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-——'//‘\ THE TRADE REFORM ACT OF 1973
l(ﬂ"

WEDNESDAY, MARCH 6, 1074

U.S. SENATE,
CoMMmiTIEE ON FINANCE,
Washington, D.C.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:05 a.m., in room 2221,
Dirlgzgn Senate Office *%uilding, Senator Russell B. Long (chairman)
wesiding,

! Present: Senators Long, Talmadge, Hartke, Ribicoff, Bentsen,
Bennett, Curtis, Fannin, Hansen, Dole, Packwood, and Roth,

The Cramatan, The hearing will come to order.

We are fortunate to have with us today three dedicated public
servants, all members of the President’'s Cabinet: Hon. Earl L. Butz,
Secretary of Agriculture: Frederick B. Dent, Secretary of Commerce ;
and Peter J. Brennan, Secretary of Labor.

T suggest that in order to expedite the hearing each of the three
Cabinet. members appearing today present his statement—they can
abbreviate if they care to do so—and at the conclusion of the state-
ments, we will address such questions as we have to the witnesses.

Secretary Butz has indicated that he has a firm commitment to be
elsewhere at 12:30, So 1 would hope that we could try to dispose of the
testimony of all three of these very fine public servants during this
morning’s session.

I will first call on Secretary of Agriculture, Mr. Butz.
STATEMENT OF HON. EARL L. BUTZ, SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE

Secretary Burz. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, I appreciate
the opportunity to testify on this bill because Agriculture has suéh a
tremendous stake in foreign trade and in expanded foreign trade.

I have a longer statement that T will give, Mr. Chairman. T will try
to abstract it and ask that the statement itself may be placed in the
record.

The Cirammaxn, OK. -
Agricvrrure axp e Trave Bion

Secretary Burz I think agriculture needs this bill for three primary
reasons: First, to take full advantage of the growth potential of the
Nation’s agriculture: second, to help generate economic expansion,
which trade will do; and third, to reduce our trade deficit through ex-
panded agricultural exports. We have a surplus in our agricultural

trade in recent years, and we want to see that grow.
(875)
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Our foreign exports in the last year went to unprecedented levels.
They were $18 billion last fiscal year. It appears that our exports will
increase to $20 billion in fiscal year 1974, )

© Only yesterday in staff meeting I had the little release in which we
predicted a $20 billion total agricultural export in 1974, and I said the
ew slogan is $25 billion by 1975, and that 18 a pretty big jump. but at

leyst it is a slogan. ) o )
ixports have increased so dramatically that the public is sometimes
blaming our high level of ag-exports for its food price problems, and
sometimes call for export controls. And that pressure rears its ugly
head from time to time and I think we need to examine that. from the

head on also.

I would like to suggest briefly four reasons why we need this legis-
Intion. The first one is that an interdependent world demunds a va-
tional trading system. 1 think the confusion we have had in wheat
recently, for example, and the panic over soybeans a year ago when we
did in fact impose export controls—I think with very unfortunate
results—and the chaos we are having in oil. all these demonstrate the
fact. that. we are an interdependent world and we do need n rational
trading system, We feel this trade bill will permit us to move nway
from the rapidly accelernting bilaterism which is developing in trad-
ing patterns. and move toward multinational trading patterns,

Second, rational trade holds a solution to food security. We hear a
lot about food security these days around the world, and especially
with with the food deficit nations and those nations that have to buy
a lot of their foods. The question of food security came up at the recent
FAO conference in Rome last fall, in which your colleague, Senator
Curtis, was present, and a great deal of discussion was devoted to this
question of food security.

Tt is our feeling that we can tackle that problem head-on best if
we have n mtimmfs‘vstom of trade that encourages production, .\ fter
all. the key to food security is production, and we have the best chance
of getting full utilization of America’s tremendous agricultural pro-
duction resources if we have a rational trading pattern that permits us
to have access to that. That. is the second reason that we think this bill
is important for agriculture.

The third reason is that we must secure market access for the long
term. At the present time, of course, it is not difficult to sell anything
we have, The question is not really in finding markets right now. It is
finding the supply for the markets. But down the road we recognize
that if America is going to continue to produce fully. America must
have access to the food and fiber markets of the world. And we feel
that the long-term access can best. be guaranteed by authority to nego-
tiate a rational trading pattern as would be contemplated under this
legislation.

The fourth reason is that a strong agricultural trade gives continu-
ing benefits to the economy, and I think that is fairly obvious because
of the fallout that occurs from agricultural trade hecause of the con-
tribution it makes toward a favorable balance of payments.

Tn 1973. for example, our total agricultural exports produced $17.7
billion worth of sales abroad. That was a record figure. And when we
subtract from our agricultural imports of noncompetitive items such as



)

o

pes

377

coffee, tea, rubber, bananas, and sugar, things of that nature, we still
had a record agricultural trade balance on the plus side of $0.3 hillion.

By an odd coincidence, that was exactly the cost of the imported
petroleum in 1973, and T guess it. could be argued therefore that this

agricultural trade surplus we had in 1973 went a long ways toward
paying for the many things we opted to import and was a major {ac-
tor in producing a positive balance of trade overall in 1973,

An({ there are many other fallouts that come from full agricultural
exports: The full employment in the economy: the added jobs that
take place; the opportunity to use our agricultural plant at capacity,
which I think is important because if we can use it at capacity, we are a
lower unit cost. producer of food and fiber in this country than if we
did not have a full level of opportunity to export.

For example. if our farmers are constrained to, let us say. 80 percent
of their capacity. as has been true in many cases in recent yenrs, they
are a higher unit cost producer. Fixed costs are associated with those
acres not in production. But if farmers can bring their full plant into
production and if we can utilize those acres as we are now utilizing
them. to meet the export market, it means a lower average unit cost
producing agriculture than otherwise, and therefore, it is to the inter-
est of the American consumer to have a vigorous export market for
American agricultural products.

These are some of the things at stake, some of the reasons why agri-
culture has an _interest in having the opportunity to negotiate freer
trade—to do what we can to reduce the barriers that. do exist and that,
in the absence of negotiations. will continue to exist, to expanded
agricultural trade.

There are some specific things in the bill, Mr. Chairman, that will
be in my statement Loro, that we would like to eall attention to. that 1
think would be a matter of record, and T will not take time to discuss
them right now.

On the other hand. we receive some criticism in this country for ef-
forts to free up access of others to our own markets. especially in the
dairy market. Tn the last year on three or four oceasions, we have had
special proclamations by the President which have permitted easing
of the import restrictions on dairy produets, and I am referring specifi-
cally to dried skim milk, to cheese, and to butter and butter oil. And
just the other day he again announced permission to import 150
pounds of dried skim milk between now and June 30,

These are situations in which we do. in fact, have a short supply
of products in this country. and we have permitted those things to
come in to meet those short supply situations.

T have taken the positions that when we go into negotiations here
we are prepared to put our section 22 import restrictions on the nego-
tiating table, that we are not going to give them away for free, T think
we have to recognize that we—and we in agriculture do recognize—
that if we go into multinational negotiations in this country, we must
be prepared to make some concessions to get concessions,

I simply want to make that statement hefore this group here, 1
have made that statement. before international groups and I have
made it in Europe, and I think it is a sound position to take. It does not
mean that we are going to sell any particular sector of American
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agriculture down the river, but I amn convinced that our farmers in this
country can be competitive with the farmers any place in the world.

se of subsidized shipments to this country.

There are provisions in this bill relating to countervailing duties in the
g f \]

\.

n the case of dairy products, I have taken the position that if we
can use those things intelligently and properly and effectively, it will
keep our farmers competitive with farmers anywhere in the world. I
think our farmers can compete adeguately with the French dairy
farmer., They cannot compete with the French (fovernment. But T am
sure that if we have the ability to negotiate the additional elbow room
that this legislation would provide. that we can negotiate reduced
trade barriers to our products around the world for the benefit of
American agriculture, and in a broader sense. for the benefit of
America.

Mpr. Chairman, that concludes my statement.

The Cuairyman. Thank you very much, Mr., Secretary,

[The prepared statement of Secretary Butz follows. Hearing
continues on p, 382.]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE FKARL 1. Burz,
SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE

It is a privilege to come before this group in support of the Trade Reform Act
of 1973. My belief that this is one of the most important pieces of economic leg-
istation to come before the (ongress in recent years has heen reinforced by events
since ; expressed that view before the House Ways and Means Committee last
May 11,

At that time, I told your Congressional colleagues that we need this bill for
three primary reasons .

To take full advantage of the growth potential of this country's agriculture ;
I'o help generate economic expansion, and
To reduce our trade deficit through expanded agricultural exports,

We have witnessed a rush of change in world commerce since lagt May —most
dramatically in the case of oll—and this has been true in agriculture as well, In
the wake of world crop shortfalls in 1972, the concerns of the trading nations
have broadened to include access to supply as well as accexs to markets, Frantic
demand for some agricultural commodities has bid prices to all-thme highs, We
have seen price controls on fond in our own country, and export controlg on some
farm products in this and other countries.

At the same time, U.S, farm exports have surged to unprecedented records—
almost $13 billfon last fiseal year and an anticipated 20 bitlfon in the current
fiscal year.

The public has reacted by blaming our high level of agricultural exports for
its food price problems and by calling for export controls., You probably are also
wondering why agriculture wants to negotiate freer trade when it has had all
it can do to meet current export demand. Why does agriculture want this
legislation?

I'd Hke to suggest four reasons why we want it, and why we need to negotiate
more than ever in this period of uncertainty in world trade.

1, AN INTERDEPENDENT WORLD DEMANDS A RATIONAL TRADING SYSTEM

The confusion in wheat, the panic over soybeans and the chaos in oil the
past year have demonstrated what we all have known, but perhaps not faced:
that no country can go it nlone any longer. Combinations of more people and
more income have brought standards of lving, whether based on extra rice in the
bhowl or a xecond car in the garage. that are heyond the capacity of any single
country to supply domestically.

This world is interdependent. To function, it requires a rational use of re-
sources in which each country produces what it produces best, and production is
distributed through a system of trade in which producers have equal access to
demand and consumers have equal access to supply.
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It {8 plain that such a system does# not now exist. 1t is equally plain, to me at
least, that the multilateral trade negotiations in Geneva, with 101 natious
taking part, offer what may be the last chance to move toward such a system
and away from today’s accelerating bilateralism and regionalism in what appears

0 have become a *hog rassle’” for the world's resources,
\&. agriculture, U.8. industry and the U.8, consumer all have a big stake in

negovating a more rationa! trading world, The United States needs to go into

/ these negotiations with the strong hand that the Trade Reform Act will provide.

2, RATIONAL TRADE HOLDS THE BOLUTION TO FOOD BECURITY

As [ have suggested, an immediate concern of our people and those of other
Iands is the assurance of an adequate food supply—that their requirements will
continue to be met, and met fairly. This is an tmportant matter and one which
should certainly be explored in the forthcoming negotiations, And it is another
reason why I consider thix legislation so vital—hecause it will give us the flex.
ibility we need to go out and do a proper job for the American people, in coopera-
tion with our trading partners.

1t ix all too easy, in a period of agricultural supple pressure, to look for
quick and seemingly straightforward solutions—but all too often such solutions
only aggravate the situation over the longer-run, We have xeen this demonstrated
in our recent experiences with price controls on meat and export controls on
soybeans. In both casges, controls proved to be counter-productive~—they did not
help increase production, which i8 the only true solution when supplies are
short, and they did disturb and distort the marketing system for those supplies
that were available. Let's face it—we in this country live in a price-orlented
economy, and when we tamper with the price-setting mechanism of the market.
place we usually lose far more than we gain,

Production, not control, isx the key to supply, and. short of state control of
agriculture, the key to production is the pull of the market., And even state con-
trol of agriculture doesn’'t seem to get the job done, American farmers this year
will plant and harvest 40 million acres more than they did two Years ago, nnd
they are doing it in response to market demand. If we are to feed increasing
numbers of people on finfte expanses of land, I believe our first objective in nego-
tiations must be to continue to move toward a more rational use of the world's
agricultural resources, one in which each country produces what it ean produce
best because market competition demands it.

Stockpiling policy s another aspect of food security which must also be faced
during the course of negotiation. Food reserves are important, Such questions as
how they are to be acquired, where stored, aud how dispensed must be explored.
Bt we must remember that the answers begin with production. To talk of build-
ing up reserves before we have talked of how to make sense in production {8 to
put the ceart before the horse.

T believe as strongly as ever that we should go into these negotintions seeking
a solution that is compatible with free market principles; a system that stimu.
Iates production where it is most economieal to do so: one that sceks to unclog
marketing and distribution bottlenecks that make for short supplies: one that
encourages a frank interchange of production and buying intentions as a guide
to farm output ; and one that fosters an equitable sharing of reserve stock burdens
for both commercial and food aid contingencles. The Trade Reform Act will give
us the flexibility we need to do this.

3. WE MUST S8FECURE MARKET ACCESS FOR THE LONG-TERM

For the time being food security, not market expansion, has become a domi-
nant theme, Nevertheless, we should not permit the distractions of thix heeltc
pertod to let us take our eye off the original goal in international negotintions.
That is the goal of freer trade, based on comparative advantage in the market.
It is the only goal that offérs a highly competitive U.S. agriculture the chance
to realize its full potentinl for growth—because that growth les in exports,
among the more than 3 billion increasingly affluent consumers who live beyond
our horders.

We still need to negotiate for freer agricultural trade in the midst of a $20-
billlon export year because thisx level of agricultural trade is not guaranteed.
It is the history of world agriculture that supply problems are temporary.
The conditions that produced the dramatic upsurge fn our exports are transi.
tory. World crop production has turned upward—to a record last year and what
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we anticipate will be,mﬁwr record this year. There are prospects for stock
rebullding to begin in some commodities this year and more in the next, When
/\ the cycle of shortfalls, depletion and rebuilding is completed. U.8, agriculture
may be facing the same competition ax before the world droughts of 1972, and,
inless they can he removed. facdnhg the same trade barriers that have placed a

eavy and accelerated drag on the export of U.B, agricultural products.

1 believe we must attack border protection first; get rid of those nontariff
barriers and let prices do the job they are meant to do—that of signaling both
producers and consumers how to bring supply and demand into line. 1 also
recognize that the domestic farm programs of our major customers are at the root
of the problem, However, it i completely unrealistic to think that the European
Community—or the United Statex for that matter—would make domestic pol-
fcles the primary focus of negotintions. Thux, let's start with the border meas-
ures—and the export subsidies. If progresx can be made on border mensures
firat, this conld involve changex in internal price xupportx and methods of main.
taining farm income which would alxo merit international discussion.

That 15 why we need to uegotinte on agricultural trade now, even though
agricultural exports are breaking all reconds,

4. A STRONG AGRICULTURAL TRADE GIVES CONTINUING BENFFITE TO THE ECONOMY

We need the Trade Reform Act to give the United States a firm international
posture and dollar stabllity in this ern of confusion and uncertainty in world
trade, The shortagex, the price increases across almost the whole range of
raw materials—agricultural and industrinl—have set countrier to pondering
new currency and export-import control schemes to conserve or create foreign
exchange. If we are to avold a proliferation of these restrictions on trade, we
need to signal our trading partners that the United States 18 eager and ready
to follow through on its commitment to join other nations in search of a more
open and ratfonal trading world.

At the same time. we need a continuing high level of LK, agricultural
exports in the face of rising prices to bolster our own ability to import the
oll, bauxite, tin, rubber and other raw materials that we must have fromw
foreign sources,

Agrieulture has consistently made positive contributions to the nation's bhal-
ance of trade. Tt was the inerease in agricultural exports that put the .8, trade
balance in the black in ealendar year 1973—for the first time since 1970,

The figures show that agricultural exports of $17.7 billion produced a record
agricultural trade balance of £0.3 billion. This remarkable contribution more
than offset the defleit of $7.0 billion in uon-agricultural trade. It gave this
country a favorable trade balance of $1.7 billion. certainly a sharp contrast to
the £6.4 billion deficit in 1072,

T might add that we estimate an agricultural trade surplus in the current
fiseal year of $10 billlon or more. That will pay for a lot of imports of raw mate.
rinls and of the consumers goods that we have come to depend on to maintain
our standard of living.

The benefits of a strong agricultural trade are not confined to the International
arena. Agricultural exports make direct, if lttle publicized, contributions to
the domestic economy.

The most obviong bhenefits, and certainly the most welcome to those of us in
agriculture, are the henefits to farmers.

Exports have given the farmer opportunity to use all of his land and all of
his machinery—capital fuvestments that cost the snme whether fully used or
not. The fncreare in exports brought more than 25 million additional acres
of cropland {nto production In 1978, and expansion by another 17 milllon acres
{x expected {n 1074, The harvest from 85 million acres—one in every four acres
cropped—went into export in fiseca) 1973,

Farmers realized more than $25 billion in net farm Income in 1978, That is
new record, and one-fifth of this return came from agricultural exports, The
record fncome represents an increase of $5 billion over 1972. and one-half of
that Increase is traceable to farm exports.

There have been benefits too, for the 200 million or more Americans who don't
tarm. Consumers henefit when export-orlented agricultural policles stimulate
the general economy, provide jobs off the farm, and reduce tax costs. Even
more importantly. despite the sharp price increases this past extraordinary yenr,
the American consumer's hest chance to get the most produet for the least cost
R st Hes fn the freeing up of worldwide agrienltural trade. g0 that our agricul-

tural plant ean operate at full capacity on n continuning basis.



)y

-

381

Agricultural exports in fiscal 1978 generated almost $29 billion in gross na-
tional product. That includes $11.7 billion as the value of the exports to the
farmer and more than $17 billion worth of business for non-farm entrepreneurs
and employees in such flelds as transportation, storage, handling, and market-
ing. Sixty percent of the economic gain from these exports occurred off the
farm.

Lhis means that American agriculture today must be looked at as a growth
sectyr for the entire economy. In a healthy economy people are moving from one
job to another all the time, To accommodate this kind of flux in the labor market
we need growing sectors in the economy. We need the kind of growth an export-
orlented agricultural sector can stimulate.

More than 450,000 non-farm jobs in fiscal 1973 were related to the assembling,
processing, and distribution of agricultural commodities for export. Add to
that the farm workers required to produce for export, and the total is close to
one million jobs related to producing and shipping agricultural exports alone,

Export-related jobs are not confined to the obvious areas of tilling the in-
creased acres or handling and shipping the products for export. They reach far
into the employment structure in industries which produce the supplies and
equipment needed by growers and distributors of agricultural goods. Remem-
ber, too, that with additional income, U.8. farmers can buy more household
appliances, more building supplies, more automobiles, and pay off more loans,

Finally, there are the reduced costs for the taxpayer. The substantial rise in
exports has enabled the farmer to depend on the market for his living. This
has brought changes in the domestic farm program that are expected to have cut
program costs by $3.5 billion in two years by the end of 1974. Costs were $§4
billion in 1972. They were down to $2.8 billion last year, and we are estimating
less than one-half billion dollars in 1974,

Those are some of the things at stake tn negotiations on agricultural trade.
If the United States i{s to profit from these negotiations by achieving for agri-
culture the opportunity to attain its full growth, we must have the provisions
of the Trade Reform Act of 1973.

As a brief review, the bill would give the President broadened authority to
raise or lower tariffs when negotiating trade agreements. It nlso would authorize
him to negotiate on all non-tariff barriers, which have hecome a proliferating
crippler of agricultural trade.

At the same time, the proposed Act contains carefully preseribed procedures
to be followed in negotiating on our own agricultural restrictions. Public hear-
ings would have to be held, and, most importantly, any part of the negotiated
outcome that would require change in the domestic law would have to come back
to Congress for review. Here, we would expect the burden of proof to be on us,
to show that substantial benefits for U.S. agriculture would result from any
concessions we offered.

An important part of the process of preparing for and conducting negotiations
will be the consultation procedures prescribed by Section 135 of the Trade
Reform Act. These procedures include the establishment of several advisory
committees to represent U.S. agricultural interests throughout the course of
the negotiations, We think this process will be a fruitful one, and have already
begun developing plans to put it into operation at the appropriate time.

This bill in its present form does present problems with respect to a few key
issues—for example Title IV—but for the most part these have heen ad-
dressed by others testifying before me. I do want to comment briefiy on a
couple of matters, however. One of these has to do with the coverage of farm
workers under the adjustment assistance provisions of Title YI. We in the ad-
ministration intended that farm workers would be covered in the adjustment
assistance program on the same basis as workers in other sections of the
economy. We hope that the Senate Finance Committee report will reflect this,

More troublesome is the question of how the sector provisions of Section
102(¢) are to be related to the goal of overall reciprocity in the negotintions.
The goal of achieving market access for individual product sectors will not
necessarily be achieved hy sectoral negotiations, and in the case of agriculture
almost certainly will not, As you may know, it has been my position through-
out that this time around agricultural negotiations should not he separated
from industrial negotiations, T simply do not helieve we will get maximum henefit
from these negotiations unless we are in a position to negotinte agriculture and
industry on an integrated basis so as to achleve an overall balance of conces-
sions. T hope that one of the results of your work on this bill will be a clarifi-
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cation of this Section to provide our negotiators with the kind of flexibility they
must have in order to obtain the desired results.

Naturally, we expect to go into the negotiations prepared to offer to liberalize
in return for liberalization from others. That is the essence of negotiations.
But, I can assure you that we will not give anything away.

the case.

Our dairy situation has had a long history of import problems. Under tne
dairy price support program, the price of milk to producers is supported through
Government purchases of milk products at announced prices. When supplies
of domestic dairy products are in excess of commercial demand, imports of
dairy products would add to the surplus, resulting in the Government being
required to make larger purchases under the dairy price support program. There-
fore, nearly all dairy imports have been controlled by means of import gquotas
established under the authority of Section 22 of the Agricultural Adjustment
Act, as amended.

In the past, the surplus of domestically produced milk has normally run
about 5 billion pounds a year. However, last year domestic supplies of some
dairy products were below commercial demand. and there were repeated spot
shortages of dairy products in food processing industries. It has been possible
to increase dairy import quotas temporarily without disrupting the market and
causing support program interference and several such actions have been taken.

This has drawn a predictable, understandable, reaction from dairymen. How-
ever, the heart of the dairy import problem lies not in the administration of
quotas, but in the artificially low price structure of imported dairy products,
Large production and export subsidies and some other devices employed by
a number of countries, particularly those in the European Community, destroy
any competitive edge created by productivity and efiiciency of American dairy
producers. These same devices distort trade and put our farmers in competition
not with foreign products but with foreign governments.

If, in the multilateral trade negotiations, we can persuade our trading part.
ners to rationalize the international trading rules regarding export subsidies,
and limit or terminate those subsidies, it should be possible to substantially
reduce or eliminate the problems created for our dafiry industry by artificially
priced imports here.

