the bill and—
(1) Limit Federal spending programs;
(2) Overhaul the tax structure; )
(3) Grant depreciation allowances equal to those in competing
nations;
(4) Terminate monopolistic practices of labor and allow part
of productivity gains to go to price decreases;
(5) Strengthen the profit position of business; and
(6) Encourage, rather than stifle expansion of private invest-
ment in foreign markets.

Donald H. Gott, American Walnut Manufacturers Association,

Chicago, Ill.

(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 903.)

The black walnut industry is unique. It faces a crisis because
exports of walnut logs have grown to such proportions that the balance
has been upset. The Secretary of Commerce has been petitioned to
apply export limitations, but nothing has been done as yet.

xports go to West Germany, Italy, and Japan. The logs are
shipped abroad, sliced into veneer, made into plywood, and shipped
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back into the United States. This is wasteful economically and bad
for the domestic industry.

The bill H.R. 11970 would further increase the pressure for export
of walnut logs and further injury to the domestic industry.

John A. Bouvier, Jr., president, Knaust Bros., Inc., and K-B Prod-

ucts Corp., Catskili, N.Y., Fran Mushroom Co., Ravena, N.Y.
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 599.)

Believe in and support the Common Market.

Trade barriers should be erased between the United States and
countries whose labor rates and standards of living approach ours.

However the daily wage rate in Taiwan is 50 cents per day against
$14.80 in the United States. The Chinese can undersell by a wide
margin.

U.S. production is about 60 million pounds. The State Depart-
ment helped the Chinese grow U.S.-type mushrooms and imports
have soared from 4} million pounds to about 15 million pounds in
1962.

H.R. 11970 goes in exactly the wrong direction. Give no power to
the President to lower tariffs. Set a higher rate on imports of
mushrooms.

C. C. Starr and T. D. Starr, Jr., Route 2, Quakertown, Pa.
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1575.)

“We are unalterably opposed to H.R. 9900 because its enactment
is contrary to the Constitution.”

It would be very dangerous for the country's economy, now and
in the future.

Powers given away are seldom regained.

Defeat the bill.

Hon. Jennings Randolph, Senator from West Virginia
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1267 and pt. 4, p.——.)

“The chemical industry in West Virginia is perhaps our healthiest
economic stabilizer. We would be in extreme difficulty if there
should be an erosion of the vitality of this industry.”

Asks that the committee give careful study to the testimony of
Mr. Eugene Stewart and to the amendments proposed by Senator
Bush and others.

James Mulcahy, Local 179, International Moulders & Foundry
Workers Union, Rutland, Vt.
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1572.)
If the bill becomes law the entire soil-pipe industry of the United
States may cease to exist.
The peril point provision is very essential and should be retained.
The escape clause should also be kept to prevent loss of industries.
“We can do something about it because we are the voters of the
country.”

Hon. E. L. Bartlett, Senator from Alaska.
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1403.)

An amendment to section 252 of the bill is offered. It is intended to
support State programs that protect fishery resources by withholding
benefits of trade agreements from countries which engage in practices
which nullify conservation activities or which harass our fishermen.
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Our trade policy must not conflict with our conservation efforts
nor prevent our own fishermen from plying their trade in a reasonable
manner.

Hon. Leverett Saltonstall, Senator from Massachusetts.
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 1018.)

“In past years [ have consistently supported a progressive trade
olicy which included adequate safeguards for our domestic industries.
odny the emergence of a powerful and rapidly growing European

Common Market poses problems of a new dimension for U.S. trade
policy. In developing new trade legislation to meet this challenge
and o;:rortunitv, I am particularly concerned that all tariff reductions
be made with discretion and that proper safeguards be taken in order
not to affect our national economy or generalgwelfare.”

The economy of Massachusetts is deeply affected by the health of
the domestic wool-textile industry and of the shoe industry. The
shoe industry has asked for a marketing arrangement similar to the
quota system for textiles.

The hope is expressed that the committee will consider the situation
of these and similar labor intensive industries.

Charles H. Tavlor, Virginia Manufacturers Association
(Hearings, pt. 4, p. —.)