Certainly, this Administration is prepared to put the matter of quotas on the
negotiating table, and just as certainly we are not going to give them away
except for a return benefit and under conditions of fully fair competition. Fur-
thermore, we will still have available 2 number of mechanisms, including coun-
tervailing duties, to protect our farmers against unfair imponrt competition.

I have tried, in these few minutes, to suggest that the world trading system
must be revised if there is to be a workable approach to security in food and
other resources. I have indicated what a strong agricultural trade means to this
country—in terms of farm income : in terms of efficient production of food for our
own use; in terms of jobs and a healthy economy, and in terms of the foreign
exchange needed to buy freely in the world market.

This legislation—the Trade Reform Act of 1978—-Is necessary if we are to
create that more rational trading system and have the benefits which it can
bestow, I urge its prompt enactment.

The (‘namarax. Secretary Dent.

STATEMENT OF HON. FREDERICK B. DENT, SECRETARY OF
COMMERCE

Secretary Dent. Mr. Chairman. members of the committee, I ap-
preciate this opportunity to appear hefore the committee to express
my viewson F.R. 10710, the Trade Reform Act of 1973,

Trapve Binl Nrcessary To Dearn Wrrir Recent Events

As we are all aware, some rather major events have occurred since
the administration forwarded its proposed trade legislation to the
Congress last spring, particularly the energy problem and the oil
embargo, as well as the strengthening of the dollar relative to the
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currencies of our trade partners. We have carefully reevaluated the

trade bill and the need for trade negotiation in the context of present

events. It is my firm belief that the trade bill and trade negotiations

/ are more necessary than ever to deal with our recent difficulties. An

/-imp.%)\:ed framework for trade relations will help deal more effectively
. with MNew problems as they arise.

First, the United States will need to export more to pay for what

‘ we buy. The United States trade position did improve in 1973 as the

+ result of o record-setting export performance, but prospects for 1974

are at best uncertain. The merchandise trade balance shifted from a

deficit of $6.4 billion in 1972 to a $1.7 billion surplus position this year.

Exports, excluding military grant-aid, expanded by 42 percent, three

times the rate of advance recorded in 1972, to $70 billion. Imports

climbed 24 percent, only slightly faster than in the preceding year, to

$69 billion. Higher prices. reflecting inflation and currency revalua-

" tions, contrbuted heavily to the rise in U7.S. foreign trade values.

Several factors accounted for the huge export gain: (1) a strong ac-
celeration in foreign economic activity; (2) increased 1.S. competi-
tiveness due to the monetary realignments of the past 2 years; (3)
unusually heavy demand for U.S. farm products due to shortages
abroad; and (4) the attraction of high world commodity prices which

Ys (0 ing of some products especially profitable in view of do-
mestic price controls, Most of the import increase reflected higher
prices. The volume of our foreign purchases was retarded by the cur-
rency shifts. which made other countries’ goods more expensive, and

. by the §lowdown in the U.S. economy as the year progressed.

The trade outlook for 1974 is extremely cloudy because of the
uncertain effects of the energy crisis. It now appears that the U.S.
trade balance may shift back to a deficit position. But we are gratified
that the January figures show a surplus of $644 million. While exports
are expected to advance, the import increase is likely to be much larger
dué to the sharply higher cost of petroleum from abroad. Export
expansion in 1974 will be substantially slower than last year’s spectac-
ular gain as economic growth in our major markets will be reduced.
At the same time, however, sales of farm commodities should continue
strong for some time and product shortages abroad could stimulate
demand for some U7.S. goods. While the anticipated rise in the petro-
leum import bill will swell the value of our foreign purchases, arrivals
of other products from abroad may be restrained by a further slowing
of the T'.S. economy and the demand-dampening effects of higher
foreign prices,

Consequently, we need the authority presently incorporated in the
Trade Reform Act to obtain greater market access abroad for our
exports. )

econd, other countries in secking ways to finance their greater
enel;%zy costs may be tempted to restrict imports of other goods while
“artificially encouraging exports through subsidies or other means, Not
only will the trade T)ill provide the legal tools for combating unfair or
unreasonable trade practices, but it also will enable U.S. participation
in multilateral negotiations designed-to continue progress toward lib-
eralization and reform of the international economic system. More-
over, enactment of the Trade Reform Act is necessary to give
credibility and authority to our negotiators in international forums
dealing with trade matters.

30-229 O - 14 -pt.2 - 2
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Certainly, we do not want to repeat the type of shortsighted, restric-
tive approaches of the thirties, which resulted in decreased trade and
worldwide depression. But, if the trade bill is delayed, then we risk
other countries’ relying on unilateral measures designed to promote

heir own self interest rather than seeking multilateral solutions to
. coqmon problems which would be beneficial to all nations.
I Jne of the major characteristics of the world economy at present

.

is the prevalence of tight supply—demand situations and record price
levels in many of the major internationally traded basic raw materials
and foodstuffs. While the present period of widespread supply diffi-
culties will surely abate, short supplies and rising prices of some
commodities can be expected intermittently. These new issues will
likely cause a shift in international concern from solely an emphasis
on market access to one including equitable access to supplies. While
equitable market opportunities for U.S. products remains our main
trade policy objective, it can be anticipated that no longer will the
issue of market access be considered in international forums without
concurrent consideration of equitable access to supplies.

The problems raised by short supplies impact the international
economic system on several fronts. Solutions reside in international
cooperation and consultations, and not through shortsighted unilateral
actions. Unilateral restrictive trade or monetary actions which are
taken to relieve domestic economic problems caused by short supplies
will adversely affect the economies of other countries. Offsetting meas-
ures by the affected countries are likely to follow, the result of which
is that every country loses. Such consequences can best be precluded if
national policies are taken in concert with accepted international
norms or agreed procedures.

In considering the wide range of new multilateral approaches to
the problem of short supplies, including a more effective code of
general principles governing short-supply situations and regularized
multilateral consultation procedures, it must be kept in mind that the
United States is both a major raw material supplier and a major con-
sumer and any limitations we seek to impose on the export control
actions of other countries in the context of an international code of
conduct would affect our own freedom of action.

Tariff authority as well as authority for nontariff barriers has been
discussed at length, Mr, Chairman. Both of these we consider to be
essential in this legislation.

TARIFF AUTHORITY

Let me now turn to the trade bill itself, focusing on those features
which are of special interest to the Department of Commerce. With
one or two exceptions, the bill as passed by the Flouse of Representa-
tives has emerged as a responsive and constructive answer to the com-
plex trade policy objectives that the United States should seek to
achieve in the forthcoming round of new trade negotiations.

In the area of tariffs, we believe that authority to eliminate, reduce,
or increase duties on all products in the context of negotiated agree-
ments is needed to deal with two main problem areas. The first is the
tariff disadvantage U0.S. exporters face in competing with European
producers in European markets where internal tariffs on the move-
ment of industrial products within that market are being eliminated,
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but continue to apply to third country suppliers. The European Com-

munity is also expanding its network of preferential arrangements

vith countries in the Mediterranean area, Africa, and elsewhere. A

ajor reduction of tariffs provides the most practicable approach for

setting the erosion of the most-favored-nation keystone of the post-

war trading system which until recent years protected U.S. exporters
against tariff discrimination in foreign markets.

The second relates to the high tariffs on some products that all of
our major trading partners still maintain to varying degrees, espe-
cially those on products where our exports would have a competitive
edge if high tariffs were reduced.

The tariff reduction authority contained in the bill is somewhat less
than we have requested ; however, it does contain sufficient negotiating
authority to achieve a substantial reduction in tariff levels worldwide
and to work toward greater market access for U.S. products abroad.

NoONTARIFF BARRIERS

Concerted efforts will also be required to reduce or eliminate non-
tariffs barriers to trade, commonly known as NTB’s, NTB's, such as
import licensing systems, discriminatory standards or procurement
regulations, advertising or packaging laws, and so forth, are more
effective in many ways than tariffs in barring U.S. exports from for-
eign markets, diminishing the benefits of reciprocal trade concessions
and preventing the further development of open and nondiserimina-
tory trade among nations.

I believe that the multilateral approach to negotiations on NTB’s
will open up new opportunities for finding solutions to the very diffi-
cult question of how to deal with trade barriers that are embodied in
a wide range of national laws, regulations and administrative prac-
tices. While we hope to accomplish as much as possible in this area
during the period scheduled for the current negotiations, past experi-
ence tells us that negotiations on nontariff barriers must realistically
be viewed in a longer time frame for maximum results.

It should be possible to negotiate and implerent some important
NTB agreements within the 5-year time limit imposed by the bill,
such as codes on standards and licensing and Government procurement
practices. But we must also recognize the inherent complexity and
difficulty of dealing with practices that are imbedded in complex na-
tional laws and involve important domestic constituencies. We feel,

» . therefore, that these negotiations should be viewed as only the begin-
ning of a continuous process. Since section 102 insures close and con-
tinual involvement of the Congress in the negotiations and imple-
mentation of NTB agreements, it could be argued that there is no
need to place a time limitation on this particular authority.

GoverNMENT-INDUSTRY CONSULTATIONS

One aspect of the forthcoming negotiations, in which I have a
particularly strong interest, involves the establishment of a joint
consultation program between Government negotiators and domestic
industries to assure that the views of American industry are fully
considered from the early preparatory stages to the final agreements,
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Ambassador Eberle and I agreed many months ago that there was
a need for a closer and more effective industry-Government relation-
ship than has existed in previous negotiations. Anticipating the con-

ressional interest that has been reflected in section 135, we initiated a
joint three-stage program to develop an adequate mechanism for such
mutual consultations. The first two stages took place between June
and September 1973 and encompassed a series of 18 briefings for some
600 participants at both the policy and technical levels of U.S. industry.
We solicited their views anzl recommendations on how to establish an
effective consultative mechanism. We also asked them to nominate
representatives from their industries whom they consider particularly
well qualified to represent their views in the consultation process.

We are now embarking on the third stage. Formal advisory com-
mittees are being established under the provisions of the Federal®
Advisory Committee Act. The structure we are establishing provides
for one overall Policy Advisory Committee composed of chief execu-
tives from industry as policy-level advisers for American industry as
a whole. In addition, there will also be some 26 Technical Advisory
Committees covering the various sectors of UN.S. industry. We are
convinced that the experience and expertise which these industry
advisers will bring to Government decisionmaking will greatly assist
our negotiators in their efforts to obtain maximum benefits for the
TUhnited States in the negotiating process.

Of course, these industry advisory committees constitute only one
aspect of the extensive public input which we will be seeking prior to
entering into trade negotiations. The bill, as passed by the House, con-
tains provisions for an overall public advisory committee, Tariff Com-
mission advice based on public hearings and public hearings before
an agency or interagency committee designated by the President.

IMPORT RELIEF AND SAFEGUARD MEASURES

Another important features of this bill is the significant relaxation
of the relatively stringent domestic ecligibility criteria for import
relief. Under the existing TEA rules of eligibility for “escape clause”
relief, almost two-thirds of the petitioning industries have failed to
meet the (]unlifying test. I think we can all agree that the present TEA:
import relief measures are inadequate to deal with those disruptions to
certain American manufacturers which are caused by injurious in-
creases of imports resulting from changing patterns of international
trade. More realistic eligibility criteria for safeguard relief are neces-
sary under present. conditions, and of course will be needed even more
perhaps to meet the new conditions of competition following com-
pletion of the proposed trade negotiations. .

While the new round of negotiations and further trade liberaliza-
tion will undoubtedly bring benefits to American exporters, producers,
and consumers, it is also important to recognize that some industries
may encounter individual hardships in making timely adjustment to
the increased import competition that may arise in certain sectors as
the liberalization procedures take effect.” I consider that the easier
access to the escape clause provided by the TRA is vital if we are to
provide assurances to U.S. industry that they will be safeguarded
n%ilinsg unforeseen disruptions from imports as trade barriers are
reduced.



387

In addition to the need for a more effective. domestic procedure to
guard against disruptions caused by changing patterns of international
rade, it is also important that new arrangements be developed at the
Mternational level to deal with such problems. As part of the upcominF
trade negotiations, we will seek better international rules to cope with
rapid changes in foreign trade patterns and sudden inflows of particu-
lar products from abroad. It 1s generally recognized by the nations
of the world that we need to develop a multilateral safeguard system—
one that would operate in a more equitable manner.

ADJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE

In view of the fact that an integral part of import relief is the ad-
justment. of our domestic industries, I would like to comment. briefly
on the program of assistance to firms included in chapter 3, title II.
I believe that the new provisions provide for a sound program of aid
to import-impacted American manufacturers. Those provisions should
eliminate the main problems which have hampered accomplishment
of similar objectives under current law. The simple and more objective
qualifying criteria will make it easier to identify immediate problems
and to apply sound measures that will help industrial firms improve
their operations. It should be understood that we intend to provide
quick assistance to firms whose difficulties clearly stem from import
competition and that we do not intend that firms experiencing declin-
ing sales and production as a consequence of seasonal and cyclical
forces or because of changing domestic competition should receive
trade adjustment assistance. In addition to this program, the Presi-
dent proposed on February 19 the Economic Adjustment Act of 1974
which will provide, among other benefits, further Federal assistance
to help industries adjust to foreign competition.

Trapke wittd NoNMARKET EcoNnomy COUNTRIES

As you know, the bjll as originally drafted would have made it
possible to expand significantly our trade with nonmarket economy
countries.

There are two basic economic advantages to the United States in
extending nondiscriminatory treatment to imports from nonmarket
cconomy countries. First, it will normalize our commercial relations
with these countries. We have strong reasons to believe that once
normal commercial relations are established, the nonmarket economy
countries will increase their purchases from the United States, thus
maintaining the large contribution which this trade has already made
to our balance of pa]yments, and creating new jobs for Americans as
new exports are developed.

Second, we anticipate extending nondiscriminatory tariff treatment
in the context of trade agreements or trade protocols, These agreements
would benefit U.S. firms engaged in East-West trade through meas-
ures for the improvement of U1.S. Government cominercial represen-
tation in the local country and provision for reciprocal credits, arbi-
tration, patent and copyright protection, and business facilities. Also,
these agreements would resolve other barriers to trade such as out-
standing financial claims and bond obligations.
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With regard to restrictions on credit, I would point out that most
other western industrial countries have found normal export credit

4 policies necessary for expanding their trade with nonmarket economy
i countries in view of the foreign exchange shortage in the Soviet Union

H

4

(S

nd Eastern European countries. Credits have been used to encourage
sich trade because these countries have continually seen their exports
to the East exceed imports.

Denial of U.S. credit for the purchase of eligible items will be less
harmful to the nonmarket economy countries—~who can get similar
goods elsewhere—than to the United States, which stands to lose sig-
nificant sales to foreign competitors. The result, of course, would mean
that potential American jobs would go to other countries willing and
able to finance exports to the U7.S.S.R. and Eastern European coun-
tries. The extension of U.S. Government supported credits for East-
West trade, on the other hand, would allow {T.S. businessmen to sell,
at interest rates which are competitive with those offered elsewhere
in the West.

In summary, improved economic and commercial relations with the
nonmarket. economy countries can contribute to our balance of trade.
given their strong desire to import U.S.-made manufactured goods,
such U.S. exports are, of course, subject to controls on items involving
our national security. Furthermore, increased East-West trade could
provide new sources of energy and other raw materials, as well as more
employment opportunity for American labor. I would urge therefore
that this committee eliminate the restrictions placed on the authority
of title IV by the House of Representatives that would reduce rather
than expand trade with nonmarket economy countries.

Secretary DenT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

(A letter sent from Secretary Dent to the Chairman follows:)

THE SECRETARY OF (C'OMMERCE,
Washington, D.C., February 26, 197},
Hon. RusseLL B, LoxG,
Chairman, Committce on Finance,
U.8. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DeArR MR. CHAIRMAN: In accordance with my letter of December 12, 1978, I
am enclosing a table presenting monthly f.o.b, and c.i.f. import data for the en-
tire year 1973. This table is similar to that which I sent you with the above
letter covering data through September 1973. However, the estimated f.o.b. and
clf. data (and charges) in the enclosed table were derived utilizing the new
factors developed from the same survey covering annual data for the year
1972 (as contrasted to the factors used in the prior table which were based on
the 1971 sample survey). As you know, effecti~e with the January 1974 statistics,
the import data will be compiled and published monthly on a c.if, and f.o.b,
(f.a.8.) forelgn port of exportation valuation basis as well as on the traditional
Customs valuation hasis.

I am also sending you updated tables showing data through the latest months
available on government-assisted exports (similar to those sent you with my let-
ter of December 12, 1978).

As indicated in my prior letter, should Mr. Best have any questions con-
cerning the f.o.b./cif. datn, it is suggested that he contact Mr. Leonard R,
Jackson, Chief, Foreign Trade Division, Burenu of the Census (763-7342). Should
he have any questions concerning the data on government-assisted exports, he
should contact Miss Frances Hall, Director, International Trade Analysis Staff,
Department of Commerce (967-3857).

Sincerely,
FREDERICK B. DENT,

Secretary of Commerce.
Enclosures.
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ESTIMATES OF F.0.B., FOREIGN PORT, OF EXPORT VALUES, C.1.F, U.S. PORT, OF UNLADING VALUES, AND VALUE OF
CHARGES (INSURANCE AND FREIGHT COSTS TO U.S. PORT OF UNLADING) FOR U.S. GENERAL IMPORTS, BY MONTH

(JANUARY-DECEMBER 1973)
[In millions of dotlars}

Values as Estimated Estimated
published in f.o b. foreign cit, U.S. port,
u.s. imror( port, of export of unlading Estimated
Period statisties ¢ values ? values charges ¢
5,406.5 5,368.6 5,7125.5 356.9
4,958.0 4,923.3 5, 250.5 321.2
5,600.9 5,561, 7 5,931.4 369.7
5, 348.6 5,311.2 5,664, 2 353.0
6,033.4 5,991.2 6, 389.4 333. 2
5,900.7 5,859.4 6,248.8 389.4
5,651. 8 $,612.2 5,985.3 .1
5,997.4 5,955.4 6,351.2 395. 8
5, 286. 3 5,249.3 5,598.2 338. 9
...... 6,373.3 6,328.7 6,749.3 420.6
November. 6,787.2 6,739.7 2,187.6 447.9
December.....c..coeeomiiiieiiiinn, 5711.3 5,736.9 6,118,2 381.3

1 Delined as the value required by law for customs purposes, which in most instances is the value of the commodities at
:he ?rh:’clpal markets in the exporting country which may or may not reflect the invoice values for the individual transactions
nvolved.

1 Defined as the cost (to the U.S. importer) of the commodities at the foreign |iaorl of exportation. .

3 Defined as the cost (to the U.S. importer) of the commodities at the for 7n port of exportation, plus insurance and
mliht‘to the U.S, port of unlading, regardless of whether earned by a U.S. or a foreign firm.

4 Estimated c.Lf. imports less estimated f.0.b. imports.

SELECTED U.S. GOVERNMENT-ASSISTED EXPORTS AND DISBURSEMENTS, BY MONTHS, 1973
[in millions of dollars)

Military Disbursements
grant-aid Military sales for export under
Month shipments ! shipments 33 CCC credits 3
JANUBMY. ot cse et atraaaaan 41,8 58 86.5
February.. - . s . 36.6 65 87,9
March. . 52.9 86 144.5
April... 35.3 83 123.9
May.. 41.0 132.5
June. 38.5 122 119,9
July.. 66.1 137 51.4
August. L9 84 41,5
Septemb 56,6 90 3.0
October.. . 3.2 115 327
November. 36.6 185 30.7
OCOMDOT . .. . oo e iieieiiaeieaaan 44,0 160 18.0
1 Exports actually moved 2 months prior to the month reported.
2 Covers '‘special category'’ and '‘nonspecial category’’ shipments valued at $20,000 and over.
3 Includes goods which may have been shipped in months other than those indicated.
SPECIAL ANNOUNCEMENTS
. * . * . * »

ESTIMATED VALUES FOR U.8. ExrorTs UNDER THE FOREIGN ASSISTANCE ACT AND
PusLic LAw 480

The export statistics published by the Bureau of the Census are intended to
measure the physical movement of all merchandise out of the U.S. customs area,
except that to the U.S, Armed Forces abroad for their own use without regard to
method of financing. T'o meet a need for estimates of the value of that part of our
total exports which moves under the Foreign Assistance Act and Public Law 480,
the following information on exports financed under these programs has been
assembled from data developed by the three agencies responsible for the major
programs, The 1965-1972 annual and half-year totals and the half-year total and
available quarterly flgures for 1973 are presented in the following table,
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These statistics are compiled by the agencies for various uses in connection with

the administration, control, and review of their programs. They are not, therefore,
entirely comparable with data obtained from the export declarations flled by
shippers with the Bureau of Customs, which are the source documents for the
oxyort statistics published by the Bureau of the Census.
Phey may differ to some extent, for example, in valuation, shipping period, and
destination. Values for agricultural commodities are estimated from bills of lading
received by the operating division for the programs in the Department of Agricul-
ture. These preliminary estimates are made independently of values submitted to
the Bureau of the Census and only approximate the export value, The disburse-
ment figures from the Agency for International Development (AID) sometimes
include advances of funds prior to the physical export of commodities; they may
also include expenditures which postdate shipments by weeks or months,

Steps have been taken by the Department of Agriculture to make the data
presented below as comparable as possible with the Census export figures. Adjust-
ments in the data are made as a result of nccounting reviews, refunds against
previous expenditures, receipt of additional information from operating offices,
ete. These revisions 4n program statistics may be made many months after the
goods are exported.

With these numerous limitations, estimated values are presented below for ship-
ments or disbursements under the three major U.S, programs:

1. The values of military grant-aid shipments are acquisition costs furnished
by the Department of Defense, to which the Bureau of the Census has added 5
percent for estimated transportation costs from the point of manufacture to the
port for commodities other than aireraft and watercraft under their own power
and parcel post shipments. Beginning February 1966, these figures were included
with the export data tabulated by the Bureau of the Census 2 months following
the month of shipment. In 1965 and prior years, they were added avith a lag of 1
month, They are published monthly in the Bureau of the Census Report F'1* 900
Export and Import Merchandise ‘Trade as “Department of Defense (DOD) Mili-
tary Assistance Program—Grant-Aid Shipments.”

2. Statistics for export of agricultural commodities under Public Law 480.
“Agricultural Trade Development and Assistance Act of 1954,” as amended, are
compiled by the Department of Agriculture and published quarterly in the
monthly report, Foreign Agricultural Trade of the United States. A large but
generally declining part of the shipments under P.L. 480 represents sales to
friendly countries with payment in thefr currencies. Exports of agricultural com-
modities under long-term financing in dollars or convertible currencies have ex-
panded sharply since the program was initiated in 1962 as an intermediate step
between salex for foreign currencies and competitive dollar sales. The initial
payment in dollars or convertible currency, when required, is included in the
total of exports under long-term dollar and convertible foreign currency credit
sales and foreign currency sales. Donations include shipments under this act
by voluntary relief agencies as well as government-to-government donations for
disaster and other relief. Barter transactions include shipments in exchange
for strategic goods for U.S. stockplles. Agricultural goods shipped under AID
barter transactions are included in the AID total.

3. Disbursements by AID represent expenditures for goods purchased.in the
United States for export to countries recelving our economie assistance. These
data are issued semiannually and published regularly in the Agency for Inter-
national Development publication. Operations Report. The figures presented
in tht report include in the current data some transactions from prior periods
and some expenditures for commodities to be exported later.

The information below is presented in this publication in the final month of
each calendar quarter.

Source : U.8, Foreign Trade, Highlight of Exports and Imports, December 1073, Bureau
of the Census.
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TOTAL U.S. DOMESTIC AND FOREIGN MERCHANDISE EXPORTS AND ESTIMATED EXPORTS FINANCED UNDER THE

FOREIGN ASSISTANCE ACT AND PUBLIC LAW 480
{In millions of dollars)

Public Law 480

Long-
term-
dollar
Foreign Assistance and con-
ct vertible
Total — e e e Sales for  foreign
us. AlD foreign currenc, Barter for
exron Military loans and curren- credit Dona-  strategic
Period values grant-aid grants Total cles sales tions - materials
1965
Totalo oo 27,521 779 1,140 1,323 899 152 253 19
January-June........... 13,331 473 575 686 455 91 127 13
July-December......... 14,290 306 565 637 444 61 126 6
1966
Total. ..o 30,430 940 1,186 1, 306 815 239 Mm 1}
January-June..... ..., 15,080 507 546 702 422 12t 133 2
July-December._.._.... 15,350 434 640 603 393 18 8 14
1967
Total ...l 31,622 592 1,300 1,229 736 193 287 13
January-June.. 15,998 273 709 667 4l 60 188 8
July-December 15,624 319 591 562 32 133 99 5
1968
Total. ... .............. 34,636 513 1,056 1,178 540 384 251 3
Janvary-June_.......... 16, 986 260 552 720 398 166 155 1
July-December......... 17,650 313 504 458 142 218 9% 2
38,006 674 993 1,021 337 428 25 0
January-June. . 18, 058 321 510 580 202 209 169 0
July-December 19, 948 353 483 441 135 219 87 0
1970
Total ..o 43,2 565 957 1,021 216 490 255 0
Janvary-June........... 21,694 281 493 590 178 25 154 0
July-December.......... 21,530 284 464 431 98 23 101 0
1971
Totah. eooeeeeeiiae 44,130 581 915 982 174 518 290 0
January-June.. 22, 807 285 507 588 101 309 178 0
July-December 21,323 29% 408 394 n 209 12 0
1972
Total. ... 49,778 560 658 1,065 70 618 mn 0
January-June........... 24,204 274 384 661 69 325 267 - 0
July-December. . ....... 25,574 285 2N 404 1 293 110 0
1973
January-June.... ... 33,206 246 3 543 4 360 179 0
July-September. .1 155 0] 93 0] 4 19 0

Note: Figures are provisional, and are not adjusted for seasonal variation. The data above exclude insurance and "°'9% t
on U.S. exports, whether earned by a U.S. or a foreign firm, Data may not add due to rounding. For 1965 through 1967,
figures hlagvg been adjusted to include exports of silver ore and bullion, which were excluded from published U.S. statistics

prior to 1968,

1 Data are not available.
2 Less than $500,000.

.

Source: Prepared by the International Trade Analysis Staff, International Economic Policy and Research,
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Military Assistance Program Grant-Aid Shipments: 1962 to Date

In m3llanns of dollars

Table E-1. Doinestic and Foreign Merchandise and Department of Defense

~ Total exports

Eaports, excluding Departnent of Uefense shipaents®

Period ‘w::::‘::c::"‘ u:;::: -:::x:':ug Departeect of Domestic and w w-u“ r::n“‘ Domestac,
¢a, N
u’,’::::‘::;::" Defense shipaents shaprents? adyustea? unadjusted unadjusted
-
1973 calencar year total.. 71,314.0 70,223.0 515.6 70,783.¢ 70,7984 €9,707.4
EILUTY R 4,773.6 4,704.1 4.8 4,961.0 4.731.8 4,662.3
4,902.9 «,933.3 36.6 3.066.8 4,866.2 4,796
5,973.1 5,879.8 s2.8 5,378.9 3,922.2 5,826.9
$,396.1 3,492.1 35.3 5,487.3 5,560.8 -3,436.8
5,061.8 3,965.8 a0 3,600.7 6,020.8 3,324.8
$,896.4 5,292.9 38.5 s, 777.8 3,857.9 3,754.¢
5,392.2 5,310.8 66.1 3,873.3 3,326.1 5,244.0
3,819.3 $,716.0 318 6,013.5 5,787.4 s, 684.1
6,015.6 5,936.5 36.6 6.338.4 5,959.0 s,879.9
6,783.5 6,668.1 3.2 6,436 6,749.3 6.631.9
7,327.7 7,037.8 36.6 6.9195.0 7,091 7,001.3
6,969.7 6,886.0 44.0 6,977 69257 6,842,0
49,7782 4, 975.8 359.6 49,739 €9,218.6 48,419.1
3,064.¢ 3,05.6 s7.9 <,074.3 3,808.6 3,757
3,me.4 3,789.4 3s.e 3,323.9 3,778.0 3,1.0
4,3¢4.8 4,285.1 3.5 3,368.3 4,305.3 4,205.¢
3,938.4 3,863.3 s0.0 3,820.4 3,888.4 3,03.3
4,189.3 4,124 s2.7 3,886 4,136.6 4,070.7
4,050.7 3,977.8 36.0 3,971.0 4,014.7 3,%1.8
3,742.9 3,604.4 6.1 4,07¢.1 3,676.9 3,618.3
3,979.8 3,909.5° 4.6 4,196.5 3,93¢.2 3,863.9
4,006.6 3,936.6 0.2 4,176.4 3,963.4 3,893.¢
4,508.5 4,447.2 6.8 4,316.3 4,441.0 <,379.7
4,638 6,527.2 30.¢ e,472.9 4,382.9 4,496.6
4,722.7 4,649.2 321 €,338.0 - 4,690.6 4,8612.3
“,129.9 43,491.8 sa.3 43,606.1 43,348.6 42,910.8
3,530.4 3,402.2 50.5 3,601.3 3,479.9 3,407
3,559.4 3,502.8 n.3 3,695 3,528.2 3,471.6
4,155.9 €,306.6 481 3,789.5 . 4,107.8 4,058.3
3,856.8 3,792.7 «“.o 3,630.7 3, a2.6 3,748.7
3,963.5 3,%00.3 s6.9 ,746.3 3,%06.6 3,047.4
3,743.) 3,680.2 se.s 3,672.3 3,636.6 3,623.3
3,398.7 3,350.¢ s7.7 3,572.8 3,338.1 3,292.7
3,408 3,376.7 57.6 3,666.5 3,366.2 3,ns.0
. . 4,388 4,205.3 .8 4,488.8 ¢, 0.8 4,165.6
OCTODEr . feruecerenrencearannnesvancnnnes 2,891.2 2,838.9 8s.¢ 2,660.8 2,625.7 2,773.3
- 3,264.5 3,220.1 a.2 3,198.7 3,2n.3 3,177.0
4,088.¢ 4,001.3 32.s 3,880.9 4,055.9 3,99.1
1970 43,22¢.0 42,5%0.1 564.7 42,729.2 42,659.3 42,085.4

. year total ose




v \ o

Table £-1. Domestic and Foreign Merchandise and Department of Defe
Military Assistance Program Grant-Aid Shipments: 1962 to Date

I »illinns of dollars

. Total exports Uxports, exclvding Drpartment of Lefense shipoents®
Domestic and
Period foreign, including u-;:ue. sulvu:ng k’:;ﬂn ot . w-:::.“ h-:tu:c and Somestac,
Department of 0 parternt of anse . oveign, M y ere! n;‘ wasdjusted
Defense shipcents v hd Just
3,200.¢ s, u8.3 |, 0.4 3,405.6 3,7130.2 3,187.6
3,430.8 3,378.3 . 3,346.5 3,386.9 3,334.4
3,01 3,380.1 2.3 3,373.0 3,576.8 3,537.9
3,847.3 3,592.3 LI X 3,410.0 3,979 3,342.8
3,008 3,878.6 .7 3,660.9 3,906.2 3,044.9
3,766.¢ 3,718.9 1.3 3,726.9 3,714.8 3,847.2
3,396.7 3,335.2 42,7 3,703.6 3,354.0 3,492.¢
3,304.7 3,25.4 <0.9 3,391.4 3,263.9 3,714.8
N a,373.8 3,320.9 389 3,532.7 3,346 3,252.0
4 3,97e.8 3,%01.7 ss.6 3,688.0 3,m5.9 3,843.1
L 3,544.9 2,495.8 30.7 3,499.4 3,494.2 3,445.3
' 3,738.8 3,818.0 .7 3,569.2 3,684.1 3,693.3
38,005.6 37,482.8 €73.9 37,288.7 37,33.7 - 38,787.7
2,132.3 2,072.4 4.6 2,160.7 2,057.6 2,017.8
2,1%.1 2,361.9 .4 2,266.1 2,150.8 2,127.8
3,419.3 3,341 1.3 3,188.2 3,3%R.0 3,322.8
3,584.2 3,548 ss.0 3,%18.3 3,505.1 3,453.8
3,599.¢ 3,333.0 s1.s 3,267.7 3,348.1 3,50.3
3,188.2 3,120.8 70.1. 3,179.2 3,008.1 3,080.7
3,002.6 3,000.2 a7 3,182.0 2,994.9 2,952.¢
3,ns.2 3,160.2 .3 3,366.1 3,151.3 3,098.4
3,183.7 3,140.5 TSNS 3,340.9 . 3,10.4 3,087.2
3,618.2 3,573 | * ss.s 3,342.3 3,562.7 3,518.7
3,089.2 3at.4 $6.0 3,397.6 3,qa3.2 3,361.¢
3,4n.0 . 3,370.0 ss.6 3,779.8 3,362.4 3,me
34,633.9 34,199.0 5733 | 34,0024 34,0623 33,626.0
31,52¢.2 31,142.3 sn.s \ n,m.l 30,934.4 30,350.2
30,019.6 29,8839 0.8 | . 29,403.1 29,3792 28.943.5
*27,469.8 *27,136.7 7788 | ! 2,329 .8 426,690.8 26,3479
26,308.3 26,155.9 ns.2 25,610.7 25,6801 23,3978
3,347.3 n,082.4 ne.9 n,q10.3 | 22,4273 22,142.6
9B ecciainacccccaciactatnonosannasne ,700.0 21,430.6 1774 n,022.3 20,972.6 20,703.2
Spepresents any export shipments from the United States and differ from DOO Military og! Grast-Aze figures under this program
%s follows: a) Transfers of The materisl procured cutside the United States and fros DOD stocks ere excluded from export shipoents.

.} tmrt value 33 f.a.s., vheress DOD value, 1n BOSt 1nstances, 1s f.0.b., poiat of erigin. ¢} Lffective with the Fedbruary 1966 statistics. data for
shipueats reported by the DOO for & given month are 1acluded im Buresu of the Census reports in the secoad month subsequent to the moath reported by the
DOD. OData for shipments reported by the DOD were nehnoc from January 1966 statistics. Data reflect adjustments for seasonal and wvorking-day varistioa
ang do met mecessarily add to amnual M’uuc wotals. on of silver ore, base Builion including sweepings, waste, and

2 ARG Sullzom. on exports of atlver ia these forms was pablished in the appendix to :M Jenuary 1969 issue of this report.

'l-vuoc to refiect farst 2 in data pr ia the 1965 editics of gn C and of the United States.

£6¢
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The Cuammman. Now we will hear from Hon. Peter J. Brennan,
Secretary of Labor.

{ \ STATEMENT OF HON. PETER J. BRENNAN, SECRETARY OF LABOR

Prorecrive TraDE BARRIERS

Secretary BReNNaN, Mr. Chairman, members of the Finance Com-
mittee, I am here, Mr. Chairman, to support the trade reform bill. I
am interested in the protection that our workers will gain by this bill.

In these days of uncertainty, nations are tempted to try to solve their
problems at the expense of their neighbors. But arithmetic tells us
that all nations cannot solve their problems at the expense of all other
nations; and history tells us that “beggar-thy-neighbor” policies are
followed by—

Trade wars and retaliation; shrinking markets abroad; higher
prices at home ; and shrinking job opportunities.

I have little sympathy for those who assure us that the United
States is no longer able to compete in world markets and who urge
that we huddle behind protective barriers. If the dollar is competi-
tively priced in foreign markets and if we secure fair treatment abroad
for our products, workers have little to fear from expanded trade.
What is needed is not a retreat. from the rest of the world but a frame-
work for fair trade and for mutual cooperation. That is what this act
seeks to provide. Previous witnesses have dealt with the broad reasons
which make this legislation urgent. T endorse this legislation because
T do not believe that the way for the United States to maintain a high
employment economy is to hide behind trade barriers,

EMPLOYMENT SITUATION—ADJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE

Before discussing those specific aspects of H.R. 10710 of most direct
concern to the Department of Labor, I would like to say a few words
about the employment situation.

Total employment in January stood at 85.8 million, essentially
unchanged for the third straight month. Over the past 12 months,
employment has risen by 3 million. Nonagricultural (Imyroll employ-
ment in January declined by 260,000—seasonally adjusted—though
the total was still 2.1 million above its year ago level.

I am very much concerned about unemployment which, as you
know, has risen in the last few months. The causes of unemployment
are always difficult to identify, and especially so today because of our
energy problems. We cannot. tell with any precision how much of the
current unemployment results from energy shortages, but we believe
it to be substantial. January data, for example, show employment
declines in gasoline retailing and in air transportation, probably a
direct result of fuel shortages. Employment has also declined in in-
dustries where demand is affected by actual or anticipated shortages
of fuel. Examples are automobile manufacturing and hotels and
motels. As a consequence, we have proposed to the Congress measures
to extend the general unemployment. insurance system and have taken
steps to improve our manpower programs.

We are concerned today not simply with the current developments
but with the longer term considerations which the trade bill addresses.
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We should understand that trade expansion improves the standard of
living for most Americans and offers the benefits of increased national

.

_Nncome. It may cause job displacements for some. In that context, the
,—\%i;ects of expanding trade are similar to the effects of automation or

»

&ghnological change or increased domestic competition.

The crucial point to be kept in mind in examining the relationship
of trade and employment is that while the impact on total employment
is small there may be problems, of varying degrees, for particular
groups of workers in adjusting to a different set of employment oppor-
tunities. Adjustment to change is never painless, but our economy is
remarkably resilient and capable of adapting. For example, the econ-
omy regularly absorbs the changes induced by productivity increases
and a growing labor force. On average, labor productivity increases
annually by about 3 percent and the labor force by about 1.7 percent.
If the economy made no adjustment to the annual productivity and
labor force increases, about 4.7 percent of the labor force would be
added to the rolls of the unemployed each year. This does not happen
because the economy does adjust to change. The economy’s ability to
absorb workers displaced by changes in trade is indicated by the fact
that increasing imports have been paralleled by increases in domestic
employment over the last 20 years. Changes in the overall unemploy-
ment rate appear to be unrelated to changes in the volume of imports.

The job of Government. it seems to me, is to secure for us the benefits
of expanded trade, providing assistance and protection to individuals
who may be adversely affected by such trade expansion. Under HL.R.
10710 workers will receive increased protection and assistance from
the proposed revisions in the industrywide escape clause procedure
and an improved program of adjustment assistance. T will deal with
adjustment assistance fivst. .

Special provisions for assisting trade displaced workers are justi-
fied because of the displacement of those few losses from a broad
Government policy which benefits the entire cconomy. It is probably
fair to say that the existing program of assistance to workers adversely
affected by trade is unsatisfactory.

{Tnder the current program, one, relatively few workers have been
able to establish their eligibility. None from 1962 to late 1969 and only
44,000 since 1969.

Two, benefits have often come too late to be of assistance in the
adjustment process. In some cases, benefits have not been paid until
2 vears after lnyoff.

Three, the maximum cash benefit is low, 63 percent of the average
weekly wage in manufacturing. about $111 a week in 1974,

H.R. 10710, offers important improvements in the trade adjustment -
assistance program for workers, Tt eases access to the program and
accelerates the process of investigation and determination. Cash allow-
ances are increased and the package of benefits is improved.

U'nder this bill, section 222, the Secrvetary of Labor will provide .
adjustment assistance to workers of a particular firm producing arti-
cles like, or directly competitive with imports, if he determines that
a significant number, or proportion, of workers have been totally, or
partially, separated, or threatened with separation; that sales or pro-
duetion. or both. of the firm, or subdivision, have declined: and that
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increased competitive imports have contributed importantly to such
separation and to the decline in sales or production.

Under the revised procedures of H.R. 10710, it is not our intention
to provide trade adjustment assistance to workers whose unemploy-
ent, or underemployment, is clearly the result of normal seasonal or
Yyclical factors, or of shifts in technology or of domestic competition.
Our regular unemployment insurance and manpower programs are
designed to deal with such displacement problems.

It is our intention to use trade adjustment systems to deal quickly
and effectively with job displacements to which competitive imports
contributed importantly. The provisions of H.R. 10710 compress and
speed the determination of eligibility.

Worker petitions will be filed, not with the Tarifl Commission, but
directly with the Secretary of Labor, who will be responsible for com-
pleting the entire process of investigation, determination, and certifica-
tion within the 60-day period. o

A simpler test will permit the individual worker, within the grou
certified, to become eligible for benefits if he was inadversely affected,
employment with a single firm for 26 weeks out of 52 weeks preceding

~his or her separation.

Weekly cash payments to eligible workers are increased substantially
under the bill. A worker could receive payments equal to 70 percent of
his average weekly wage for the first 26 weeks of his unemployment
and 65 percent for the next 26 weeks of any subsequent period for
which he is eligible up to a ceiling equal to 100 percent of the average
weekly wage in manufacturing.

If the worker is in a training program, he may receive up to an
additional 26 weeks, if necessary, to complete the program. If he is
over 60 years old and remains unemployed, he may receive an addi-
tional 18 weeks of cash payments or a total of 65 weeks of cash benefits.

The present. law has similar provisions for the duration of payments
but the amounts are limited to 65 percent of the worker’s average
weekly wage, or 65 percent of the average weekly wage in manufac-
turing, whichever is less. Thus, under the Trade Expansion Act, the
weekly maximum payment in 1974 would be about $111 a week com-
pared with $170 a week possible under the Trade Reform Act.

The bill provides additional services for displaced workers. For
example, any adversely affected worker who has been totally separated
and cannot be expected to secure suitable employment in the com-
muting area in which he resides may receive a job search allowance
of up to $500 to cover 80 percent of the cost of necessary job search
expenses to assist him in obtaining employment in the United States.
When he relocates to take a job, he will receive relocation allowances
consisting of 80 percent of the reasonable and necessary expenses in-
curred in transportation or transporting himself and his family and
their houschold effects to the new job location, plus a lump-sum cash
payment equal to three times the worker’s average wage up to $500.

Relocation allowances would no longer be limited to heads of house-
holds, but only one relocation allowance per family would be allowed
for the same relocation. Workers would be able to reccive certain
remedial health services, if necessary to obtain employment, in addi-
tion to counseling, testing, and placement services. They would also
be eligible for training in situations where suitable employment could
not otherwise be provided.
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InpusTRYWIDE EscapE CrAuse PROCEDURE

ance,-T do not want to leave the impression that such assistance is the

)y

/ Though I have dealt at some length with worker adjustment assist-

ly means for dealing with serious injury to domestic industry and

© Avorkers arising from competition. Workers affected by imports will

also be protected by the changes in the industrywide escape clause
incorporated in title IT of H.R. 10710. o .

5. We recognize that there will be situations involving industrywide
injury where sole reliance on adjustment assistance is not practical.
For such situations, the bill provides a greatly improved industry
escape clause procedure which may be initiated by workers, as well as
management. Thus, workers in industries being seriously injured by
imports may find it in their best interest to file for industrywide escape
clause relief. '

There is no requirement in this bill that increased imports be caused
by previous trade agreement concession. Rather, there is a more direct

.test that increased imports have been a substantial cause or threat of
serious injury to a domestic industry. Under this procedure, industries
seriously injured or threatened with serious injury from increasing
imports may petition for increased tariffs for import quotas, or for the
negotiation of orderly marketing arrangements.

While other witnesses are testifying in some detail about these pro-
cedures, I want to emphasize that these escape clause changes are an
important part of the measures which will be available to protect
American workers against serious injury from increased competitive
imports, The revised escape clause procedure requires consideration
of the steps that have been taken, or could be taken, by an industry,
including workers and firms, to adjust to import competition. The
Department of Labor will have the responsibility, when an escape
clause petition is filed with the Tariff Commission, to determine t-}le
number of workers in that petitioning industry likely to be certified
as eligible to receive adjustment assistance, and the ability of existing
programs to meet the adjustment needs of these workers.
~~This information will be considered by the President in deciding his
course of action if the Tariff Commission finds that increased imports
are causing, or threatening to cause, serious injury to the industry. It
is my judgment that the improved safeguard provisions in this bill
afford American workers and industries reasonable and effective rem-
edies for problems which may arise from increased imports.

N The more effective procedures for industrywide relief and adjust-
ment should reduce the vulnerability of workers to sudden surges of
imports. Together with the general provisions-of the Trade Reform
Act, they provide a framework in which we can expand the opportu-
nities for trade and enhance the growth of the American economy.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The Cuamrman. Thank you very much. In line with our policy of
occasionally reversing the order of questioning, we will start at the
far end of the table today. Senator Bentsen.

Senator BeNTSEN. I have no questions at this time. Thank you,
Mr. Chairman. I reserve my time till later, if I may.

The CHAIRMAN. Fine. Senator Roth would be next, Senator Gravel,
and then Senator Packwood. I would suggest we limit ourselves, hope-
fully, to 7 minutes each this morning. At 11:15 the Senate starts vot-
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ing. That will give each Senator a chance, perhaps, to ask a few
questions and he can submit others for the record. Iet me ask you,
‘gentlemen, those of you who testified, could we come back at 3:30 this
afternoon in case we do not finish this morning ?

/\n Secretary Dent. We can come at any time you specify, Mr. Chair-

L S

1an.

Secretary Burz. Yes, sir.

The Cunamyan. OK, I would suggest that, after we have this morn-
ing session, that those who want to ask more questions could come back
this afternoon.