The associntion is completely opposed to that portion of the bill
dealing with additional unemployment compensation for workers
displaced by foreign competition.

his proposal would discriminate against the large majority of the
jobless and it is indefensible morally and politically.

Tt would Le in direct conflict with the State law and could ultimately
dissolve our State unemployment compensation insurance system.

Lewis E. Lloyd, economist, Midland, Mich.
(Hearings, pt. 4, p. —)
Proponents of the bill claim the tariff reduction or elimination
roposed would greatly increase our exports to the Common Market.
Ei‘hose who hold this dream are doomed to disappointment.

The EEC countries will have to continue importing and will have
tﬁ export enough to cover their imports. We are not going to change
this,

If free trade is to maximize economic efficiency the following condi-
tions should be met:

No cartels or Government enterprise.

No Government subsidies.

Essentially uniform business laws must be enforced.

No major tax differences.

No immigration restrictions.

Free market exchange rates and free movement of capital.
7. No overriding defense requirements.

None of these are met today. The bill does not solve any problems.
It will only aggravate them.

S
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James H. Gill for Jimmie H. Davis, Governor of the State of Louisiana,
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 912.)

Importation of crude oil has increased markedly in recent years.
Petroleum production is very important to the State. The ever-
increasing impact of imports can endanger the security of the country.

The Louisiana Oil and Gas industry has poured an average of
one-half billion dollars per year into exploration and production
operations.

Importation of foreign oil and products be pegged at the percentage
that entered in 1956, or 20.1 percent of domestic crude production.
Such would present absolutely no hardship for the major foreign
producing countries,

Lawrence R. Alley, Interstate Oil Compact Commission, Omaha,
Nebr., June 20, 1962.
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 911.)

Imports of oil and its products are supplanting not supplementing
domestic crude production. The increase(sJ demand has been taken by
imports and domestic producers will not be able to continue the
exploration program ang have reserves available in case of national
emergency.

Resolved that proper control should be established for imported
oil and products. ~ Present import levels should be reduced.

Bernard J. Lee and Associates, New York, N.Y.
(Hearings, pt. 4, p. —))

The enactment of the trade bill will increase unemployment and
the outflow of gold.

“With American wages towering over those of Japan and the EEC.
countries, it is ridiculous to think that the lowering of our tariffs will
enable us to compete with these countries in world markets.”

Finished goods are flowing into the United States at an alarmingly
increased rate with tariffs at their present level.

If the bill is passed many industries will be liquidated and unem-
ployment will skyrocket.

Sponsors of the bill would like our unemployed to live on Federal
relief so foreign workers can live in luxury.

Charles M. Gray, Insulation Board Institute.

(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 908.)

q ill‘he 15 members have an investment of several hundred million
ollars,

The import duty has been reduced from 10 to 5 percent by a 1949
trade agreement.

The President would be given untrammeled discretion by a 5-year
blanket authority to sacrifice individual domestic industries one by
one just to benefit those industries interested in foreign trade.

The members oppose the excessive powers the bill would give to
the President.

Other features are equally adverse—the bill is woefully weak on
saleguards aig'ainst serious injury. Without them the propcsed au-
thority should be denied.
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Howell H. Howard, president, American Hardboard Association,.

Chicago, 111
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 907.)

H.R. 11970 represents a radical departure in U.S. foreign and
domestic policy in the tariff reductions it would permit, the concen-
tration of powers in the Executive, and in the adjustment assistance
to industries and workers injured by imports.

‘The bill is a confession that we have not had reciprocity in earlier
agreements, merely an effort to buy again what we have already paid
for once or twice.

The most striking impact of the bill is its “assumptions of the
inevitability of serious injury to domestic industries.”

It would destroy or weaken the peril point and escape clause

provisions.
The bill should be rejected.

Thomas B. Curtis, Congressman from Missouri.
(Hearings, pt 3, p. 1450.)

There is a need for legislation of this type but the bill H.R. 11970
contains some provisions which are undesirable and even dangerous.

“Commonsense dictates that a good negotiating procedure include
the finding of peril points.”

There are two dangerous innovations in the bill.