Senator Packwoop. Is it your intention, Mr. Chairman, when we go
to vote on cloture, to adjourn and not come back this morning?

The Cramryan. That is what I thought we might do. We will try to
accommodate you, if you have some problems.

Senator Ben~err. The Republican members of the committee are
meeting with the Secretary of HEW in his office at 12:30 which means
we would have to leave here at 12:10.

Senator Packwoop. T am just trying to find out what our schedule is
for the morning. We will adjourn for the cloture vote and not. come
back until the afternoon ? -

The Cratrman. That is what I thought we could do to accommodate
everybody. I'm certain these gentlemen could make good use of that
time between when we go to vote this morning and the time we come
back this afternoon.

Access To SupPPLY

Senator Packwoon. Secretary Dent, in your statement you made
reference to the fact that in international negotiations in the future
wo are concerned, not only with markets, but access to supply, and
that foreign countries would have the same concern, probably, about
access to supply in this country, including agricultural supply.

Secretary DenT. When we talk in terms of supply, it is supplies of
raw materials, agricultural commodities, yes, sir.

Senator Packwoop. Let me address this question, then, to Secretary
Butz. Mr. Secretary, you would agree with his comment about concern
of access to supply both for us and for foreign countries in our own
markets?

Secretary Burz. Yes, sir, I certainly would. We have taken a very
strong stand in agriculture that, subject to national security consid-
erations, of course, that foreign countries must have access to supplies
in this market.

Senator Packwoop. Now, in terms of agriculture, what do you
mean, subject to national security precautions?

Secretary Burz. Well, it certainly does not mean the same thing as it
does for strategic raw materials. I think, well, obviously, we will not
want to get in a stance where we actually run short of food products
in this country. We are not at that point in spite of allegations that
have been made. But T think it is clear to everybody if we came to a
situation where we were actually going to run short of a physical
supply of food to meet our domestic needs, that would be a threat to
national security. -

Senator Packwoop. Well, let me take it step by step. Would you say
that. as far as any kind of agricultural product, that, to the extent that
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we will not have enough to take care of our domestic needs, that would
be beyond the perilYpoint and we should embargo exports? )

Secretary Burz. Yes, if you have any hgood way of defining what is

/\enough. I guess you always have to define that in terms of a price.
~Senator Packwoop. Well, I am defining enough in the sense that
S we im{ﬂy are not producing enough to take care of what we would

/ normally consume at a rational price.

- Secretary Burz. You say at a rational price———

o Senator Packwoop. I assume there is an end to everything and if
bread got to $20 a loaf, no matter how much wheat we exported, there
would be enough bread in this country. I am talking about a rational
price.

Secretary Burz. Yes, if you can define a rational price. But at the
present time, coming back to wheat and this scare we have had on the
shortage of wheat in this country, the current wheat situation of
course does not relate to the present price of bread. The I)resent price
of bread, at 40 cents retail, on the average, for a 1 pound loaf of bread
here, contains a farm price of about 8 cents worth of wheat at the
present time. Frankly I do not get concerned about that. .

Senator Packwoon., Well, let me put it in terms of specific quanti-
ties, then. We are going to grow about 2.1 billion bushels of wheat this
year, assuming nothing goes wrong, We normally use 700 to 800 mil-
lion bushels. If, by chance, we had a tremendous crop failure or-a
drought, and we could only produce 500 or 600 million bushels of
wheat, what should be our policy at that state on the export of wheat{

Secretary Burz. Well, you have postulated something that is beyond
the realm of probability. It is inconceivable that we would have a
wheat crop that short. If we had a wheat crop that fell, let us say 200
or 300 million bushels short of our projected 2.1 billion bushels of
wheat, it still would be in excess of the wheat crop we produced in 1973
where our crop, then, was about 1.7 billion bushels. We contemplate
an increase this year of 400 million bushels over that wheat crop.

Senator Packwoop. Why did we embargo soybean exports for a
few months? '

Secretary Burz. Well, that is a good question. In retrospect I think
this was not a wise decision. On the other hand, at that time, there was
tremendous consumer pressure which developed as a result of rising
food prices, rising meat prices. This related to the rising price of pro-
tein supplement, which is one of the ingredients that produces—— -

Senator Packwoon. Was there a relationship between the rising in
protein and in the soybean prices and the increase in meat——

Secretary Burz. In the long run, there had to be a relationship to
it. In the short run not. because of the lag in producing meat.

Senator Packwoon. Because of what, excuse me ?

Secretary Burz. Because of the lag in producing meat, I said, in
the long run there had to be a relationship {zet.ween the cost of protein
supplement.and the cost of meat. In a particular week, there was no
particular relationship because it takes longer than that to produce
meat. In the case of beef, it takes several months, Two years, in some
cases, as you know, to get beef on the market.

But coming back to your initial question, we have had this tre-
mendous consumer insistence that we do something about food prices
and soybeans were the most visible item,

30-220 O - 74 - pt,2 -3
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Senator Bentsen. Mr, Chairman, could we turn on the microphone
go the audience can hear what the Secretary issayin

Secretary Burz. You mean that we had this off nﬁ

General laughter. ]

enator Packwoop. Mr. Secretary, what I am driving at is whero we
say we are going to limit our export of agricultural products, is it
only when they are literally in short supply, that we do not have enough
to take care of our normal use, or is it where they started to drive
prices up because they are simply in shorter supply than usual. Give
me your idea of whether you have a total export freedom of agricul-
tural products, no matter what the consequences, or, if not that, where
do you draw the line?

Seeretary Burz, Well, T think that depends partly on your price
philosophy, Senator. As you know, we have had a lot of pressure to
{imit exports of wheat in recent months, and your State is an important
wheat producing State, an important wheat exll)ort.ing State. If we
had acceded to the pressure to limit exports on wheat, let us say, some
months ago, I think we would have done a couple of things.

One is it would have discouraged the additional planting of spring
wheat, where wheat farmers have indieated their intentions now to
increase their plantings of spring wheat rather substantially, I think
by 16 percent. I am not sure about that figire. .\ very substantial in-
crease 10 acreage of spring wheat on top of a heavy increase in p]antin%
fall wheat. I think had we imposed export restrictions, this woulc
have been a signal back to our producers that they should not increase
their plantings of spring wheat. So you would simply aggravate the
problem down the road.

Second, had we done that, you would have had some reduction in
the price of wheat internally here as a result of that Government
action. But look what the market has done in recent weeks. I think in a
relatively free market you have a self-correcting mechanism and the
price of wheat has come down rather substantially in the last few
weeks. It has dropped, with the exception of last Friday, it has dropped
the limit in the last 4 or 5 days.

Senator Packwoon. Where is it, by the way?

Secretary Burz, Well, the wheat ‘dropped 20 cents yesterday again.
The price, the current price of wheat is down to $5.40, about $5.40. Tt
was down the limit again yesterday.

Senator Packwoon. Come back to the question now.

Secretary Buaz, What I am saying, though, is that a free market
system has built within it certain self-correcting mechanisms, and, I
think, we are seeing that operate right now.

Senator Packwoon. Well, again, T want to come back to the question
I was posing, and T was not one of those that asked for an embargo
on wheat. We are under tremendous pressure now to embargo scrap
iron because its price is going up in foreign competitors, and this is not
so much your bailiwick as Secretary Dent's. Foreign buyers are pur-
chasing at a high price. forcing the price up here. Should that be a
concern, whether it be wheat or serap, or should we just say we have
reached the place where there is not adequate wheat here to take
care of us. T}lere is not enough soybean to feed our beef. We will let
olxport- demands go on unabated no matter what the effect may be on
the price.

morning ?
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Secretary Burz. Well, T think you pose a very difficult question
there. You say until we have reached the point that we don’t have
enough internally. We let it go on until it has an exhorbitant effect on

rice. I think the amount we need domestically varies with the price.

t varies inversely with price. That is the function of price.
T think we are seeing that operate right now in petroleum fuel. The
demand for gasoline itself has diminished some as the result of the
higher price. That is a function of price and I think it is a function
of price in agricultural commodities too.

Senator Packwoop. My time isup.

Senator BExTsEN. Mr. Chairman, I have had a chance to review
some of this testimony now and I would like to recover my position
in the pecking order, if I can.

The Cramaan, I think I took the Senator by surprise, so, if there
is no objection, we will turn to Senator Bentsen.

Carital SHORTAGE IN WoORLD MARKETS

Senator BENTSEN. Secretary Dent, I am concerned about what we
are facing in terms of a capital shortage in world markets and how
this is going to affect American industry and its competitive position
with the Europeans and the Japanese. I noticed a statement the other
day of the steel industry saying that they were going to have to give
u? art of their markets to the Europeans and the Japanese because
of their difficulty in raising capital. And yet I looked at the situation
that Mr. Townsend testified on before our committee; he said that
the capital market in this country is such that Avon proéucts is valued
over a billion dollars higher than the entirve stock of Alcoa. And we
have a situation where McDonald hamburgers is valued at about $2.1
billion in the market and $200 million book value and United States
Steel at about $2.4 billion in market value and about $3.6 billion in
bouk value. ‘

In other words, we are short on steel and long on hamburgers and
we can raise the money for hamburger plants but we cannot raise it
for sfeel Flants. What do you think we ought to be doing in way
of capital markets in trying to assist U.S. industries in strengthening
their competitive position ¢

Secretary Dent. I think that the most important thing that we can
do is to let the free market determine values. The Government has
never gotten the presidents of the hamburger chains out of bed pro-
testing the increase in price of -hamburgers%mt we have seen the influ-
ence of Government almost continually operating in the steel market
area. And it has been the repression of prices which has repressed prof-
its, that has resulted in that industry being unable to attract the capital
necessary for its own expansion.

The steel industry competes in a worldwide market in which ap-
proximately 70 percent of the steel sold around the world is either
subsidized by government or directly owned by the government, as
in Great Britain, For these reasons our domestic industry needs sup-
port, either in being permitted to operate far more independently than
1t has in the past or in having public funds put into it, and I certainly
would recommend the former and not the latter.

Senator BenTsex. Well, I would agree with you, Mr. Secretary, as
far as the infusion of funds is concerned, but it would seem to me that
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there would be other things that we could do, Forhaps with the tax
structure itself, in encouraging effective capital and venture capital
in this country.

Secretary Dext. When I talk about §overnment. influence, I am
talking about the rate of depreciation. I am also talking about the
rate of tax credit. We need to consider a total cash flow of an indus-
try and this, the cash flow, not })roﬁts by itself, has been the difficulty
with respect to the inability of the steel industry to expand and be
able to satisfy the full demands of this country.

Senator BeEnTsEN. When they tell me it takes an estimated $25,000
just to create a new job in manufacturing, and I am also told that for
example Bethlehem Steel will need $2 million, $3 million, $4 million
a year from now until 1980 just to refurnish obsolete facilities and to
be in a competitive position, I think we are facing a problem which
should concern all of us as far as future growth and the creation of
jobs which are necessary in this country are concérned.

Tyine AckicurLTuRE WitH INDUSTRY IN NEGOTIATIONS

Secretary Butz, I would like, if I may to ask you a question con-
cerning the problem we have in keeping agriculture and industry
together in these negotiations. The Kuropeans have traditionally
wanted to segregate the two, and in the last Kennedy round we did
not make much progress as far as agriculture was concerned. The
French left the negotiations for almost a year. They did not even
participate because of this.

Is it your position that the two, industry and agriculture, must be
tied together in our negotiations? If we do not prevail in that posi-
tion, do you think that we have enough levérage to obtain significant
concessions if we were to just deaiZ on the agriculture points by
themselves?

Secretary Burz. Well, to answer your first question first, I think
that industry and agriculture must be kept tied together, and I think
we should not compartmentalize them as we enter the negotiations, 1
think it is clear when you consider that agriculture itself last year
produced a surplus in trade of nearly $10 billion. As a matter of fact,
this fiscal year it will have exceeded $10 billion surplus.

The European Community, held together largely by the common
agricultural policy, as they call it, is trying to insist on compartmen-
talizing agriculture so that we simply make our concessions in the
agricultural sector all by itself, and we are opposed to that. I think
that happened in the so-called Kennedy Round. I think agriculture
lost severely in the Kennedy Round. _

I would think that agricultural trade is now at a much higher
threshold of importance and significance than it was during the time
of the Kennedy negotiations, and our position is that we simply must
be in the total arena when we are receiving concessions on agriculture.

Senator BentseN. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.

ADIUSTMENT ASSISTANCE

Now, Secretary Brennan, I would like to ask you about the problems
stemming from trade adjustment. Can the trade adjustment problem .
be delineated or set apart, from the general problems of adjustment -
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.

in our labor market? I was looking over the series of criteria and tests
in your testimony, and a number of them appear to have subjective
ent involved.
" Should the program be designed as part of a manpower economic
conversion policy that treats dislocations regardless of cost '

I noticed earlier in your testimony, too, you were talking about how

/ difficult it was to point out those jobs that were lost because of the
energy shortage, and I am concerned that the same problem is true
¥ of those resulting from trade dislocation. .

Secretary BrennaN. Well, yes, Senator, that is so. However, as I
stated in my testimony, the present procedure for giving protection to -
workers who are dislocated and lose their jobs due to foreign competi-
tion has not been adequate. As with the energy crisis, we have not been
able to get the exact number of people who have become unemployed.
We are trying, but it is not an easy job, and it is also not easy to pin
down figures on people being dislocated due to foreign competition.

We do feel, though, that there should be assistance to the workers
that are affected as well as to management in any bill that would
broaden or expand our trade with foreign countries for the good of
t{le overallll economy, even though that expansion may affect some of
the people.

[ allze hoping the energy problem is something we can overcome
soon, and this will bring people back on their jobs. So I think there is
a little difference there, Senator. The only thing they may have in
common is how do we find the exact figures on the people unemployed
due to these causes. As for unemployment or adjustment, many of
the trade affected people are of an advanced age. It is not easy for
them to go into another job. We feel that with the new manpower bill
we can train them for other jobs, but I think the record shows this is
not an easy accomplishment. .

- Senator BEnTsEN, Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I would like to submit, if I may, some questions in writing to Secre-
tary Dent, if the chairman would agree to that.

he CHAIRMAN, Yes; that is agreeable.

[The questions and answers referred to follow:] -

ANSBWER TO QUESTIONS BY SENATOR BENTSEN SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD OF
HEARINGS ON H.R. 10710 BY THE DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE :

1. ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR TBADE NEGOTTATIONS

- Question. Almost 3 million Puerto Ricans are represented in the U.S, Congress

’ by only one (1), non-voting member of the House of Representatives. In light

of this fact, has any thought been given by you to the advisability of assuring

that Puerto Rico has a voice in providing policy and technical advice regarding

trade negotiations by participating in the Advisory Committee for Trade Nego-
tiations proposed in Title I, Chapter 8, Section 185 of H.R. 107107 .

Answer, As you know, the overall Advisory Committee for Trade Negotlations

proposed in subsection (b) of Section 135 differs from the more narrowly-focused

industry product sector advisory committees, envisaged in subsection (¢) of the

same Sectlon. The industry product committees form the basis of the joint

STR/Commerce Industry Consultations in Support of Multilateral Trade Nego-

tiations that I have described in my testimony.

' The stated purpose of the overall Advisory Committee for Trade Negotiations
to be established by the President is to “seek information and advice from repre-
sentative elements of the private sector . . .” Thus, membership on this Commit-
tee by Puerto Ricans from the private sector may not meet the desires of the
Puerto Rican Government that its views be taken fully into account in develop-
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ing U.8, negotiating objectives and bargaining positions. We are most willing to
work with Puerto Rican officials as well as the officials of any other state who
% wish to assure that they have an opportunity to provide information and advice
/ : concerning the negotiations.
; Regarding the industry advisory committees encompassed in the STR/Com-
s nigree consultations program, I wish to repeat the assurances previously given to
thé Commonwealth's Secretary of Commerce and representatives of its Chamber
of Commerce that we would welcome nominations of Puerto Rican manufacturers
for participation in our joint program.

~

2. QUALIFYING FOR IMPORT RELIEF AND ADJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE

Question. The Commonwealth of Puerto Rico is particularly concerned about
the anticipated negative impact on its economy due to the tariff and nontariff
trade concessions of H.R 10710, This impact is of a distinct nature and magni-
tude than that which could affect the whole mainland industry. Accordingly, has
consideration been given to providing a different interpretation and application
of the definitions of “serious,” “significant” %m “gubstantial” cause, injury,
ete, . . . as presented under Title IT of H.R. 10710, to the Puerto Rican case? Is it
your view that a special provision regarding these definitions and Puerto Rico
should be written into the legislation?

Answer. The question implies that Puerto Rican industries should receive
import rellef under criteria that are less stringent than those applying to other
U.8. industries faced with import competition. In determining whether to provide
import relief the President would be obliged, under the TRA, to take into account
all considerations he deems relevant and these would include special circum-
stances involving impact on particular reglons such as Puerto Rico. This ap-
proach continues procedures followed in import relief cases under the TBA.
Therefore, it would not seem necessary to make special provision in the statute
for the interests of Puerto Rican industries, nor do we believe it would be desir-
able since it would be inequitable to industries in other states where import com-
petition may have a regional impact.

3. PREFERENTIAL 'TREATMENT FOR DEVELOPING COUNTRIES

Question. As per Title V, Sec. 501, steps may be taken to grant preferential
treatment to developing countries in their trade relations with the U.8.A. Has
consideration been given to the possible adverse effects that this preferential,
treatment would have on the economy of the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, par-
tiecnlarly in the case of the apparel manufacturing industry?

Answer, While recognizing that Puerto Rico is within the customs territory
of the United States and therefore that its industry is in the same position as
other domestic producers with respect to the possible impact of granting tariff
preferences to developing countries, we appreciate the particular concerns of
Puerto Rico over the possible impact on its industries.

The granting of such preferences is not intended to impair the development of
Puerto Rico’s economy. Moreover, prior to designating any article as eligible for
preferential treatment, the President will publish and furnish the Tariff Com-
mission with a list of proposed eligible articles, and the Tariff Commission must

. provide advice to the President as to the probable economic effects on domestic
{ndustries (which includes Puerto Rican industries) producing like or directly
competitive articles and on consumers of granting duty-free preferential treat-
ment. on each article proposed for eligibility. The President must also seek infor-
mation and advice from Executive Branch departments and other appropriate
sources on the list of eligible articles and provide for public hearings, We believe
these procedures will provide an adequate opportunity for Puerto Rican pro-
ducers to make known their concern about the effect of granting preferences on
%m' tpaxl'gculﬂr product or industry sector including the apparel industry of

. Puerto Rfico.

The CramrMAN. For those Senators who cannot be here this after-
noon, I will be glad to ask any questions for them they may wish.
Senator Dole?
Senator Dore. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, I apologize to the wit-
nesses for being late. We had an Agriculture meeting this morning. )
- Secretary Burz. That is a very good alibi, Senator.
[General laughter.] -
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FERTILIZER SHORTAGES

Senator Dore. I direct my questions to Secretary Butz. There are

/ + great pressures now for free trade, and of course, we understand the

- value of agriculture exports to the world economy, and our own, It has

/7&0&]{ been the saviour as far as our economy is concerned in the

e

.
ey

" balayce of payments and many other things. And there is, of course,
great hope for the farmer because of expanded exports.

Now, farmers, of course, resist export controls or quotas or em-
bargoes on their products. At the same time, I can see developing from
these farmers a desire for export controls on fertilizer. In other words,
some would like to have it both ways.

Does the Secretary have the feeling I think he has that we should
not impose those controls or quotas? This might also apply to Secre-
tary of Commerce. But there is a resolution being introduced to impose
controls because of the shortage of fertilizer on the American farm.

_Secretary Burz. Yes, you are quite right, and this pressure is
growing,

On the other hand, I think we have to maintain a consistent position.
We were in fact experiencing heavy export shipments of fertilizers in
the last quarter of 1973, in part, at least, because of the imposition of
domestic price ceilings on fertilizer prices domestically which made
the foreign market much more attractive than the domestic market.

Before those price ceilings were raised by the Cost of Living Coun-
sel, Dr. Dunlop and I both met with the leaders in the fertilizer indus-
try and received from them a firm pledge that they would in fact divert.
a substantial share of shipments that might otherwise have gone
obroad to the domestic market in the first quarter of 1974, in return
for having price ceilings lifted.

They have followed through with that commitment very nicely,
even though foreign fertilizer prices have risen still more and the
foreign market is at this moment a more attractive market than the
domestic market. But I think that we have to be consistent. If we are
going to insist upon no export controls on products we have to sell
abroad. I think we have to take exactly the same position with respect
to supplies that might likewise go abroad. .

Drrriconry 1N OsraiNiNe Tusurar Goops For OrL AND Gas WerLLs

Senator Dork. I do not want to repeat anything and I would only ask
one question of Secretary Dent, We have discussed this earlier. There
is & major difficulty in obtaining tubular goods for use in more explora-
tion and drilling for oil and gas in Kansas, Texas and other places.
One time it was suggested—in fact, I think I offered an amendment
which was carried by the Senate and later deleted in conference, that
we would not permit any trade with those countries who were engagin
in the oil embargo. I recognize that may not be in accord with the phi-
losophy of free trade.

But I would like to know if there has been an effort by the Com-
merce Department to at least inventory the tubular goods and other
material we need for increased production of domestic supplies?

Secretary DexT. Yes, Senator. We have run a survey on the avail-
ability of oil country goods, as they are called. We have found that
inventories are about normal. They are, however, in hands further
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along than normally found at the distributor level. For many of these,
the major oil companies have increased the quantity of o1l country
oods t]hat they are carrying compared to their traditional practice.
‘he independents are having difficulties because the goods are on allo-
cation, They know they did not have a position with the primary pro-

duceY but would buy from a distributor. They also obtained imported

" goods, which have declined.

-

f

So, in substance, we have broadly speaking, goods available at about
the normal level. Demand is increasing. We need to increase produc-
tion. With the termination of price controls, I think we will see this
response in the production area. And we are working trying to trans-
fer some of those that are in the hands where they are not going to be
used immediately into the hands of independents and others so that
they can be utilized-more currently.

g:mator Dork. There is a great need for this material throughout the
industry and particularly among independents. I appreciate that com-
ment, and hopefully we can be of some assistance.

PREFERENTIAL TREATMENT FOR TaporTr RELATED UNEMPLOYMENT

And just finally—and Secretary Brennan could either answer it
now or for the record—uwe have a concern about free trade. And some
contend that the worker affected by import competition should be
treated differently than somebody else w}m may lose his job because
the airbase closes or because of an energy crisis, or some other related
effect on the economy which causes job loss and job displacement.

Is there a rationale for preferential treatment for those who might
lose their jobs because of import. competition ?

Secretary Brexnax. Well, there is, Senator, due to the actions of the
Government on an overall basis. People in industries that are com-
peting with the foreign market ave. as I said before, sometimes pretty
well advanced in age.

For layoffs in other industries, people can probably be picked up by
other companies within that same industry, or find similar jobs. It is
not always that easy for people affected by trade. Therefore, the pe-
riod of trying to find anot{ler job may call for them to be retrained for
a new job when they cannot get a job that is similar to the one they
lost. Over the years that they had this separate treatment, it has been
justified. We note that the proposed bill will continue this form of
treatment. We realize the need for the expansion of our trade with for-
eign countries since it helps the overall economy of the country. But I
do not. think any worker should have to suffer for action taken on
behalf of the entire country. T think it is different from layoffs in
other areas such as energy, which we hope will be a temporary thing.
Once we get back to a more normal situation the companies that have
had layoffs and cutbacks will be able to pick up again. as some have
already done.

However, we find that in many cases involving import competition,
companies that go out of business never come back again. ‘

Senator Dove. Thank you.

- Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The Cirairyan. Senator Fannin.
Senator Fannix. Thank you. Mr. Chairman.
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CANADIAN AUTOMOBILE AGREEMENT

Gentlemen, it is a privilege to have you with us here this morning.

I commend you for your statements. Secretary Dent, I would like to

//g‘et\xg;n' comment on the Canadian Automobile Agreement. As I un-

derstand it, a great many of our automobiles today are made in Canada.

/é' ‘On the other ﬁand, American autos sold in Canada are paying about a

- 12-percent duty, and I understand the origin of the agreement was to

. provide an integrated industry with free movement both ways, and

with the great unemployment now in the automotive industry, I am
really concerned about this. .

Secretary Dent. The Canadian Automobile Agreement is one which
is receiving continuing attention by the administration. We have been
dissatisfied in the past. While this has tended to create a much broader
market and to make our automobiles as a consequence more competitive
with imported automobiles than heretofore, it has resulted in an im-
balance of trade as far as the United States is concerned. But in the
last year, 1973, this finally has turned to surplus, so that we feel that
we ﬁre; making progress in ameliorating some of the problems involved
with this, .

‘We intend to continue working on it. and hope that we can achieve
the type of economic balance that will be in the interests of both the
Canadians and the Americans.

Senator FannNin, Well, thank you, Mr. Secretary.

AvuroMoBILE TARIFFS

We realize there is a change now going on in the auto industry.
Many customers are opting for a smaller car. We have a 314-percent
tariff on cars coming into this country, and it is far below most tariffs
that are prevalent today. Many of those sume countries had barriers
of say 10-percent tariff plus maybe nontariff barriers, the weight of the
car, the horsepower, and all.

Is there some way that we can try to equalize our position in being
able to trade in the automotive industry, or at least keep these cars
from flooding our market with our unreasonably low tariffs) ~

Secretary DexT. Well, as you know, the present turmoil irk the auto-
mobile industry is due to the overnight change of consumer desires in
this country. The industry is doing a remarkable job in transforming
its plants to accommodate this.

- Just yesterday T heard about a plant of one of the major companies
which had been shut down for conversion supposed to take a number
of months. Its production rate had been in the area of 7,000 a month. In
51 days teamwork of management and labor had converted that plant.
Tt is back in production at a level of 5,000 units, and it is going to b
verv shortly up toa level of about 9,000. :

What we have got is a sudden effect that is hitting the producer. As
they eonvert they will look forward to replacing 90 million gas guzzlers
or more than are presently on the road. So what we have got to do is to -
accommodate as rapidly as possible to the changed consumer demand,
after which the problems of the present should be resolved.

During this-time, of course. we are watching the effect offshore, and
measuring whether this is a temporary stege or whether their prob-
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lems with energy and the downturn in their economies may affect their
capacity to export to the United States, to take full advantage of the

" =v~Present gap that exists because of the transition.
© ;" Senator FANNIN. Secretary, I agree with you wholeheartedly. We

/

are building a smaller car, more competitive car. We have not been able
to get in the foreign market because we did not have that car. Now,
we will be building a car that T hope we could have access to their
markets, but because of the barriers they have, like the Japanese, for
instance, do you feel that we will be in a position to get into those
markets?

Secretary DexT. This is the purpose of the trade negotiations, to
open insofar as possible and practical, the market opportunities for all
‘American products. Automobiles are certainly one of our major
products.

Senator FAx~ix, Thank you. T certainly appreciate it.

WheAT SUPPLIES

Now, Secretary Butz—incidentally, we are in a position today that
T do not think we wounld have been in if it had not been for your great
service, so T certainly commend you for what has been done in agricul-
ture.

We have been hearing and reading quite a bit about the alleged
wheat shortage due to our exports last vear, yet in the New York
Times last Sunday, an article quotes farmers as saying they cannot
get. enough boxcars to ship last year’s supply before this year's crop
is harvested.

I feel it is essential to our balance of trade that we export farm
commodities. Perhaps the public is receiving false or misleading in-
formation.

Would you care to comment about that?

Secretary Burz. Yes. boxears ave a limiting factor. not to the same
extent they were a year ago. However, the car shortage has been al-
leviated some. We have added some 15,000 hopper cars to our fleet in
the last year, and more are being produced every week.

We are going to end this crop year on June 30 with a carryout, we
estimate, of 178 million bushels of wheat. That is June 30. That is old
crop wheat. By June 30 we are going to have new crop wheat on the

_ market, or produced in the magnitude of 253 million bushels, and the

inverse price relationship right now between old crop wheat and new
crop wheat is such that there will be tremendous pressure to put that
new crop wheat on the market early, So that I think we are going to
get tlhrough this year in very good shape with respect to our wheat
supply. A

Senator Fax~ix. Thank you, Mr, Secretary.

As T understand it, the Soviets have had a pretty good wheat crop
this year, which would indicate that they would be importing less
than the 18 million tons that they imported from us Iast year.

Is it fair to say that prospects for agricultural exports in 1974 are
such that we will not get the kind of increase, I think 88 percent, that
we got in 1973.

ecretary Burz. I think we will export less total wheat in the next
fiscal year than we did in the last fiscal year, primarily because we
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go into the next fiscal year with a very small carry-in whereas a year

ago we had a larger carry-in.
- We have been able in the last year to export some of two crops of
/ eat. In the next year we will have to export out of 1974 production.
TheRoviets will take less wheat, but other countries around the world
- will hiwve increased demand for wheat. I think we will have no prob-
lem in the year ahead in exporting the wheat we have available for

export. .
enator Fax~in. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.
The CHAirMAN. Senator Hartke?

g -

PossiBiLity oF GM AND ARGENTINA SHIpPINg Autos To CuBa

Senator Harrke. Secretary Dent, the multinationals present grave
problems in international trade and I am wondering 1f you would
clarify a few issues for me.

" General Motors has a contract to manufacture cars in Argentina.
The Argentine Government owns 50 percent of the plant and General

. Motors the other 50 percent. Argentina wants to ship 1,500 of those
cars to Cuba. Under our law, that is forbidden. Under Argentine law,
it is not.

Can you explain to me to whom General Motors owes its allegiance ?
What would the Commerce Department recommend in such an
instance? '

Secretary Dent. I think we need to also put that in perspective.
If there is a foreign operation over here in Virginia, wholly owned by
a foreign company, what would our position be as far as our national
policy is concerned in dealing with it%)

It seems to me that as we look at the situation offshore as regards
the multinational ownership of concerns, we must evaluate all of the
circumstances, and I would say unequivocably, if it involved a wartime

- situation such as shipping to North Vietnam, we should be opposed to
that. Other types of circumstances require accommodations of several
viewpoints and require the development of an overall policy that is
going to serve the interests of all concerned.

Senator Harrxe. I think your answer is 4 nonanswer.

What should the ;R)olicy be? That is all I asked you. What is our
Government’s policy

Is there none? Is that what you are telling me?

Secretary Dent. You said if it violates the U.S. law.

# . Senator HARTKE. According to 11.S. law, you cannot ship to Cuba.
Now I am asking you, what 1s the American policy. Is there onef If
there is not one, just say so.

1Y.ou know, it will not be unique in this administration not to have a
policy.

Secretary DenT. It is a policy of taking a viewpoint of accommodat-
ingthe interests of all concerned.

enator HArTkE. What does that mean ¢

Are they shipped or do they stay in Argentina? Does our Govern-
ment approve of shipping the 1,500 cars or not? Yes or no?

Secretary DenT. You have to analyze.the situation as regards the
U.S. law and Argentine law, and accommodate the interests of all.

Senator HarTke. Have you analyzed it?
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Secretary Denr. This question is under review, precisely because of
the Cuban situation which you have mentioned, involving other

_ _~ corporations in Argentina.
/ enator HarTkE. All right.
/\Kizssume %)u do _not want to answer the question.
Secretary DenT. No. Specifically, it is being reviewed.
——
N MULTINATIONALS' ALLEGIANCE TO (FOVERNMENT

. Senator HarTre. This demonstrates quite conclusively that the mul-
tinationals as some have said do not owe their allegiance to any govern-
ment anymore. In other words, they are bigger than most governments, .
and that is a problem. They have no allegiance to any country because
they must maintain a global strategy of management. I think they
must become more responsive to Nation-State and American interests
in particular. One way to do this would be to make them pay their fair
share of taxes.

The CrHARMAN. Excuse me. I wish to make an announcement while
we have a number of members here and because we will be leaving to -
vote shortly. I would hope that the committee cowild have an executive
session at 9:30 tomorrow morning. We will hear Secretary Kissinger
at 10 o’clock, and there is a bill, H.R. 1305 that has a time limit to it,
and we should try to act on that bill as soon as we can,

I hope we could vote on that at 9:30 and then we would hear
Secretary Kissinger at 10.

Senator HARTRE. We are going to reconvene here at 3:30 right?

The Cuammman. Right.

But, Senator, you are in charge, and if T were you, T would hold out
until the last minute. o

Senator Harrke. I will do the best T can.

Secretary Denr. If this statement about multinationals has a ques-
tion mark, I would say no. They are responsible, patriotic, and they
do try toserve national interests. .

Senator Harrke. If they would pay their taxes, T would feel more
relieved on that score.

EMprLoYMENT AND TRADE

Let me ask Mr. Brennan a question. Organized labor is strongly
opposed to the administration’s bill. The AFT~CIO and the UAW
oppose it on the grounds that it will result in a loss of American jobs.
Asa former leader of organized labor, do you find yourself in disagree-
ment with their views, and if so, why ?

Secretary BrRennaN. Well, the records, as T know them, do not back
them up all the way.

Senator Hartke. The AFL~CTO does endorse this bill ? :

Secretary BrENNAN. No, no, the record does not show that there has
been any great increase in unemployment due to the foreign trade.

Senator HARTKE. Do you disagree with organized labor on this issue?

Secretary BRENNAN. Yes, I do. T am disagreeing to that extent since
one of the unions you mentioned supported part of this bill and just
changed over. So I am sure there must be something there.

Senator Harrke. Can you give me, or Secretary Dent, give me a
record of the growth in international production and domestic employ-
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ment for the last 10 years of the 100 largest multinational corporations
-in the United States. .
Secretary BRENNAN. I do not think we could give you that.
/ . Senator HarTke. You cannot. ,

/\Lg? give it to you.

oS etal‘{IBRENNAN. I will be glad to get it.

a7 Senator Harrke. I will be glad to give it to you and help you along

= ~—in—understanding these complicated matters of international trade.

%. =" Thereis not a one of those corporations that has not had a magnified
increase in their foreign employment with a very small growth
domestically.

Ca?n you tell me what the rate of unemployment is going to be this

year -

Secretary Brennan. No, I cannot.

Senator Harrke. Can you give me an estimate ? :

Secretary BrRenNaN. I would not want to even to guess at an esti-
mate. People are giving figures out and I do not think they are really
checking them out.

Now, when I say I cannot give it to you, I mean we have been trying
to get figures on people that are really affected by foreign competition
and on the jobs being lost. If you are talking about companies being
built in"Europe where they are doing work, that is something else. I
am talking about companies here that go out of business and cause
unemployment here directly to American workers.

Senator Harrke. Do you mean all those people that use to make
those transistor radios, like General Electric, Westinghouse, Magna-
vox, Arvin, Zenith; many in Indiana, by the way. None of them are
made here anymore. Ninety-four percent of those are made overseas
now by cheap foreign labor,

I do not think you are in favor of slave labor, are you?

Secretary BRENNAN. T am not. )

--- -—Senator HARTKE. At 20 cents an hour?

- Secretary BRENNAN. Of course I am not, Senator, but I visited some
of the countries that we are accusing, and I think if they keep it up,
they will all be looking to build plants here. It might be better here.
Our productivity is better than in most of these countries, even though
they are talking about cheap labor.

_ Senator Harrke. Why do they go over there for manufacturing
if we are so much better?

Secretary BReNnaN. Well, they may change around. I hope we can

*Z— help them to change around.

’ Senator HArTRE. What is the current level of unemployment in the
United States?

Secretary BRENNAN, Tt is about 5.4, roughly. That is for the entire
civilian labor force. oo

Senator Harrre. Can you supply this committee with information

- on the level of unemployment in those industries, and in the manufac-
turing sector, where the imports amount to 10 percent or more of

- - domestic consumption ?

Secretary Brennan. I will get you anything we have on it, Senator.
I will be glad to.

Senator HarTKE. I do not want anything you have. I want the facts.
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Secretary BrEnNNaN. You will get the facts, but I am not going to

make them up. If we do not have them, you are not going to get them.
Senator HArTKE. You do not have them ?

/ Secretary BrenwaN. I tell you, I will give you what we have. T do

t think we have any exact figures on people who have been unem-
. ployed due to foreign trade.
[The following material was subsequently supplied by Secretary

. Brennan:]

EMPLOYMENT AND UNEMPLOYMENT RATES IN INDUSTRY GROUPS WHERE IMPORTS ACCOUNT FOR 10 PERCENT
OR MORE OF DOMESTIC CONSUMPTION!

Unemploy-
ment Employment (thousands)
[T T ——
Sic Industry group 1973 1972 1973
195...... SMall AFMS . . oot ieiiee e oo aanaaaa [¢) 2 3
...... i ——————sre S S
229...... Miscellaneous textiles. ... ... coeorimriiiaannas . 3, 73 74
235...... Hats, caps, and millinery ) 16 17
236..._.- Children’s outerwear................_. ? 16 75
238...... Miscellaneous apparel 2 and accessories. [Q 71 70
242...... Sawmills and planing mills._____.___ 6. 217 218
253,9.... Miscellaneous furniture and fixtures (? 48 48
261,2.... Pulp and papermilisé......... R 2, 207 210
302 Rubber footwear. .. ... .....oeoreeoie e 26 28
Leather goods not elsewhera classified. _..................... .

Nonrubber footwear__.__.............

2
3
Leather gloves and mittens. . Q (’; (’;
LUBEAZO. oo meeaenccezaccaas 2 1 1
Handbags and personal leather good Q ) (2;
Pottery and related products...... 3 44 4
.. Blast furnace and basic steel products .- 2. 573 606
Primary nonferrous metals 8. . ... ... .. ..oiciiiiiaaio. . 2.7 84 86
Special industry machinery ... ... .....coooiiiiianl (2; 178 193
Office, computing and accounting machines 2. 245 266
Radio and TV receiving equipment.... @) 139 149
Motor vehicles and equipment........_.. emeaemeaanaa 2.4 861 941
Motorcycles, bicycles, and miscellaneous tra rta 1 155 164
Optical instruments and lenses, and ophthalmic goods 54 62
.. Watches, clocks, and parts 0 30 34
Jowelry, silvarware, and plated ware......_............... . 53 55
Musical instruments and parts.._.... ) 24 25
Toys and sporting goods... ... 120 125
Costume jewelry and notions [Y 5! 54
All manufacturing 4, 18,933 19, 820
Total United States. .. .. ...ocooieio i iiiiiiciaiianaan 4,9 81,702 84,409

1 The industry groups listed are those where the value of imported goads equaled at feast 10 percent of new supply In
1971, New supply is defined as the value of domestic shipments plus im:jorts, Data for shipments are ogom the Bureau of
Census, 1971 Survey of Manufactures. Data for imports are from the Census Bureau and the TSUS product classifications
are linked to SIC industrial groups following the census correlation manual,

3-digit SIC industry groups were used because unemployment rates are niot computed fo: the smaller but more specific
4-diﬁit SIC industry classifications on which import consumption ratios are mors often compiled. -

Afthough uneinployment rates are available for most-2-digit SIC industry groups, import consumption ratios at this

i leve! of aggregation would not be meaningful.

Unemployment rates were available for only 8 industries at the 3-digit level. They are derived from the current popula-
tion survo{, a monthly survey conducted in about 50,000 households throtighout the United States, Many of the 3-digit
industries in the table ware too smali to account for a si%niﬁcant samrlo.

Being a sample, the unemployment estimates are subject to relatively large errors. The smaller the industry, the larger
the error. For example, for an industry with 50,000 emgloyeos, ab t annual average unemployment rate would have a
standard of about 1.8 percentage points. (This means that 2 out of 3 times an unemployment rate derived from a complete
count should fall within 1.8 percentage points of the estimate derived from the survey.) For anindustry with 100,000 em-
g‘l)oyees, the standard error on a 5 percent unemployment rate would be about 1.3 percentage points. Where employment is

’o,gog tl‘ulo“stﬂadnd error on a 5 percent unemployment rate would be about .6 percentage point.

ot available.

4 Includes omployment in SIC 237, Fur Goods, Separate data on SIC 238 are not available.

4 Includes employmaent in $1C 266, Building Parror and Buildmf Board Mills.

8 {ncludes employment in SIC 334, Secondary s,

onferrous Meta

Senator Harrxe. May I come back at 3 :30 and have some time?

Secretary BRENNAN. I know there have been some figures mentioned
by people, but these figures have never been checked out or actually
proven to be due to the situation we are discussing. ‘
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Senator HarTke. I would like to broach the topic of export controls
on wheat, propane, and timber and the standardization of wages, and a
couple of other items, but I will come back at 3 :30. i
{ The Crarman. Senator, I think what the Secretary is saying to

tyou is you will get what he has got when he has got it. [General

’ hter.
/ retary BRENNAN. We are not part of the crowd giving you num-.
e bersand not backing them up. We do not want to play that game.

o I think I sympathize with you and with all the American workers,
100 percent. We are opposed to slave labor and we are opposed to all
th]ili nonsense. We are not going to get answers by a lot of double-
talking. .

Senator Harrke. What concerns me is that you come here to testify
on & bill and you cannot justify your position.

Secretary Brenxax. Well, Senator, you told me you had the facts. If
you will supply them, you will help me to do my job better, and I
will appreciate that. -

- Senator HarTKE. Yes. I will be glad to help you.

Secretary Burz. Just one word. You pointed out very properly that
electronic components had been made in Indiana and are now made
abroad. T would like to point out to you that we pdy for them with
]Indiﬁna s:xloybeans, S0 In(fiima, did not lose the whole thing. [General

aughter. ’

Senator HarTKE. King George tried to keep us an agricultural ex-
porting country and keep us from manufacturing. That is what the
Revolutionary War was all about just 200 years ago. You have suc-
ceeded in accomplishing King George’s purpose. [General laughter. ]

Secretary Burz. Except we get paid for it.

The CrairmaN. We will return at 3 :30.

[ Whereupon, at 11:30 a.m., the committee was recessed, to reconvene
at 3:30 o.m., the same day.]

: AFTERNOON SESSION
- The Cuamman. The committee will come to order.

The Senator from Georgia, Mr. Talmadge, is recognized.
Senator TarLmapee. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to address
my remarks to Secretary Dent.

GATT TeXTILE ARRANGEMENT

As you know, Mr. Secretary, the new GATT textile arrangement
entered into force on January 1 of this year. Those of us in the Con-
gress who represent 215 million American workers whose livelihood
is directly related to the fiber and textile apparel industry feel that this
agreement holds great promise and I want to compliment you for your
Ib)art in getting that arranged. I note that the American Textile

fanufacturers Institute has endorsed this new international textile
arrangement in a resolution adopted by its executive committee on
January 4. 1974,

I ask, Mr. Chairman, that the full text of this resolution be included
in the hearing record at this point. :

The CuamrMaN. Without objection, agreed. '

” [The resolution referred to follows:]
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AMERICAN TEXTILE MANUFACTURERS INSTITUTE WELCOMES New Garr MuLri-
FIBER TRADE ARRANGEMENT
RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE JANUARY 4, 1074

On January 1 there entered into force the new GATT textile arrangement

cdtton LTA which expired at the end of December. The United States Govern-

~___covering trade in all products manufactured from man-made fiber, wool, cotton,
ﬂl the blends thereof. This new four-year GATT instrument succeeds the

mont was the chief influence in the successful completion of this GATT textiie
negotiation, which extended over a period of two years. In fact, completion of
such an international agreement has been a prime goal of the United States
Government since 1969,

The American Textile Manufacturers Institute (ATMI), the central trade
assoclation representing the spinners, weavers, knitters, and finishers of the
United States, views this GATT agreement as a milestone in the development
and growth of the American industry. By bringing a structure of stability into
world textile trade, this new international agreement will contribute importantly
to the maintenance of the present 2.5 million jobs in our fiber-textile-apparel
manufacturing complex and make possible further employment growth, Moreover,
it will have the additional effect of restoring confidence in the future of the do-
mestic Industry and will in consequence encourage expanded investment and
modernization of production facilities, thus contributing to an assured supply
of these vital textile materials to the American people from facilities located on
American soil, - i’

On behalf of the entire U.S. textile industry, ATMI expresses its appreciation
to all segments of our Government participating in this effort. Particularly do
we thank those individuals in the Administration and the Congress who played
such a key role in this achievement, and especially those members of the United
States negotiating team who have given so unselfishly of themselves over many
months to attain this objective.

Impleisentation of the Arrangement now constitutes the next top priority. The
industry anticipates that prompt action will be taken by the United States Gov-
ernment to assure adequate and effective administration of its rights thereunder
so that the entire fiber-textile-appare! industry can maximize its contribution to
the economic and social growth of the Nation.

Senator TaLmapce. Mr. Secretary, would you ;give the committee
your thoughts on the new GATT arrangement?