1t may not turn out to be a free trading bill—it may lay the ground-
work for substituting a system of licenses, quotas, subsidies, cartels
and other governmental regulations. Other countries have use
these restrictions and will use them more.

The concept of relief is the second dangerous feature of the bill.
“The best thing is to avoid the wound, not bare our breast to it and
concentrate on the first aid treatment.”

J. Bradley Colburn, American Bar Association.
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1041.)

The association approved the following proposed amendments to
H.R. 11970:

1. In section 213 insert a requirement that the Tariff Commission
hold public hearings. .

2. ;i‘he same requirement in section 221 should be inserted.

3. The hearings specified in section 223 should be broadened to
include all interested parties desiring to be heard.

4. In section 232, insert a requirement that the Director shall
hold public hearings.

These recommendations would not in any way affect the basic

ant of powers delegated to the President by the Congress but would
improve its operation.

Herald A. O’Neill, Association of Pacific Fisheries.
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1638.)

The association represents 95 percent of the canned salmon pack
of Alaska, Washington, and Oregon. The value of the pack in 1961
was over $120 million and 25,000 emﬁloyeos.

The United States should not risk becoming dependent on importa-
tions from abroad for a vital food. Jupunese and Soviet production
has enormously increased. The U.S. duty has been reduced substan-
tially and imports are endangering the industry.
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There should be no delegation of the power of Congress to deal
with tariffs, but if it should he done, adequate peril-point and escape-
clause provisions should be included.

““We are opposed to the bill in its present form.”

Sol M. Linowitz, Xerox Corp., Rochester, N.Y.
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1635.)

We must [uce the future realistically and come to terms with our
purtiiers in the Western World. The first step is the elimination of
artificial trade barriers.

The fear of Presidentinl abuse of his powers under the bill is without
basis and is harmful to the objectives of the bill.

The move in the tax bill to tax Americun shareholders of foreign
corporations will neither increase nor encourage foreign trade and
dilutes the objectives of H.R. 11970,

M. J. Warnock, president, Armstrong Cork Co., Lancaster, Pa.
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1636.)

The bill is an improvement over the original measure but some of
the most objectionable provisions are still in it.

“We are disturbed over the delegation of vast powers to the Presi-
dent, and believe stricter guidelines should be laid down along the order
of the amendments Senator Bush and others are proposing.

“Great concern is directed to the readjustment provisions. There
is already adequate assistance available to firms and the higher allow-
ance to workers (if unemployed because of imports) is fraught with
danger and particularly objectionable.”

(. A. Cannon, Cannon Mills Co., Kannapolis, N.C.
(Hearings, pt. 3. p. 1429.)

““The Department of Commerce’s own figures show that the Geneva
Agreement has not only failed to work, but the rate of imports ex-
ceeded the estimate to such an extent that we will be in serious trouble,
even if the long-term agreement is activated as of October 1.”

The textile industry used 11,436,000 bales of cotton in 1942 when
the population was about 135 million. In 1961, with the population
up to 183 million and potential consumption that much greater, the
cotton consumption was down to 8,541,000 bales.

The installed capacity continues to decline and the serious situation
continues and grows worse.

“This most-favored-nation clause in our national policy has always
given me a lot of concern as to how it is going to be applied under t[‘:e
new trade bill which is now before your committee.”

A. E. Thorpe, Dried Fruit Association of California.
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1406.)

Represents 39,830 growers or 95 percent of California’s dried fruit
production. The product value is about $200,000.

Foreign trade is vital to our industry and the association recognizes
thedimportanee of legislation to implement the expansion of foreign
trade.

The association requests that H.R. 11970 be amended to exempt
from duty reductions certain fruit and tree nut crops when 5 percent
or Jess o¥ the production is exported and when the United States
accounts for less than 50 percent of the world’s supply.

88078—62——10
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Danny Dannenberg, Import-Export Committee, Western Growers
Association.
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1407.)

Members of the association produce over 40 percent of the Nation's
vegetable-und melon crops—crops which are valued at a half billion
dollars annually. .

U.S. tariffs are now among the lowest in the world, by any standards.
The ad valorem equivalent on dutiable goods has been reduced from
50 to 12 percent and the current (Dillon) round will put it near 10
percent.

A similar reduction in trade barriers has not been made by other
(‘Ol.l‘llltl'ies. Many barriers other than tariffs have been and are being
used.

Muke the bill truly reciprocal.

Effective peril-point and escape-clause mechanisms should be
retained and their administration be subject to judiciul review.

The broad categories of items subject to elimination of duties
under section 212 are very objectionable.

The Honorable Price Daniel, Governor of the State of Texas.
(Hearings, pt. 2, p. 918.)

There are many benefits of expanded commerce, but none out weigh
the necessity of adequately protecting our defense industries and
national security.

Failure to adequately protect our oil-producing capacity and
permit discovery of new reserves could result in national disaster.

Because of excessive foreign oil imports, wells will operate below
100 days in 1962. In 1955 they operated 194 days.

Workers declined by 5,000 between 1955 and 1961,

It is to be hoped that the committee will encourage steps to accom-
plish a reduction in oil imports and a stabilization of the ratio of
imports to production,

R. C. Cobourn, American Fine China Guild, Ine.
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1041.)

The members of the guild oppose the enactment of H.R. 11970.
They have suffered greatly because of the tremendous influx of low-
cost imports. Domesfic production of fine china declined from
860,000 dozen in 1950 to 450,000 in 1960. Production of earthenware
declined from 43 million dozen to 25 million dozen. Imports in-
crensed in the same period—chinaware more than doubled and
earthenware increased from 2.2 million dozen to 9.2 million dozen.

A number of producers have gone out of business.

The bill is out of step with the basic problems of industry and
should be defeated.

Hon. Carleton J. King, Congressmun of the 31st District of New York.
(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1532.)

The Congressman urges the acceptance of the provisions contained
in S. 3606 as an amendment to H.R. 11970.

This proposal would clarify the provisions of the Anti-Dumping Act
and put a time limit on the Treasury Department for settlement of
antidumping cases.
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C. Wilbur Marshall, Lone Star.Cement Corp., Richmond, Va.
(Hearings, p. 3, p. 1533.)

It is hoped that the Finance Committee will include the text of
S. 3606 in the trade bill H.R. 11970 us an amendment.

There has been considerable dulnpinf of foreign cement and a great
deal of time is tuken in the making of decisions with regard to each
dumping case.

There should be specified n definite time limit for the investigation
and prosecution of all of these cases,

Victor H. Thomas, northeast cement plant local unions, United
Cement, Lime, and Gypsum Workers International Union, AFL~
CIO, Easton, Pa.

(Hearings, pt. , p.3 1533.)

The telegram urges the speeding up of antidumping decisions and
ore certain restrictions as to the time consumed.

A number of cement plants in this country have been affected by
the.dumping of foreign cement.

If the text of S. 3606 could be incorporated in HR. 11970 as an
amendment it would go far toward taking care of this problem.

B. C. Deuschle, president, Shears, Scissors, and Manicure Implement

Manufacturers Association.

(Hearings, pt. 3, p. 1453.)

The members of the association voice their strang opposition to
H.R. 11970 in its present form.

If the bill is to be passed, it should be amended to—

(1) Include a strong escape-clause provision,

(2) Include an adequate peril-point procedure.

(3) Have the “adjustinent assistance” provisians deleted.
(4) Limit the authority to not more than 2 years,

“The act acknowledges that industries such.as ours will be-destroyed
by the fact that a large portion is devoted to ‘adjustment assistance’
provisions.”

In 1950 there were 50 domestic firms producing scissors and shears.
Since then 42, or 84 percent, have stopped manufacturing, dismissed
their omployees, and gone out of business.

Ml(fl. lgsexter Otis Arnold, president, General Federation of Women'’s
Hubs.
(Hearings, pt. 4, p. —)

The federation has consistently supported the trade agreement
program. This year the need for an extension is greater than ever.

1e proposals that the United States cannot, compete with foreign

trade are not really valid.

The federation reaffirms its resolution of 1938 (reaffirmed also in
1958) that the Trade Agreement Act be renewed for 5 years without
crippling amendments.