STATEMENTS OF HON. EARL L. BUTZ, SECRETARY OF AGRICUL-
TURE; HON. FREDERICK B. DENT, SECRETARY OF COMMERCE;
AND HON. PETER J. BRENNAN, SECRETARY OF LABOR—Resumed

Secretary DexT. Yes, Senator. As you know, the new arrangement
has been signed by 50 nations around the world. It calls for those na-
tions which are trading partners in textile products of manmade, wool,
or cotton fibers to negotiate bilateral agreements, the purpose of which
will be to expand market opportunities for exporters and to permit
stabilization of markets, employment, decisions with respect to capital
investment, research, and development throughout the world. It
should add a measure of stability which, in the past, has been lacking
due to intense competition on the one hand and, on the other hand,
governmental regulations precluding trade from certain parts of the
world, whereas our market was generally the open one .and worked
to our great disadvantage. :

Senator TALMADGE. As you are aware, during the Kennedy and
Johnson administrations, a similar agreement was in force, and at
times, it was not very well enforced. Is it the intention of our Gov-
ernment to see that that agreement is lived up to and enforced ¢
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Secretary DeNT. Yes, sir. That agreement covered only part of
the industry in that it related only to cotton. This new one covers
tton, manmade fiber, and wool. It certainly is the intention of
is administration to see that negotiations go forward and are in
eeping with the policy of preservation of jobs and increased eco-
omic opportunit{ in this country. As a matter of fact, the negotiat-
_/ idg teams presently are at work renegotiating the existing agreement
asi required under the new agreement.
", Senator Tavusapce. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.
I have no further questions, Mr. Chairman.
The CuamrMaN. Thank you very much.

Price INCREASES AND AGRICULTURAL TrADE SURPLUS

First, I would like to ask Secretary Butz a question.

In your statement, you noted that agricultural exports hit $17.7
billion in 1973; we had a trade surplus of $9.3 billion in agricuiture
lust year. That sounds very good, Eut is it not true that of the 88-
percent increase in agricultural exports in 1973, three-fourths of that
was due to price increases and less than one-fourth of it was the result
of volume increases? S

Secretary Burz. Yes; I think agriculture was not unique in that
respect. Nearly everything we exported increased in price. I think
it 15 fair to say agriculture exports did net us an increase of $9.3

“billion, which could be from an increase in price by agricultural
products. I think it is fair to say that we hear a lot about the in-
creased price of petroleum that we import. One bushel of American
wheat buys more gallons of oil today than it did 3 years ago.

The CuammaN. To what do you attribute this large increase in
the price of agricultural exports last year?

Secretary Butz. Well, of course, it was due to the increase in the
price of agricultural products generally, which was the result of three

or four things: ,

One, general inflation in this country and around the world.

Second, two actual dollar devaluations and a third de facto devalu-
ation with a substantial cheapening of the dollar, which made this &
better place to buy.

Third, there was a shortfall in production of some grains around
the world. We heard a lot about the Russian shortfall, but this was
not peculiar to Russia. There are many places where crop production

w levels were lower, I think all those added up to a higher price for grain,
primarily, and livestock, too, but it was primarily grains and cotton
that: we had to export.

The CrarrmaN. What effect will higher prices have on develop-
ing countries?

Secretary Burtz. It is one of the very serious problems we face. It
makes it more difficult for them to purchase the foodstuffs they need
if they need foodstuffs. However, one of the exports of many devel-
oping countries is foodstuffs because they are raw material producers.
T think the chief impact on developing countries of rising prices
will be the rising cost of fertilizer and in some cases this year, un-

- availability of fertilizer, which may be a very serious factor in getting
the level of production up in developing countries to where we woulg
- like to see 1.
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UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE

The CuarMAN. Secretary Brennan, in your prepared statement,
you indicated that regular unemployment insurance programs are
esigned to deal with the displacement of workers by normal seasonal
r cyclical factors or shifts in technology or of domestic consumption.
Can you explain in just what ways these regular unemployment pro-
grams are Inappropriate for meeting displacement caused by non-
omestic competition ¢

Secretary BrRennan. I am sorry, Mr. Chairman, could I hear your
question again?

The Cuamrman., Well, in your statement, you indicated that the
regular unemployment insurance programs that are designed to deal
with displacement from “normal seasonal or cyclical factors or of
shifts in technologival and domestic consumption.” In just what ways
are these regular unemployment insurance programs to be regarded
as inappropriate for meeting disglacement caused by nondomestic
competition or foreign competition

Secretary BRENNAN. Well, I think, Senator, we are talking many
times about the impact in an area where the manufacturing of par-
ticular products involves almost the entire work force of the town. If
that closes down, the impact is greater than where we have gradual
layoffs. As we have seen over the years, there has been some special
assistance given to people involved in layoffs due to imports or to
business'moving out of the country, It is our feeling that because
this impact may come in such a sudden way and many times is per-
manent, you need time for people to readjust into new jobs. Often, as
I said this morning, these are older people who are past the age at
which they are able to find another job or be trained quickly for an-
other job. On that basis, we feel they do need some special assistance.

Now, in the normal layoffs, the record will show that people are laid
off for a short period of time and find a job within the same industry
with another company, still in business. I think this is about the only
comparison we can make.

I think if people are unemployed, they are unemployed. They are
looking for jobs, they all need an income. But because of the type of
impact that import competition creates in many areas, we feel there is
still a need for a special aid to these people.

C.LF. vs. F.O.B. Trape Fioures

The CrAmRMAN. I would like to have Secretary Dent shown this
chart, chart 1 that is in our blue book.

Secretary DeNT. I have the book, Mr. Chairman.

The CuairMaN. I want to mark the figures that I have here and I
will put them in the record, because for me, they have some meaning.

I am looking at a pampix]et we have prepared for these hearings
which we will put in the record at one point or the other.* It seems to
me that if we are going to-keep any trades figures at all, we ought to
keep a set of ﬁﬁures that is meaningful to show either how much we
are making or how much we are losing in trade. For that purpose, I
would think that the figures, to be meaningful at all, would have to

*See p. 655,
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take the freight into account. If they do not take into account the
ocean freight, then they would have to be 10-percent wrong insofar as
he imports were concerned.

If you look at the price of what you are buying, you are also looking
ak what the cost of it is delivered to you. That is not how we keep our
tariff figures. Our tariff figures are based on foreign value because of
an obscure part of the Constitution that says Congress shall not dis-
criminate against any port in the United States in tariffs. So we fix
our tariffs based on the value of Toyotas in Japan or wine inFrance
rather than fixing the tariff based on what it is worth when you land
it here in the United States, But if you relate it to what you pay for
it, any businessman puts on his books, the cost of his goods, to include
the freight. That is what he is paying. Now, that is especially true
when you are paying for freight in the other guy’s ship, which is the
usual case.

Now, we have had these announcements quarter by quarter for years
calculating our trade balance on a f.o.b. basis. These announcements
also include foreign aid on the export side, so that they have been
leaving the freight off of the import item and have been adding to
the export side the foreign aid or the Public Law 480 sales and the
soft currenc{ sales, :

Now, in the first place, it seems to me, and I think the majority of
our committee agrees, that the cost of freight should be added to the
imports. That is how the International Monetary Fund keeps its
books and that is how 90 percent of other countries keep it. The for-
eign aid, moreover, should not be added to the exports. That is an
entirely different program. We are not going to make any money out
of it. It is just a question of how much we lose. But that program is
justified on a different basis from that of making a profit.

So when the Commerce Department publishes trade figures, it seems
to me that they ought to show what we made or what we lost. This
chart right here contains the same figures I have just marked for you
out of our pamplet there. It shows that these official figures for the
years 1966 through 1973, on a f.o.b. basis, adding the giveways to the
exports, show that we made a profit of $6.1 billion. But if you look at
what the figures would be if you put the freight in with your imports
into the country, and then leave out the gifts and the soft currency
sales in all the different programs designed to help somebody else or
Fet rid of surplus products, we did not make a profit of $6 billion, we
ost $31 billion in rough figures. _

It would seem to me that that is how we ought to keep our trade
figures if we are going to keep them at all. Otherwise, we ought to
dispense with them. Some countries do not have trade figures, the?'
just keep balance-of-payments figures. Most of them believe it doesn’t
make much difference; the main question they believe, is whether you
have money coming in or going out. It seems to me if we are going to
keep trade figures we ought to keep them about the way they are
shown in the cost, insurance, and freight column in this pamphlet. On
a ¢.1.f, basis, we have not made a profit for any year starting in 1966,

Now, prior to that time, we were making money on it, but I would
hope that we could come to terms with you on setting up and agreeing
on a set of ﬁgures that would show how the trade accounts are making
out. On Public Law 480, that is a different program. We can put
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that somewhere else in the book and justify that on the basis either
that we are helging farmers or helping our friends and neighbors
around the world by giving them some grain o ragricultural products.

But it seems to me that a program like Public Law 480—which any

ay you look at it is costing us money—should not be put down in a
set of books as though we made money out of it.

I would just like to see us set up an accurate set of trade books.
Do you have any objection to coming to terms with us in Congress
on a set of trade figures which puts the freight into those figures—
where it should be—and which leaves out all these long-term aid plus
Public Law 480 sales where we don’t expect to be paid for 40 years
if ever, and put them on a different basis? '

Secretary Dent. Well, Mr. Chairman, I can hear the mellow voice
in these halls of your coileague, Senator Dirksen, as well as yourself
on this subject. As you well know, just a week ago for the first time in
history, the Department of Commerce reported our trade figures on
a cost, Insurance, and freight basis as well as the free on board basis.
For the month of January 1974 and including Public Law 480 and
other shipments, we had a surplus of $164 million as compared with a
free on board surplus of $644 million. So I think we have made some

ro%ress along the lines which you are suﬁgesting. We intend hence-

orth that the cost, insurance, and freight %ures which were brought
out for the first time in January 1974 will be reported monthlﬁ. e
intend to maintain the traditional free on broad basis so that scholars
and others who watch trends will have the old basis available. As we
build up a historical base in cost, insurance, and freight, we can then
address the question of whether at some point in time, the free on
board should be eliminated.

With respect to data relating to the Public Law 480 and the AID
programs, these figures are identified on a quarterly basis and can be
extracted from the balances which are reported. The basis for leaving
them in the figures is to record the value of all of the articles leaving
our shores short of military goods. :

As far as the cost, insurance, and freight is concerned, insurance
and freight, about 20 percent of that goes to American insurance com-
panies and steamships so that actually, when we put that in, all of
it does not go offshore. But that is equivocating and I agree with you
that we ought to maintain the cost, insurance, and freight basis, as
most of our major trading partners have done in the past. We are
launched on that basis. We will be glad to continue discussions with
you for modifications of the progress made to date.

The Cuamman. Well, most countries do not add the freight on
their exports, because that is what the other guy is paying. That shows
up on his books. They do put the cost of freight on imports.

Now, if you hed 50 percent of trade moving in American bottoms
or if 50 percent of the money being i)aid for the other expenses of
shipping and all of it, 50 percent would be paid in American coffers,
you would be justified in leaving it off your exports but putting it
on your imports. It is just a 50~50 geal.

Now, we are not getting 50 percent of it, .

Secretary Dent. About 20 percent is all we get on imports.

The Cuairman. That is right. And I assume it would be 20 percent
on the exports. So the point is that the real figure we put the entire
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freight account on would be even less favorable than the figures re-
flected here. But all I am asking for is just to treat it as though it
/‘were a 5050 deal so you put the freight on the imports but you do not
Rut it on the exports. That is how the other countries do it. If we could
/.“}vhs\get that much along, it seems to me we would be beginning to
/ lookat books that begin to reflect reality. I do not think you ought to
be publishing figures which include something which ought not be
. included and the reader has to turn to somewhere else to learn the
- figures do not mean what they say. Your accurate, realist figures ought
to be right there on the front cover. So it seems to me you ought to

leave out these AID figures.

Keeging the figures the way they have been kept has resulted in
trade delegations from Japan and elsewhere coming through here and
calling on me and saying, “Sir, I do not understand why you are
raising the devil about your protectionist theories and one thing and
another, because your country has had a big trade profit.” And he
shows me that quarterly good news announcement out of the Depart-
ment of Commerce which alleges, for example, that we made $1,700
million in 1973, when we did not make any billion seven, we lost $3.8
billion, It would be a lot easier to answer these people if we kept our
books the way they keep their books.

I was most disappointed to attend a trade conference in Europe
awhile back and hear our Secretary of State get up and say to the
Europeans that they must cooperate and help us sell them more things
becanse we had this burden of keeping troops in Europe, meaning that
we have to make a big profit in trade.

Well, that did not impress the French. They had just gotten through
telling us to get out of there and not to come back. Why would they
be interested 1n hearing us talk about defending Europe? They had
just run us out. ‘

Here is Austria with a treaty of neutrality, guaranteeing that they

~ will have nothing to do with defending Europe. They do not have
/ American troops on their soil and had every reason to say, let’s not talk

A,

about that, we do not want to talk about it or we are committed not
to talk about it. We should have been saying something that appeals
to all of us—we have a big trade deficit and can’t do business the way
we have been doing business. )
- When our representatives start talking about the sad situation we
have in our trade, which I think is reflected by the cost, insurance, and
- freight column, those people say, that is not what you are telling your
: own people. You might want us to believe that, but that is not what you
are telling your own people. To me, it weakens our position in trying
to do something about our trade problems to be confronted with these
phony good news announcements. I don’t think many people are
going to agree that we made a profit on all this stuff we gave away, just
like I think most of them could understand that the freight is part
of our expenses.

So I hope that you will help us work out a set of books where we
can put these programs down in ways that they make some sense—
say, well, here is what this program costs and here is what this other
program is costing.

Now, you do not contend for a moment, do you, that we are making
any money in these subsidized sales like Public Law 480 or the soft
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currency sales or anything like that? We are not making any money
out of that ¢

Secretary DEnT. No, those programs are undertaken for essentially
foreign policy reasons.

The CuairMaN. That is right. [Laughter.]

The Cuairman. I just think that you ought to put it somewhere
elge and call it something else, not call it trade. That is a different
program with a different basis. :

Secretary DeNtT, We have made an adjustment on the freight and
insurance, and incidentally, this runs to a 614- to 7-percent increase ——
in the value of exports coming into this country. We will address
the additional questions which you have raised, see how they are
handled in other countries, and be back to you.

The CuairmMan. Well, thank you very much, Mr. Secretary.

Now, I have some additional questions I would like to ask, but
first I think other members who have not had a chance to ask should
have their turn. _

Senator Roth? .

Senator Rora. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

AGRICULTURE STOCKPILES

Secretary Butz, I guess in a sense the problems that agriculture is
facing today are new ones. In the past, we have had overhangin%,nlarge
stockpiles. Currently, one of the problems that at least I find in
talking to people from other countries is that if we are going to ask
them to increase their purchases of American farm goods, what assur-
ance are they goinf to have that they are going to receive these food-
stuffs as needed ? I think this brings to mind the illustration of what
happened last year on sofoeans. I wonder, do you feel any special pro-
vision is necessary in this legislation to handle this problem?¢ For

‘'example, there are individuals who are espousing the creation of new

stockﬁiles, either by this country or international stockpiles, to assure
that there will be sources of supply in the future. They argue, as I say,
that if, for example, we are going to be successful in getting the
Common Market to take steps to phase out their small farms, why
should they do so unless they are assured that they are going to have
to secure supplies in the future?

‘What are your views on this matter ?

Secretary Burz. Yes, I picked up the same sentiment in Europe and
from Europeans who have come here. They are not quite sure that we
will not repeat the experience they had with soybean embargoes a
year ago. ,

I think the best assurance we have of continued accessibility to the
American market for farm products is.the fact that we are making
everz effort to increase our production. The best way to keep the
markets open is to have the supplies here. Last year, in 1973, we had
the most massive increase in R:'oduction in the history of American
agriculture. We are going to have another massive increase in 1974.
We are not paying to set aside a single acre in 1974. We are going to
have a wheat crop this year of 2.1 billion bushels, perhaps more, 400
million bushels or more above last year.

We are going to have a corn crop this year, if we have average
weather, in excess of six billion bushels compared with last year's
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record of 5.7. And so on across the board with grain sorghums and
other grains likewise.

Now, I think all we can do is to assure our customers in Europe and
lsewhere that we are going to go for all-out production and insist on
having free access to our supplies as we are now doing.

_ Senator Roru. I take it from your answer that you do not favor the

tion of any special stockpiles for this purpose? )

ecretary Burz. Not Government held. I think reserves of foodstuffs

in this country and around the world right now are minimal, in some
cases a less than comfortable minimum. I think those reserves will
build up some in 1974. I think we need more stockpiles than we have
now, but in this country, I think the reserves should be held by the
Erivate trade, as they were traditionally prior to the time that CCC
had such excessive stocks as a result of price support programs. I think
if we set out right now to get a Government held reserve, let us say,
wheat, as some people argue we should, the Government would simply
become another purchaser in the market, would bid the price up,
would aggravate this scarcity situation worse than it is right now.

Foop Exportr Cturorrs A8 A ReravLiatory WEAPON

Senator Rorn. Mr. Secretary, it has been suggested that one way this
country could respond to embargoes and other supply problems is to
retaliate by cutting off food exports. There have Eeen a number of
proposals. I think Senator Ribicoff and Senator Mondale have an
amendment that would give the President authority to do this, I won-
der if you feel this is a desirable amendment and under what circum-
stances the present administration should use it.

Secretary Butz. Let me speak first to the desirability of the practice
itself. I think in the current circumstance, we are talking primarily

~ about the Mid Eastern countries now having embargoed petroleum.

-1 think it would have been very unwise to have retaliated with embar-
goes on shipments of food and feed grains and fiber to the Mid Eastern
countries. First, our actual shipments this year are in fact above the
level of last year but still a relatively small share of their total require-
ments. If we had embargoed shipments of foodstuffs to the Mid
Eastern countries, the Soviet could very quickly have made up the
difference. The impact on the Mid Eastern countries would have been
nil. We would simply have irritated them, I think, and made negotia-
tions much more difficult for Secretary Kissinger, who I think has
done a rather tremendous job of unraveling this difficult situation.
" Senator Rorm. But be that as it may in those specific circumstances,
do you think this would be desirable legislation to have on thé books -
so that the President, if he chose, could exercise such influence?

Secretary Burz. I suppose if it is on the books, the temptation is
always there to use it and the opportunity to develop pressures to use
it is greater. In the current situation, for example, we had this flap in
recent weeks over bread prices, with the American bakers trying to -
generate political pressure and general pressure to bring about an
embargo on wheat shipments or some kind of thing on wheat ship-
ments. I think if the President had some specific legislation like that,
it would have been easier. On the other hand, under the Export Con-
trol Act administered by the Secretary of Commerce, we do have the
authority to do that now when our domestic supplies are threatened.
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Perhaps the Secretary of Commerce would like to answer to that, but
I think we do have that authority right now when domestic supplies
are threatened, although in the case of agricultural products, he would
have to have the concurrence of the Secretary of Agriculture, which
under present circumstances is darned difficult to obtain. '
Secretary DenT. I think with respect to the possibility of cutting
ff of supplies, the Export Control Act, which does expire this June,
oes give authority for foreign policy reasons to control exports.

- While not & lawyer, I believe this might be interpreted to serve the
pugpose which you mention if it were deemed in the national interest
to doso.

Senator Roru. Well, it does seem to me that we are trying to provide
in this legislation both carrots and sticks to promote trade, even
though that authority may currently exist and, as you say, expires
this summer. I must say I think it would be helpful to have in the
legislation.

Secretary DENT, Senator apropos of that, I might mention that this
export control legislation is permanent. It is renewed at intervals and
I point out that it does expire June 30, but the President has recom-
mended that it be extended. So this is normal standby authority, not
something new due to current conditions.

Senator Rors. Yes, I recognize that.

Sounpver INrorMATION ON ComdopiTy STOCKS NEEDED

Mr. Butz, as you are well aware, one of the complaints with respect
to the energy crisis is the lack of adequate information and there are
those who éyel that perhaps we do not have as good information as is
needed on inventories or stocks, that this helps geed the speculation by
exaggerated rumors. I wonder, do you think it would be desirable to
have sounder sources of information on commodity stocks? Is this
something that should be developed to help avoid the speculative ru-

" morsthat have had such a disruptive effect ¢

Secretary Burz. Yes, our statistical reporting servico %eriodically
reports stock on hand, held by commercial trade and held by farmers.
These are based on estimates where obviously, you cannot get informa-
tion of an accurate nature on this type of thing.

Senator Rorw. Are those limited to domestic supplies?

Secretary Burz. Yes, that is correct. And we estimate world stocks,

_ too, as best we can. Your intelligence is never as complete as you
o would like it.

: However, I think that our figures on stocks are pretty adequate. I
think much of the current confusion about stocks stems from interpre-
tation of the commitments t6 export. I am talking now about wheat
primarily, where different people look at the same set of figures and ar-
rive at different conclusions on probable carryover of wheat at the
end of the marketing year on June 80. I think that revolves primarily
around the question of how completely shipments will be made from
those contracts for export with unknown destination at unknown price.
Our best conclusion is that only a small fraction of it will be completed.
_ Senator Rors. I had reference to the current commodity stocks not
only of this country but abroad as well. For example, I understand that
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the International Coffee Agreement has a fairly sound arrangement
for collecting statistics on coffee stocks all around the world. I just
rondered if it would be helpful to gromote the collection of such sta-
Jstics for other commodities as well?
Secretary Burz. Yes, we have something similar to that in the In-
ernational Wheat Agreement which is now primarily a data collect-
ing agency. Part of the difficulty, of course, has been to get figures
from the People’s Republic of C)l'xina and from the U.S.S.R. I think
as a result of the new agreement we have with the U.S.S.R. on the in-
formation exchange, we will be getting better data from that country
than we have had heretofore, which should be quite helpful because
they are, as you know, the world’s leading wheat producer and it is
rather important to know what they have.

ADIUSTMENT ASSISTANCE

Senator Rotu. Mr. Dent, a little over a year ago, I sent a question-
naire to 26 firms which at that time had been certified as eligible for
adjustment assistance. By far the overwhelming complaint that came
back was that the Department of Commerce procedures were too slow
and had too much redtape. We found that each proposal, for example,
had to be checked and cleared in nine different offices in the Depart-
ment. And of course, the unfortunate effect of that is that as these -
various proposals were being checked and cleared, the firms were lay-
ing off more and more workers, thus defeating the purpose of the
legislation. I wonder if anything has been done to expedite these
bureaucratic procedures, whether or not you feel that the legislative
proposéed in the House bill will expedite the decisionmaking for adjust-
ments?

Secretary DenT. Yes, sir. the House bill addresses this by transfer-
ring the responsibility for finding or certifying firms as being eligible
for adjustment assistance and placing it in the Commerce -Depart-

he Tariff Commission and then the matter is approved by the Presi-
dent and is referred to the Commerce Department for action. Under

/nent. At the present time, the certification has to be obtained through
t

'

the new bill, a firm can apply directly to the Commerce Department,
which will mnvstigate and certify that it qualifies and then proceed
with developing either technical assistance loans, loan guarantees, or
whatever adjustment assistance is required to bail that particular firm
out. So we anticipate being much more responsive from the standpoint
of elapsed time in processing cases.