Harvey Williams, U.S. Council of the International Chamber of

Commerce, Inc.

(Hearings, pt. 4, p. —)

In the last 7 or 8 years the relative economic position of the United
States has undergone drastic change. Our gold reserves have dropped
sharply and we have worrisome geﬁcits in our balance of payments.
The strength of the dollar has been clouded.
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“We seem in need of some opportunity for stimulating economic
expansion.”

H.R. 11970 will not, of itself, establish a new forcign trade policy.

Foreign restrictions other than tariffs must be examined closely.

Adjustment assistance must be so administered that it will not
encourage the maintenance of inefficient or obsolescent business
activities.

Pussage of H.R. 11970 is urged.

George P. Byrne, Jr., industries producing hand service tools, screws,
nuts, and tacks.
(Hearings, pt. 4, p. —.)

Imports of wood screws increased from less than 1 percent of
domestic sales to 42 percent (1961) and to 67 percent in May of 1962—
the duty has been reduced from 25 to 12% percent. Any further
reduction would mean the complete annihilation of the U.S. wood
screw industry.

This is typical of similar industries and they have this same fear.

Relief for injured industries would be even more remote than
under the present law and the bill is objectionable in this respect also.
Furthermore it would make the Federal Government a partner in
a firm’s business.

The bill goes so far in taking authority from Congress and vesting
it in the President that it appears unconstitutional.

The bill should be defeatve(f.

Hon. Edward P. Boland, Congressman of the Second District of

Massachusetts.

(Hearings, pt. 4, p. ——.)

There is much concern for employees of industries who would be
adversely affected by provisions of H.R. 11970.

It is hoped that the committee will consider the industries produc-
ing leather accessories, sporting goods, guns and ammunition, plastics,
and related items.

Please consider the probable economic effects of proposed tariff re-
ductions on the items and categories I have mentioned. Please make
?ure that safeguards for these industries will be written into the legis-

ation.

H.IO. Smith, the Anti-Friction Bearing Manufacturers Association,
ne.
(Hearings, pt. 4, p. ——.)

No product is more vital to national security than ball and roller
bearings and maximum domestic capacity must be maintained.

Although H.R. 11970 contains several industry safeguards that
were not in the original bill some are still lacking and they are vital
in the interest of national defense.

It is proposed that section 223 state that the Department of Defense
be represented on the committee and that the coordination of the
trade agreement progrum with national security be a part of the
consideration of that committee.

Foreign manufacturers have many advantages and have increased
from about $1 million in 1956 to $6.7 million in 1960.

Research is threatened and this vital industry is in jeopardy.
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Clarence W. Highee, Import Commiittee of the Wire & Cuble Division
of the National Electrical Manufucturers Association.
(Hearings, pt. 4, p. -—— )

Membership in the Wire and Cable division accounts for 90 percent
of the insulated wire and cable capacity of the United States,

H.R. 11970 is an improvement over H.R. 9900 but “we continue
to believe that the administration's international trude proposals will
injure rather than benefit the inguluted wire and cable industry.”

The bill has two major defects:

(1) It does not afford adequate assurance that prompt and
effective import relief will be available to individual domestie
industries.

(2) The bill will not achieve its nsserted objective of expanding
substantially the export sales of the United States.

The Anti-Dumping Act should be applied to all sales of foreign
goods in the United States.

Charles E. Walker, The American Bunkers Association.
(Hearings, pt. 4, p. —— )
The Bankers Association is concerned over several challenges
which confront the Nation.
(1) The slow rate of growth of the economy.
(2) A deficit in our balance of payments.
(3) The emergence of regional trading areus.
(4) The continuation of Soviet economic imperialism.
H.R. 11970, though not a punacea for these problems, would never-
theless be a contribution to their solution.
The bill as passed by the House is better than the original bill.
“We regard trade adjustment assistance as a necessary and de-
sirable feature to facilitate the transfer of labor and capital out of
industries that are unable to meet foreign competition.

H. A. Perry 11, president, Seymour Foods, Inc. (letter to Senator
Fra_nk Carlson).

(Hearings, pt. 4, p. —.)