Senator Rorn. As I understand it, the problem is the absence of
time deadlines for the adjustment assistance proposal. I see here that
there is a time limit on the-certification of eligibility for a worker to
get adjustment assistance, no time limit between the time he files his
application for assistance to the time he actually gets his allowance.
The same goes for firms. This is found on pages 40 and 41 of the staff
blue book.

Do you believe it would be helpful to put a strict statutory deadline
in the legislation, in the bill ¢

Secretary DeNT. T can certify to that fact that we in Commerce
‘would be responsive to our responsibilities and to the needs of firms
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and move as rapidly as possible. And I am confident that where em-

E}ﬁ{ges are eligible to file with the Department of Labor, they will

it the same way.

The delay generally has been at the Tariff Commission level, which
< Will now be bypassed, except as far asan industry is concerned. Where
/\xnployees_or a firm individually is concerned, they can come directly

to either the Commerce or the Labor Department f}:)

handling. )

- Senator Rotm. Mr. Chairman, I thought it might be helpful to put
in as part of the record our findings based upon the questionnaire we
sent to these various firms. With unanimous approval, I would ask for
that permission. '

The Cuairman. It is so ordered.

Senator Roru. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[The information referred to follows. Hearing continues on page
431.]

Note: The information below summarizes the responses to questionnaries sent
by Senator William V. Roth, Jr. to firms which were receiving or which might
be eligible to receive benefits under the trade adjustment assistance program for
firms. The data is separated into two parts. The first summarizes the responses
of firms which had been certified for eligibility by the Department of Commerce,

The second part summarizes the responses of firms in the marble and dinner-
ware industries which might be eligible to receive benefits.

%

r certification and

SUMMARY DATA

FIRMS THAT HAVE APPLIED FOR CERTIFICATION OF ELIGIBILITY FOR ADJUSTMENT
ASSISTANCE
I—Data on firm

Total questionnaires sent : 24.

Total replies: 13. .

Size of firms: Ranged in employees from 35 to 2500. Median was 170 em-
ployees. (Excluding one firm that subsequently went out of business.)
Ranged in gross annual sales from $75,000 to $60 million. Median was $3.8
million.

II.—Situation of irm

Source of imports:
7 firms identifed the Far East specifically.
1 firm replied the Far East and Burope.
1 firm replied the Far East, Europe and Latin America.
1 firm said 39 countries importing.

When did imports first cause difficulties?
Before 1960: 1. '
1961-65: 4.
1966-68: 4.

e 1969 on: 1.
Do h%portg affect all the products the firm manufactures ?
es: 9.

No: 1.

Why do customers prefer the imported goods?
Cheaper: 9.
Better quality: 2.

What measures did you take to meet the new competition before seeking

adjustment assistance?
Other products: 2,
Kept prices low: 2.
| New markets: 2,
C ’ Reduce overhead : 3.
Did your firm lay off workers?
Responses on this question from 10 firms indicated a total of 3,435
i workers were laid off,
. ‘Were workers relocated or retrained?
L 4 companies indicated yes.
5 indicated no.
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I11.—Adjustment assistance application
How did your firm learn of the adjustment assistance program?

i Industry association: 2.
i Own research : 3.
Congressman, labor union, Department of Commerce, ’I‘ariﬂ! Commis-

; sion: 1 each,
/ %?u feel the adjustment assistance program is properly publicized?
es: 3.
‘ No: 6.
Not decided: 1.
What was the approximate cost to your firm of obtaining adjustment
assistance?

Cost estimates ranged from $5,000 to more than $100,000. Most firms
indicated that major expenses were executive time, legal fees, travel
to Washington,

Were the application procedures so time consuming as to create additional
injury?

Yes: 4,

‘“Yes, definitely” : 1.

No.: 1,

Other Comments :

“If the need for funds had been immediate, the time factor could
have been disastrous.”

“Not really in our case, but I understand this is the case in many
other firms.”

“No, the time consuming periods have been that of the approval
of the technical assistance for the preparation of the adjustment
proposal . . .”

Do you feel that certl.ﬂcatlon procedures could be simplified? How?

“By the Tariff Commission—I think the need to establish damage by
the specific reduction in Tariff rates under the Act is extremely
difficult to cope with,

“By the Commerce Department—time lags are the single largest problem

[T we encountered.”

{— . (O)ur feeling (is) that there should be more personal contact than
just one visit by Tariff Commission personnel and that for businesses
like ours which is a small one that the same procedures are not nec-
essary as for larger ones.”

“ (fHave)’ a government employee assist in advising on the flling of

orms.”

“Direct certification by Department of Commerce.”

“] feel that assistance should be given to the firm in preparation of the
proposal.”

Were government employees courteous and sympathetic?
éfes : 9 (“Courteous and sympathetic, but exasperatingly slow. ")

ome : 1.

Most dificult hurdle to overcome in securing assistance:
“Getting decision made
“Time consumed .

¥ serious injury, by definition.”

% So far OTAA office stringent guidelines which are difficult to interpret.”
“We are still waiting.”

Further comments on application procedures :

“The Director of Trade Adjustment Assistance should be given more
authority to make decisions. He should have legal counsel on his staff
and not have to depend on Commerce’s legal pool where a different
lawyer reviews the case each time a decision is needed (and he has
to go back and research the entire case).”

“Set up regional or district offices for the handling of appiications and
proposals with guidelines prepared for them to follow.”

“Certainly some of the administrative procedures can be shortened. ”

1V. Administration of adjustment assistance :

Is th}eE asslgtance you are receiving what you had originally requested?
es: 8.
No: 2.
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Of the two firms coded no, one firm indicated that the loan it received
( was not as large as it had initlang requested ; the other firm was denied
a loan to buy out another company.
Do you feel tly;e assistance you are recelving is adequate to help your firm
meet and adjust to the import situation?

Yes: 1.

“Our assistance is being used to diversify our revenue outside (our)
industry ; to this extent it is adequate.”

Another firm noted that its volume and efficlency bad improved im-
mensely, but that import pressure has become much more intense
than when its adjustment plan was formulated.

Other firms did not reply to this question or did not answer the question
directly.

Nature of adjustment :
There were 7 responses, of which:
One firm indicated it was changing its produet lines.
Six indicated they were modernizing equipment.
Five indicated they were improving plant efficiency.
Have Federal officials been helpful in formulating your firm’'s adjustment
plans?

Yes: 8.

No: 2,

Don’t Know: 1.

‘Would you have preferred to have received “escape clause” relief?

Yes: 2.

No: 2.

Do you feel the adjustment assistance program should be expanded or
changed to make it more responsive to needs of firms such as yours?
Yes: B. .

Comments . ‘

“The most important change needed is to reduce the amount of time required
to get relief. The preparation of applications and proposals is very time con-
suming. Evaluation and determination by the Tariff Commission and Commerce
Department is also very slow.”

“Cl}t down on time consumed in reviews. Simplify or speed up processing
time.’

“Should be less redtape.”

Ancther firm indicated that the adjustment assistance form of aid should be
more closely coordinated with a variety of other forms of assistance to import-
impacted firms and workers,

Additional comments on the Program .

“We did not apply for assistance due to the fact that the assistance offered
was in the form of a reduced interest loan which we did not feel would provide a
solution to our problems . . . We feel that the reimposition of quotas and tariffs
is significantly more beneficial to us than a loan.”

“We were denied certification of eligibility because of our ‘reagonable profit
level! . . . (W)e did not feel that imports represents as ;auch a threat as gov-
ernment aid given to our domestic competition, excluding us . . . In conclusion,
the present system for reviewing tariffs is equitable, but the adjustment as-
sistance should be discontinued in its present form ; alternatively, if continued,
it should be equally given to all manufacturers in the industry and not to the
exclusion of particular firms that have worked harder and produced reason-
able profits.”

Another company noted that as soon as it received assistance, its customers
attempted to delay payment on its products, citing its “government money" as
making its need less urgent. Also the unions and workers took a more lackadaisi-
cal attitude toward the company’s problems. This company suggested an adjust-
ment assistance process whose primary motivation was the maintenance of jobs
and the preservation of domestic industry,

DA
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“Government red tap and bureaucracy can be streamlined so that any com-
pany can survive while the papers and application are being reviewed by the -
iany people who are reviewing and approving, or—set a definite time that each
spartment of review board has to make their determination.” X
#“The Department of Labor provided assistance for laid-off employees within
t¥o months of the time our firm was found eligible by Tariff Commission. I would
ve to say they are better prepared and can act much quicker than the Depart-
of Commerce.

e program should be eliminated by the elimination of the need for it, which
woulc ’of course require the protection of the U.S. markets through import
quotas.”

“In view of the time spent and costs incurred in getting a determination of
injury from the U.S. Tariff Commission, the potential benefits of the adjustment
assistance program must be substantial in order to justify going through the red
tape and bureaucratic machinery. For the small firm seeking only tax assistance
it is hardly worth the effort . . . The Commission is staffed almost without ex-
ception with aged, inept professional bureaucrats who have spent a lifetime in

_ the sanctuary of federal service and are {ll-prepared to deal with the economic
realities on which business decisions are made . .. We were unreasonably
harassed and reqguired to accumulate statistical import data from the Commis-
sion’s own library when such figures were already available from the Commis-
sion’s previous studies.”

“Either remove the Tariff Commission participation or make it more aware of
industry problems; have a certified audit made if not available to the Tariff
Commission ; provide technical evaluation of cost controls and technologies to
applicants at the onset to accurately advise firms and government for negotia-
tions ; understanding of small business.”

K .
LR

SUMMARY DATA: FIRMS8 IN THE MARBLE AND DINNERWARE INDUSTRIES

I. DATA ON FIRMSB

Number of questionnaires sent and returned

Marble firms: 756 sent and 21 returned.
Dinnerware firms: 21 sent and 8 returned.

Size of firms -

Marble : 20 firms responding had 2,899 employees. Only five firms had in excess

f 100 employees, and the median number was 25. 19 firms reported gross annual

sales of $64.5 million. (One very small firm did not include its sales.) Nine firms
;'eported gross annual sales of $1 million or more, and 10 reported $500,000 or
ess,

Dinnerware: 7 firms listed 553 employees; 6 of these reported total sales of
$3,850,000.

1I. SITUATION OF THE FIRMS

I8 your ﬂ;m experiencing economic difflculties because of increased foreign im-
ports

o Marble : 13 yes and 6 no. .
Dinner\varg: 2 yes and 4 no.

When did imports first begin to cause your firm gerious cconomic difficulties?

Marble Dinnerware

el i b
196668 6 1
0969 on_ 12T 1T IIIII I I I 1 0
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Please explain in what manner your firm 8 esperiencing dipiculties.

Marble Dinnerware

8 0
: 1 1{ 3
: 8 1
. 2 2
" 110 mansic companies with current employment of 2,416 indicated that they had laid off 926 workers,
What measures has your firm taken to meet these difficulties?
Matble Dinnerware
Improved efficiency........ . 4 1
Modernized oq,g?mont.-... 3 0
Emphasized products nat affected by imports._ ‘g %
1 Comments Included:
“'We have educated our customers to the hazard of having their supplier 3,000 miles away, Have emphasized that the
aua‘l‘lty materisl we use is generally of better quslity, Our workmanship is superior, Our delivery is faster. We are trying
arder.”’ .
‘'We are sttempting to diversify into other businesses.'’
“'Divarsification into other fields and investment In foreign fabricated goods.”
*'It has been necessary that we import marble all finished.”
“Impossible to modernize because of cost.'’
**Refused to install marble being fabricated finished in Europe."
Do you feel uouf firm could have improved its situation had information on the
impending imports been available sooner?
Marble Dinnerware
2 1
7 1
2 0
Have factors other than imports contridbuted to your firm's difficulties?
Marble Dinnerware
D (T 110 12
O e e e rctratani e e to et emmaaamaaaanaaaaeaecnsanane—————— 4 1
1 Marble companies mentioned inflation, the high cost of construction, fiercer domestic competition, union wages
L * substitution of other materials, inequitable percentage freight incresses, the practices of jobbers of foreign imported

materials, and general depression of the construction industry as causes of economic difficulties.
i l'Il:: “2‘ ﬂmwmy companies responding to this question both complained of having to pay higher wage rates with no
nc .
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oI, ADJUSTMENT ABSISTANCE APPLICATION

\

hen did your firm first learn that it was eligidle to apply (for certification) for
adjustment assistance? :

/ Marble  Dinnerware !
9

.. 11 dinnerware firm indicated that it was aware of the adjustment assistance program, but did not say when or how
it learned of the program,

)

W
Tooo

How did your firm learn about the program?

Marble Dinnerware

Industry association. . ......oocome oo iiiiiiiiriia e cererernacecneeaanan
8opanmgpt of Commerce. ..

uf q
L1 SN

.

WSO
-

[t 111

11 firm which has not yet returned its 1uestlonnaire, called Senator Roth’s office to say that it was experiencing economic
difficulties because of imports, but did not know of the adjustment assistance program.

Do you believe that the adjustment assistance program is properly publicized?

Marble Dinnerware

NN
owoo

»
Do you feel that your firm has received enough information about the adjust-
ment assistance program to make an evaluation as to whether this program
can be helpful to you?

Marble Dinnerware

5 1
9 4

Is the information that you have received written in a clear manner, so that
the application procedures, eligibility requirements, and benefits of the
program arc readily understood?

Marble Dinnerware

woian

1
1
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Has your firm made a decision on whether or not to apply for adjustment

assistance?
)
Marble Dinnerware
Have applied 1
ik P
n
Not yet d&wm. 8 1

If your firm 18 not applying or ig hesitating to apply, please explain the reasons
for this dcoision:

Marble Dinnerware

Firm not in serious economic difficulties.
Do not believe firm eligible....._......
Prefor not receive goverament help......_....
There would be too much government supervision.
Do not know enough about the program...... ... . ...,
Applicaton procedures too time-consuming. ... ....cocemenimmnneiiereeiaaaee
Application procedures too Q:rnslvo ...................... P
Benefits of program would not be helpful to your specific situatiol
g&cd v'non assistance than program allows.
O 3 e eeeceiience i cmnaraaan

WONODVWWW
OO WO~

-

1 Comments: .

*'We cannot show that our firm has been refused credit from banks and other financial institutions."

*‘We believe that we can stimulate business which cannot as readily be attacked by imports.'*

“‘From my understanding of the program, it would take too much time to process the application (2 years approximately).
Our need for relocation may or may not wait.”

I you have been in touch with U.S. Government offioials about the adjustment

assistance program, have you found these officials sympathetic and helpful?

Marble Dinnerware

o i 8

1 No responses from dinnerware firms on this question.

What kind of assistance would you find most useful?

Marble  Dinnerware

Technical help.
Low interest foans
Tax refunds. ...
Help in relocating.
Help in training workers.

L1 1T P 1

1 Some comments:

A close governments appraisal of the basic ‘fairness’ of the import competition.’

“‘On jobs where government money is involved only domestic marhle fabricated in this country should be used.””
“Encouragement of competitiveness nationally.” . X

“'Stop jobbers from importing finished materials. Also other psople who are not legitimate factory ownars.”

Would your firm prefer escape clause relief to adjustment assistance?

Marble? Dinnerware

13 2
1

11 firm answered neither.
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FURTHER SUGGESTIONS AND COMMENTS
From mardle firms
“Tt 8 no secret that certain foreign firms have tried to establish a strong gov-
rnmental business partnership. In the U.S8., the reverse seems to be true. The
growing antibusiness climate is beginning to be of strong concern to large busi-
ness and small business alike.”

“From our understanding only the largest fabricators would get big aid, and
they already get a depletion allowance because of their quarries. By increasing
ald to them, you are enabing them to operate cheaper in markets, It's a vicious
circle. Forelgn fabricators enter the marble market at lower prices. Large quar-
ries can't compete and move into the small markets to maintain production.
They can't operate in our markets profitably so the government gives them
assistance. We get caught in the middle . . . Change your assistance program so
that everyone gets the same fair shake . . . Government should make sure that
their assistance is not lowering anyone else’s price.”

“Stop imports!”

“Cancellation” (of the adjustment assistance program).

“It would have been very helpful, . . . to have been aware twenty years ago
that as a policy, the government pursued the deterioration of specific industries
through tariff reduction.”

“Qur problem is to continue to fabricate marble in our plant. At one time we
had 60 employees in our plant, now we have 10. To be able to compete now we
must order marble finished in Italy. Therefore cannot keep enough marble work
to keep plant operating.”

“No room left for the small business.”

From dinnerware firms

“On our last expansion program, it took the office of EDA 8 months to approve
a loan from local banks, which the local banks had approved in January—9
ggnths ahead of the EDA’s approval, even though we wanted nothing from the

A'"
© “We are very happy with our lot! We are artists, using clay and glaze as
our ‘pallette,’ We are limited only by our own talent and excessive tares.”

“Many years ago, imports, particularly from Japan, caused us to close our
facilities in —————— and relocate in ——————, At the same time we changed
our selling from retail stores to premium type selling in order to continue busi-
ness. We have been successful in this, but if we continued to sell to the retail
trade we would have been out of business because cost wise we could not compete
with import prices.”

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Dole?
Senator DovLk. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman.
The CrairMaN. Senator Hartke?

TrapEOFF oF INCREASED TRADE FOR INCREASED UNEMPLOYMENT SEEN

Senator HArRTKE. Secretary Brennan, with regard to the adjustment
. assistance, do you believe that the loss of jobs which you anticipate

will necesarily occur? Will these unemployed workers be covered by
adjustment assistance? Is adjustment assistance a fair tradeoff for the
increase in trade ¢

Secretary BRENNAN. Senator, I would have to go by the informa-
tion I have. Let me say before I go on that this morning, vou asked
me about the unemployment rate. You asked me what the unemploy-
ment figure was at this time. I think I said 5.4. I want to correct that.
It is 5.2 percent.

Senator HarTrE. Can we stop right there? Mr. Stein said today he
anticipated it will hit 6.5 percent soon.

Secretary BRENNAN. I don’t know that he said that.

Senator HArTKE. Let me tell you he said it. I will be your communi-
cator inside the administration.

30-220 O - T4 -pt.2- 6
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Secretary BRENNAN. Mr. Stein is one of the economists who make a
lot of predictions. I am not an economist.

I woud say, Senator, looking at the figuves in the past and our ex-
perience in the past, we know that the present law does not adequately
cover the working people that are affected. In the new bill, we feel the
escape -clause ang the adjustment assistance would be more helpful.
It would speed up the system, as Secretary Dent just said to Senator
Roth, because it would move directly through the Secretary, instead
of going through the Tariff Commission.

Now, we are talking about the tradeoff. We have to look at some of
the figures I looked up since we talked this morning and we find that
there are some changes taking place in some of the problem areas. For
instance, we note that in the radio and television field, where we were
losing some employment, the employment level in 1973 was 148,600,
compared to 130,700 in 1971. I am talking about employment in the
manufacture of television sets and radios in the United States.

I think there is a change taking place and that is why some of the
companies are shifting back. Lately, I noticed that Magnavox is going
to shift its plant back here to Jefferson, Tenn. I think, Senator, these
are some of the things taking place that are encouraging.

I realize that all of the companies are not going to come back. You
mentioned the transistors this morning in your State. I am aware we
lost that. But it was really something that got its real start in Japan.
It is interesting to note that in the State of Indiana, manufacturing
employment increased by 6.5 percent in 1973 and is higher in 1973 than
it wasin 1971 and 1972. ‘ .

Now, that is good news. T am sure you want to hear it and I do.

As we look around the country, we see some improvements in other
areas. After I left here today, I got a call from the vice president
of Volkswagen. He wants to meet with me to discuss building plants in
the United States. This is supported by the automobile workers union.
I think that is a good trend. Volvo is already moving along those lines.

I think what we are talking about here is the fact that the American
worker has been stepping up not only his productivity but his crafts-
manship. The shift in the valuation of the dollar is starting to turn
things around. I hope the trend continues that way.

I noted in my last visit to Japan a few months ago, in talking to
businessmen and labor people, that costs there are so high that many
of the companies feel that they can operate better here,

We also have some information showing that RCA, Magnavox, and
some of the other big companies are starting to export color television
sets and other equipment into the Far East, into the areas where we
feared that low wages would steal this business away from us.

So I think, Senator, I do not want to get into figures. As I said to
you this morning, a lot of different figures have been used. Even some
of tl;tﬁgures put out by the Labor Department years ago were not
correct. :

Senator HarTkE. You mean the Labor Department makes mistakes?

Secretary BRENNAN. They damn well do, that is right. ’

We are trying find out what the figures are as far as unemployment
and emp.oyment and the effects of imports and exports on the worker.
We are only starting that. It should have been done 20 years ago. It is
a tough job, because you must go to the locale, from company to com-
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pany, you must look at the market, and the demand in the market for
abor. It fluctuates, so that you may have a reading and 6 months or a
ear or so later it changes. ‘U'hat 1s the reason we do not have hard
res. I hope we will have them as a result of our present research
and study. ‘

Let us look at some of the adjustment assistance actions taken by
the Tariff Commission and the Labor Department. I checked these,
not to throw back at you, but because you mentioned your concern
about what happened in Indiana. I share your concern. I can share it
for the whole country and I am sure you do. In Indiana, we had a
number of cases, involving shoes and electronics. There were a num-
Ler of these cases where certification was denied, but the majority were
ap})roved and 2,540 people were certified for assistance. Lo

have a note here today that we just concluded an operation in the
Labor Department which saved a number of jobs in the country, start-
ing in Gary, Ind. I say this to show you, Senator, just to show for the
record that the Labor Department is much aware of these problems.

Senator HArRTKE. You are aware of Indiana now, too, aren’t yout

Secretary BReNNAN. I am, yes, I am. ‘

Senator Harrke. Iam glad of that. It is a great State.

Secretary BRENNAN. I was there a couple of weeks ago and I had a
great time with some great friends and I intend to go back.

What I am talking about here now is that I think we are all really
concerned about what is going to happen to this country. We can dis-
agree and be on different sides of an issue but we want to come out of
here ahead and not take a lot of garbage from other countries. And I
think we have to put the brakes on that.

We are defending what has been done by the Labor Department, and
we are ready to defend that, especially to people who do not have to
account for what they say. I do not mean you, Senator, I mean people
who can make statements without checking out the facts.

Senator DoLE. Senators do that, you know.

Secretary BRENNAN. I am glad you said that, Senator Dole, because
it Egoves you are also human. I make mistakes. Maybe my one mistake
is being here, I don’t know. But since I am here, you are going to hear
from me. :

I just point out, because I am sure all of you good Senators, all
Americans, are concerned about what we can do when people need our

- help. Here was a case, Senator, where we saved 125,000 jobs,

enator HarTke. Where is this?

Secretary BRENNAN. In the shoe business, starting in Gary, Ind.

Senator Hartke. When did you do that? I would like to hear that
case.

Secaetary BreNNAN. You may be familiar with it. Here is how it
started.