This is in support of the statement of Mr. Vie Pringle of Virginia
before the committee.

“While Mr. Pringle’s statement had particularly to do with the

poultry industry, my support of the statement observes this fact
and includes the egg products industry.”

Joseph M. Creed, the American Bakers Association.
(Hearings, pt. 4, p. ——))

There is an ever-increasing flow of bread into the United States
which is seriously affecting segments of the U.S, industry.

The American baker pays 24 percent more for flour, 20 percent
more for sugar and 50 percent more for milk. Wages cost from 58 to
66 percent more. With bread on the “free list” and with no quotas or
other restrictions on imports, this makes competition impossible where-
ever bakeries in Canada want to take over the market.

Canada imposes a 15-percent duty on imports of bread from the
United States.

9A duty on imported bread is requested as an amendment to H.R,
11970.
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Donuld M. Counihan for Williun F. Stoeffhaas, Bicyele Manufuc-
turers Association of America.
(Hearings, pt. 4, p. )

Imports of bicycles rose to 40 percent of the domestic market in
1955 and the industry became involved in three sepurate excape-
clause actions. Over 11,500 jobs were lost nnd wages lost to those
workers were in excess of $50 million.

Items which have been the subject of successful escape action
should be reserved from future lists for 5 years.

Most-favored-nation treatment should not be extended to Polund
or Yugoslavia. These countries have been “dumping” bicycles in
the U.S, market.

The escape clause should be greatly strengthened.

Paul F. Johnson, Vinyl Fabrics Institute.
(Heurings, pt. 4, p. —)

This is a highly competitive industry and is a low profit one.

Serious increases in imports of vinyl fabrics and products made
from fubrics are causing problems.

“We respectfully suggest that the bill be amended to provide for
only a 3-year extension with authority to negotiate under the same
terms and conditions provided in the Extension Act of 1958, with
ap;')‘ropriate perfecting amendments as to timing and dates.”

he problem of foreign piracy of U.S. designs is so serious that
leﬁ:slation is urged to end it. S. 1884 has passed the Senate and it
is hoped the Senate will insist on House action.

S. Perry Brown, Texas Employment Commission, Austin, Tex.
(Hearings, pt. 4, p. —.)

A number of interested parties have signed this request that H.R.
11970 be amended to make drastic changes in the adjustment assist-
ance provisions.

The program for workers displaced by foreign competition is very
objectionable. It sets up a privileged class of unemployed persons.

he determination of whether unemploi'ment is caused by the
effects of the trade bill or other causes would introduce a vague new
area of decisionmaking.

The special benefits, provision under Federal law is directly con-
trary to the basic provisions of State-administered systems

Ross E. Anderson, Delaware State Chamber of Commerce, Inc.
(Hearings, pt. 4, p. ——.)

There is much diversity in the businesses of the members so the
chamber has no clearly defined position on the tariff features of
H.R. 11970.

On the other hand, the features of the trade adjustment sections
are unfair and discriminatorly and the chamber earnestly requests
that it be deleted from the bill.

In addition to being unfair, these provisions set a standard and a

recedent for Federal standards in State programs. It is bad for
tate programs and sets a precedent for other Federal subsidy
programs.
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Hon. Strom Thurmond, Senator from South Carolina (speech in the

Senate on August 3, 1962).

(Hearings, pt. 4, p. -—)

The textile industry has announced that the Geneva agreement for
the control of cotton textile imports is working very badly and the
Government is failing to achieve its annoinced goal of effective import
limits.

“I have examined these documents and have most regretfully come
to the conclusion that the present problems of marketing disruption
urising on inereased imports of cotton varns and cotton textile products
will not be alleviated {)mt will rather be aggravated if the long-term
cotton textile arrangement becomnes effective on Octoher 1, 1962."

There is u serious question as to the extent Congress should in
H.R. 11970 authorize the negotiation of internationa) agreements
governing imports without clearly establishing criteria, guidelines,
and safeguards for American industry,

Hon. Arch A. Moore, Jr., Congressman of the First District of West

Virginia.

(Hearings, pt. 4, p.——.)

The Congressman voices deep concern over the effect that passage
of HR. 11970 would have on industry and employment in West
YVirginia’s First District.

Several industries are exposed to the sharp edge of import competi-
tion. It cuts into employment and payrolls and undercuts labor
standards.

H.R. 11970 is made to order to g ravate difficulties encountered
:‘nh:eady to an unacceptable degree. K%(ules for businesses should be
air,

“T can see no really solid or irrefutable argument in fayor of the
bill. Tt flies in the face of most of the substantial facts.”

“The bill in effect represents the abdication of Congress where it
should be supreme under the Constitution.”

“It_should be put over until next year when we will know more
about the Common Market "

Hon. Clair Engle, Senator from California.
(Hearings, pt. 4, p. —)

“In assessing the probable effects of the proposed Trade Expansion
Act of 1962 on these industries (domestic), their position in world
trade and in the domestic economy must be analyzed.”

It is necessary for industries producing fruit and tree mat crops te
have reasonable insulation from the impacts of excessive imports if
the industries are to achieve the orderly marketin conditions which
State and Federal marketing programs are designe(f to provide.

Hon. William A. Egan, Governor of Alaska.
(Hearings, pt. 4, p. —)
Telegram urges favorable action to amend H.R. 11970 as provided
in the amendment proposed by Senators Bartlett and Magnuson.
“Foreign trade policy must give recognition to urgency of prob-




Gordon P. Boals, Millers Nationul Federation.
(Hearings, pt. 4, p. ——.)

Members of the federation account for 90 percent of the flour
produced in the United States.  In 1961-62 they processed over 600
million bushels of wheat.

The federation has supported the trade programn and supports the
basic objectives of H.R. 11970.

“Unfortunately, wheat flour. like many other agricultural products
is confronted with a wide range of import restrictions in numerous
countries.’

The United States needs adequate nuthority to deal with such
problems. Some foreign tariff increases have been as much as 2,000

percent. [t seems doubtful that the authority provided in section
252 of the bill is sufficient.

Hon. Jennings Randolph, Senator from West Virginia.
(Hearings, pt. 4, p. —.)

In a supplemental statement Senator Randolph supports the
roposed amendinent to the national security provision which would
imut impurts of items to the ratio of imports to production during a

representative period chosen by the President when he has found that
imports may be threatening the national security.

his amendinent could affect the importation of oil and oil products
and West Virginia is vitally interested in the control of oil imports.
Such imports have had a serious impact on the production of coal as
well as oil and gas.

Hon. Jacob Javits; Hon. Kenneth B. Keating, Senators from New

York, joint letter to chairman.

(Hearings, pt. 4, p. ——.)

Agricultural groups in New York are concerned about the trade
bill. Foreign restrictions on imports of U.S. agricultural products
is serious even though New York exports less than 1 percent of its
output of farm commodities.

he Senators urge the committee to give consideration to the
insistence in our foreign negotiations that our farmers be equally
treated in world markets.

The problem, in the case of agriculture is twofold. On one hand
there are the growing foreign restrictions, on the other is the increasing
imports of foreign agricultural products that jeopardizes the con-
tinued growing of domestic crops.

There is uncertainty about the best approach, but the Senators
hope the committee will be able to arrive at some satisfactory solution
of this serious problem.

Hon. Hiram L. Fong, Senator from Hawaii.
(Hearings, pt. 4, p. ——.)

A letter from the Senator endorsing the statement of Mr. R. L.
Cushing for the Pineapple Growers ciation of Hawaii (see p.
1399, vol. 3, of hearings and p. 109 of this summary).

“Hawaii’s ineapple industry is the most modern and efficient in
the world. Its wage scales surpass all other pineapple-producing
countries. It produces the finest pineapple in the world and the
quality control is excellent.”
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“All terms being equal, Hawaiian pineapple could compete very
successfully, but unfair discrimination that exists today is definitely
hurting Hawaii’s pineapple export trade.”

U.S. duty is about 6 percent whereas that of the Common Market is

25 percent.
I[:e i8 difficult to see how the “‘adjustment assistance” sections of

the bill could be effective in the case of the pineapple industry.
There should be no need for these sections at any rate.

O