It was a question of Borg-Warner closing a plant down.

Senator HarTge. You know why Borg-Warner closed down? We
are going to talk about that in a minute, too.

Secretary Brennan. OK, but I want to talk to you about this. You
may have something else, good or bad. This is just to show that the
Government and the union workers working with management can
do things. I didn’t ask these people what their faith was other than
Americans trying to help in a situation.
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Now, Borg-Warner was, of course, manufacturing styrene resin
which is derived from petrochemicals. It was needed for the manufac-
turing of shoes. Closing that plant in Gary, Ind. would mean that the

# shoe companies were going to find themselves in trouble and would
/ have to shut down. By negotiating with the Federal Energy Office,
we were able to get the plant to continue for another 90 days to
give the shoe industry a chance to locate new supplies and new
means of getting the equipment they need or the supplies they need
to keep their shoe factories going. This'was done just recently with the

cooperation of many people and perhaps you played a role in it, too.

Senator Harrke. Let me ask you, does the shoe industry endorse the
administration bill? .

Secretary BRENNAN. I could not answer that.

Senator HarTke. I can tell you they do not.

SecretargnnNNAN. Maybe they don’t.

Senator Harrke. I can tell you we had the president of U.S. Shoe
come in here and he told me very definitely that he would love to do
business in the United States but that he has to go and do business
outside of the United States because of special tax benefits he gets. 1
tried to get Senator Taft from Ohio to listen to him. He told me he is
going to have to close a plant down in Columbus, Ohio, because they
just could not meet the competition.

He said that he came into the Commerce Department, Mr. Dent, and
asked if he could get some kind of relief because he wanted to build
a plant in Xentucky to employ 1,000 people. They had done this be-
fore. Previously he had located in a county which had one of the high-
est welfare loads in the State and reduced it to one of the lowest. He
was told at the Commerce Department that there is nothing which can
be done. He was then forced to build his plant overseas.

Secretary DeNT. Don’t talk to him, talk to me. I am the witness.
The president of U.S. Shoe didn’t get any advice to build overseas
from the Commerce Department. If he has gotten that advice, you send
him down to me and T will straighten the advice out.

As far as we are concerned, we have no subsidies to give to construct
a plant in any State of the Union. Those normal attractions for locat-
ing plants are forgiveness of local property taxes or something of this
sort. We do have economic——

Senator Harrge. I am not saying why, I am just telling you what
the problem was. I am not trying to accuse you of doing anything
wrong. I am just saying that that was the situation.

Mr. Brennan, let me ask you now: In this bill, there is an adjust-
ment assistance provision, right?

Secretary BRENNAN, Yes, sir.

Senator Harrke. What is it estimated by the administration that it
will cost the taxpayer for the adjustment assistance? We had testi-
mony on it yesterday. I just wondered if you know.

Secretary BrennaN. $300 to $350 million per year.

Senator HArTKE. It is quite obvious that it is going to cost $300 to
$350 million, that this is in anticipation of the fact that there are goin
to be peo;i;le who have jobs now who are going to be thrown out of wor
as a result of this legislation. Is that not a fair conclusion? ‘

Secretary BrenNaN. Well, this is short run. Of course, Senator, we
are looking over the figures of what happened in the past and we have
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tried to calculate what may happen in the future. We had the highest

/i?ﬁloyment level in the history of the country in 1973, almost 86

o
"

ion peo%%{e emgloyed. Yet some of these plants closed down or

oved out. We had the unemployment rate down to 4.5 percent until

round November. That to me indicates that, although we did have
ssme jobs lost, the people found jobs elsewhere, and the market was
able to pick them up. Our system was moving. We were able to absorb
these closings and the people went on to other things or found jobs in
another part of their own industry. But the fact that we had that
highest employment level, even though we had some of these cutbacks,
I think shows that the American system is working. It may need a
little greasing up here or there. .

Senator HarTke. I am not asking about the system working.

’ Secretarile:NNAN. What you are asking me is part of the system.

Senator HArRTKE. I am putting you in a corner, yes. I understand
what I am doing ; $300 to $350 million is the estimated cost.

Secretary BRENNAN. Yes.

Senator HarTke. That has to be in anticipation of people who are

oing to lose their jobs. Otherwise, you would not have the costs. Is
that not right?

Secretary BRENNAN. We have insurance on our lives; we are not
hoping we will die to collect it. We have this, Senator, to be prepared.

nator HArTkE. I understand that.

Secretary BrRENNAN. It doesn’t mean we are hoping we will have to
use 1t.

Senator HARTEE. I understand what you are saying, What I am say-
ing to you, is that you and the administration is willing to make a
tradeoff for increased trade against increased unemployment.

Secretary BReNNan. Well, I think the way I can answer that is that
personally I am not in favor of building walls around America.

Senator HarTKE. I didn’t ask you that. I am just asking you whether

you have jobs by havivg more trade. I don’t think you can do it in

you are in favor of jobs or freer trade.
/ Secretary BRENNAN. Naturally I am in favor of jobs, but I also think

o

any one way. There are « number of ways you can create jobs.
enator HARTKE. You said you didn’t hear what Mr. Stein. said
gbout an anticipated 6 or 7 percent unemployment. These are not my
- figures,
gélecretary BreNNAN. T heard someone else say that before, but I
didn’t hear Mr. Stein say it today, no. :
Senator Harrre. What was the increase, not in unemployment but
in unemployment compensation payments? How much increase in
unemployment compensation payments this week over last week?
Secretary BRENNAN. I really don’t know if I have it with me, If I
haven’t, I will be glad to get it to you.
Senator HarTEE. This came out of your office today. :
Secretary BRENNAN. I know, there are a lot of these that came out of
my office today that Ldidn’t get.
Senator HArTKE. It increased $36,900 from a week ago.
al The CrammAaN. I think you have somebody back there that has a
e on it.
Secretary BReNNAN. If we have it, Senator, we will get it to you.
Senator HARTKE. A massive increase in unemployment compensa-
tion payments was $36,900.
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Secretary BRENNAN, I wouldn’t dis%ute that, with the energy crisis.
Senator HarTkE. A new item which I will put in the record said
new car sales dropped 26 percent in 1 month. U.S. automobile manu-
acturers said yesterday new car sales were off a whopping 26.6 per-
cent, the sharpest decline since the energy crisis knoci)led the bottom
out of the standard-sized car market.

An interesting thing is that although there was a drop in domestic
sales, the imports dropped at the same time only 19.9 percent. In other
words, the drop in the sale of domestic cars was much higher than it
was on imports. That is occurring at this moment, which means an
additional job loss.-General Motors states that this will force another
1,800 out of work. Add that to the 260,000 who have been furloughed
indefinitely by the automobile industry in recent weeks.

Secretary BReNNaN. Well, I will accept that for purposes of this
discussion.

Senator HarTkE. The administration’s trade bill will have no effect
whatsoever upon these imports or any imports.

Unrrep StaTes SEEN MoviNg To MoORe ServICE EMPLOYMENT

Now, in regard to manufacturing jobs. I do not know whether you
are ri%ilt or whether the stuif of this committee is right, but I have an
idea that the staff is pretty accurate. In their chart on page 28 of
“The Multinational Corporation and the World Economy” dated Feb-
ruary 26, 1973, they show a steady decline from 1945 to 1972 in manu-
facturing jobs.* Nonagricultural employment in the United States has
gone from 38 percent to 27 percent of the workforce, which does not
seem to justify your expectation that there is going to be any increase.

‘While all this is going on in the United States, here is the announce-
ment out of West Germany. They did not devalue their currency but
revalued it and they boosted their exports in January by a whopping
32 percent. Most of this is in manufactured goods.

Let’s take a closer look at some of these charts. If you will look
again at the committee print on U.S. Trade and Balance of Payments
under the date of February 26. If you look at chart No. 5 on the trade
in manufactures in the period of 1970 to 1973, which are the latest
figures available, the United States had less of an increase than
France, less of an increase than Germany, less of an increase than
Japan.** In France dring the same period, starting at a base of $11
billion and the United States starting at a base of 29.7, they increased
their trade in manufactures and exports by the same $13 billion we
did. At the same time, if you go to Japan, they increased their’s from
a much lower base by a very high percentage.

All these industrialized countries seem to be doing all right. They
have no unemployment in West Germany, no unemployment in Japan,
and here we are with a staggering unemployment rate and you expect
us to go ahead and give away more of our business and jobs. I don’t
understand that. .

Secretary BreNNAN. Senator, I am not asking us to give away any
of our business. I think my concern for this country is just as strong
as is yours or anybody else’s. Some people believe we shouldn’t isolate
ourselves. We feel there is a market for our goods. I am not just talking

*Bee p. 489,
*¢8ee p. 666.
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about big business making a buck; I am talking about what it will do
for the working people of this country and about the problems of
/\ imports. We look at this and we see also growing employment in the
/ﬁéx\t‘svice trades of our country.
enator Harrxe. But do we want so many hamburger stand people
and filling station operators? Is that what you want this country to
be? Is that the future for the American, to be a service employee while
the rest of the manufacturing is done in Germany and Japan?

Secretary Brex~an. It is not my intent, that we should be a service
country. '

Sena)tor Harrxe. That is the trend.

Secretary BrenNaN. That is the trend to some extent, yes. What we
are trying to do is turn it around and some of the things we are hearing
now is that this could be happening, since companies are starting to
come back here and do some manufacturing here. Maybe it is a good
trend that we should encourage and promote. It is probably due to
many things. I think it is due to the labor force in the country, and
the ability of our people to produce and to be responsible.

Senator, we can look at a lot of figures and look at the competition.
But what we are trying to find is how do we protect our people and
how do we also stay in business with the rest of the world.

I am submitting for the record a table with data on 10 major in-
dustrialized countries which shows that between 1960 and 1972 service
employment, as a proportion of total employment was rising in each
country. The rate of increase was lower in the United States than in
each of the other countries.

[The table referred to by Secretary Brennan follows:]

PROPORTIONS OF TOTAL CIVILIAN LABOR FORCE EMPLOYED IN SERVICES, 1960, 1972

Percent
Country 1960 1972 increass -

United Kingdom. ... i 48.6 54,2 1.5
United States. .. .. . iiiiiiiiin 58,1 64.1 10.3
Netherlands. . 49.1 156.0 4.1
GOIMANY. ... oo ierere——————— . 38.7 44,9 16.0
Belglum_ ..ot 45,2 152.0 15.0
France.... - 39.5 -148,7 23.3
SWEAON. ... ..o ac—————— 43.8 154,8 fs. 1
B L T U 43.6 49.4 3.3
[ 1T 2 R 54,7 63.3 15.7
LY e e e ————— 30.9 38,6 2.9

1 Data through 1971 only.

= Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics based on OECD, 'Labor Force Statistics" ﬁmious issues); International Labor
Office, *‘Yeatbook of Labor Statistics’ (various issues); and national statistical publications. Some data based partly on
estimates, Whe significant ptual diff occur, data have been adjusted to fit U.S. concepts.

Taxina MULTINATIONALS

Senator Harrke. First, we can protect our people by putting on
quotas. Second. we can protect our people by making the multi-
nationals pay their fair share of taxes. Third, we can eliminate sections
807 and 806.30, the sections of the Tariff Code which deal primarily
with the Mexican border industry program. Under these provisions
Mexican workers assemble American parts and ship the finished prod-
uct back to the United States escaping American labor and taxes. The
Canadian Auto Agreement grants free access to our market yet estab-
lishes a duty on our shipment of American automobiles into Canada.

L
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We had a surplus with Canada when the a%reement was signed. Now
we have a $197 million deficit in 1973 and about a $196 million deficit
in 1972, We had a surplus of $563 million in 1964, $658 million surplus
in 1965, $556 million surplus in 1966, $483 million in 1967. Then, when
the Agreement started to take effect in 1968, we started to shrink to
$360 million in 1969. Finally in 1970 we registered our first deficit.
Canada has also been a leader in the international tax field too. They
have reduced their corporation tax 6 percent, which we could do in
the United States if we made the multinational pay their fair share.

S:}llmtgr Long, I have more questions, but perhaps I should let others
go ahead.

Secretary Brennan. I would like to answer that we are concerned
with the Mexican groblem. We are studying that now. We feel that
the President should have the right to take an action on 807.

Senator HarTke. Has he?

Secretary Brennan., We will recommend it. We are making a study
and we will take a strong position.

Senator Harrke. How long has that study been going on? You only
had 5 years to do it. You have 3 more.

Secretary BRENNAN. I don’t want to talk about 5 years. I have only
been here a year. I am trying to see what I can do.

S}:m?ator ARTKE. But you are in favor of changing section 807,
right

ecretary BReENNAN. I am in favor of doing anything that is good
to grotect the American worker.
enator Hartxe. I am asking about section 807.

Secretary BREnNaAN. I am in favor of changing it so the President
can take action if necessary, or changing it to allow him to take
action against anybody who is giving us the business. That is why we
have to do something. If you want to talk about taxing multinationals,
that may be a good idea, but that is somebody else’s department.

Senator Harrke. What about 807 now? Are you in favor of elimi-
nating 807?

Secretary Brennan. I am in favor of doing something with 807
that will give the power to the President ; yes, the power to take some
action to protect the workers of this country.

D The Cuairman. I think I will address this question to Secretary
ent.

It is my understanding that there are quite a few provisions in this
bill which give this Nation through its representatives an opportunity
to react against those countries that arve discriminating against the
United States in trade. T'hat is correct, is it not ? )

Secretary DenT. That is correct, it is a safeguard provision.

DecLine 1N U.S. MANUFACTURING FEMPLOYMENT

The Cramman. All right, now, pursuing the thought that Senator
Hartke had, it is sort of shocking to me to look at this chart that
appears on page 20 of the blue pamphlet. It is sort of shocking to look
at that chart and—I will ask that the chart appear at this point in the
record—that from 1945 to 1972, the percentage of total employment in
this country in the manufacturing area has declined from 38 pércent
to 27 percent.

[The chart referred to follows:]
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The CrarMan. I am not complaining about the idea that just by
_playing by the same rule book the other fellow got some business away
from us. I am not complaining about that. I do think it would help to
set the books up to show where we aré getting the worst of it, if that

is the case. ‘
It would seem to me that in areas where the foreign producer, be it a
. foreign company or an American multinationgl, is paying less taxes
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in a foreign nation than they are here, we ought to be thinking about
the matter and considering changing it to give the American a break
in line with what his competitor overseas 1s doing if it is costing us
jobs or has a prospect of costing us jobs.

/ ' Your people made an argument along that line when we were talk-
ing about the foreign tax credit. As a matter of fact, Charls Walker,
the former Under Secretary of the Treasury, presented some charts to

- the committee which showed that in these foreign countries, companies
were getting much better tax treatment than they were here to produce
a given item. That was the key to selling the reenactment of the Invest-
ment Tax Credit. And it certainly did play its part.

But I would think that if the unfair advantage still exists for a
company, be it a multinational looking at this country as well as at
a foreign country and deciding where it wanted to put a plant or just
being & case of a businessman over there deciding whether to manu-
facture or ship overseas rather than an American opening a plant to
produce it here, I think that we ought to be considering remedies.
Those of you in the executive branch ought to be recommending some-
thing to us if this is the area where we are getting the worst of it.

Now, regarding Government purchasing policies, we are aware of
situations where foreign governments find a way of making their
purchases so that they do not let us make a sale over there even though
they could make a sale here. In these areas where the government
finances the industry or puts financing into it we ought to be thinking
about our response. .

In other situations where they are using nontariff barriers to keep
us out of their market, we ought to be doing something one way or
the other to help our people get some business. And I think that if they
are using nontariff barriers to keep us.out of their market, we ought
to use whatever it takes, including nontariff barriers, to save jobs over
here or promote jobs here,

As far as the Government helping to make sales, there is one area
where I think there is a lot left to be desired. I am sure you are in the

rocess of doing something about it, but I think a lot more can be done
y the American Government to help make sales for American
companies. :

I think this is one area where the State Department does not seem
to feel the responsibility I would like them to feel, and maybe an area
where you ought to upgrade it a little bit in all these industries to help
us get some business for our people. v

notice these foreign embassies feel they have made a great coup
if they can get a big contract for their people. There should be some-
body representing this country fighting to get the same business for
our companies. I am sure you would agree with that part of it.

Secretary Dent. Mr. Chairman, T have been making some notes on

: your comments. I joined the Government after 25 years in manufac-
turing and I share the view that it is unfortunate that manufacturing
has declined in this country. The basic reason for this has been the
policy of our Government since World War IT of perhaps maintaining
an overvalued dollar in order to redevelop broken or nonexisten
economies in war-torn countries. This has been accomplished and in the

~ process it has forced American capital offshore in order to be competi-

- tive. But the two devaluations of the dollar have totally changed this

Ll
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situation. We are now finding for last year the greatest inflow of
foreign capital into this country that has occurred in any single year
n my recollection. We are finding that American manufacturing is
ompetitive with that offshore.

I had a German manufacturer in my office the other day. They built
a plant in my home State and one in Germany at the same time. The
one in this country produces the same product cheaper than the one
in Germany because of this change around, because of the technologi-

cal level in this country.
. Ourexports were up 44 percent last year. This is new employment in

this country in order to serve world markets, and it has been brought
about by this change in the relative value of the dollar compared with
offshore.

We do have the problem of capital generation in this country and
we need to identify the fact that our depreciation, tax credit, and
general corporate taxes are at such a level compared with taxes abroad
that we are unable to generate enough capital to increase our manu-
facturing plant. . ‘

Now, with respect to the Government purchasing policy offshore,
we agree with you that this has been discriminatory toward American
industry. We are participating in a multilateral study in the OECD
designed to develop a code at the international level where all of this
will be equalized. Last summer, in taking bids for a new generator at
Grand Coulee, for the first time, we made the foreign bidders specify
what their government’s policy would be with respect to purchasing
similar items in their country. So we let them know that there is no
?onkey business any more; this Government is interested in the jobs

ere.

Now, with respect to Government sales, oddly enough, just about a
year ago, I had my counterpart from an eastern European nation in
my office. We were promoting very heavily the sale of a nuclear plant,
the first of four, to his country. We pushed hard and hard. As he was
leaving, he said, when are you going to come visit us? .

I said, well, we will consider it. And as an afterthought, I said,
but I can be there almost immediately if you have a contract for the

$60 million nuclear plant.

Perhaps unfortunately from my viewpoint, I now have to travel
over there next month to witness the signing of the contract. -

We had a foreign ambassador in to lunch—his nation is electrifying.
its railroads—the purpose of which was to get the contract away from
a European manufacturer. We got half of it. So that I can assure you,
we have a major projects division in our Bureau of International
Commerce. They identify sales and wé go after them tooth and nail.
" The Cuamman. I am pleased to hear that, Mr. Secretary. That is
good news.

Now, I would like to ask your help in selling some sugarcane har-
vesting and ‘processing equipment, because I am satisfied that we
manufacture the best in the world in Louisiana, and all things being
equal, would make a sale, but we have not been getting as much help
from our Government as the other fellow has been getting from his.
and they have been making inroads on us. , .

" As a matter of fact, I think Secretary Butz might even be a little
more effective in that area, because if we are going to follow the pat- -

~
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tern of the existing Sugar Act where we assign quotas to people, if I
could send him over there as salesman before he recommends what
their quotas are going to be, my guess is he can sell all we can
manufacture,

Secretary Burz. I might sell so much that it would displace pro-
duction in Louisiana. -

The CuamrMaAN. Well, we are going to buy from them, Mr. Secre-

ary. And frankly, those people, wﬁen they come and talk about
sugar quotas, often like to point out that they do buy machines from
us. But I am not sure that we have been letting them know that we
like very much to make the sale.

In at least one situation that I am aware of we lost out because I
believe the Japanese or some other government really went to work
and did a job of selling manufacturing equipment. Because the
government went after that contract for their manufacturers, we lost
out, even though that customer was a favored customer of ours—
favored in the sense that we buy sugar from them. I would hope that
we could demonstrate that we can put as much muscle in there to get
the business for our people as the Japanese do for their people. Now,
of course, if we do not give you a law where you can do 1t, we cannot
blame you for not doing it. But I hope you will work with us to amend
the law so you can give us the help we need. All I am asking for is
the same type of thing that these other countries are doing to help
their people get the business.

I think about that story that Irvin S. Cobb used to tell about the
Kentucky Colonel who was challenged to a duel and he was explain-
ing to a friend how he stepped off this 20 paces and he turned around
and that other scamp was standing behind a tree. His friend said,
well, that was horrible, what did you do?

He said, well, naturally, that throwed me behind a tree. If he’s
going to ﬁrotect himself. I can do no less.

I just hope that we find that those people have found a way to help
our people get the sales, especially where we are favoring other coun-
tries by giving them a better advantage in our markets than some-
body else. Will you assure us that you will use that leverage as best
you c%n to help our people get some business and make it a two-way
street

Secretary DExT. Mr. Chairman, might I comment on that in con-
nection with a problem we had just 3 weeksago?

The CuARMAN. Yes.

Secretary Dent. Two different firms came in, both had an oppor-
tunity to bid on very large projects in the Soviet Union. They asked
advice as to whether they should quote from American plants or
whether they should use offshort affiliates. I asked, well, what is your
- problem ¢ Of course, we want the business.

And they said, well, it looks uncertain to us as to whether we can
get Eximbank assistance in financing this. :

And I asked, if you figured from your offshore affiliates, what assist-
ance would you get ? :

They said that in Italy, Germany, France, and Japan we get the
equivalent of Eximbank financing for this. )

So what we are getting down to with the trend today is exporting
the labor content of products which go to those eastern European
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countries and denying the American workingman and workingwoman
the opportunity of producing it. I think it is fortunate that some of
)t does come from offshore American companies because there is a
rickle-back effect. If the goods did not come from those American
firms they would come from domestic manufacturing concerns in
mﬁeting countries. -

This, I think, is a matter that we need to think very seriously about

from the viewpoint of American employment and job opportunities

’ for American men and women.

The Crarrman. Well, I am satisfied that Secretary Brennan is 100

Eercent in favor of trying to get as many jobs in manufacturing as

e can for the American worﬁing man. Unfortunately for him, he
does not have as much leverage with these fellows as you do. I just
hope that the two of you, as weﬁl as the other Cabinet officers who have
some leverage could work together to get some contracts abroad and
make some sales. I just hope that when they come over here looking
for something, you will not miss the opportunity. I urge Secretary
Brennan to let you know about some of these things that he hears
about, and there might be a chance for us to get some business out of it.

I am sure you are trying to do that. I just think that in the past
there has been too much of this feeling that it was in the overa.}i
world interest for others to get the contract. I have heard the Ameri-

. can complain. This is behind the time, I know, but I have heard

people complain of going to our embassy ar.d trying to get helﬁ) be-
cause the other government was helping the other fellow and being
told by somebod[y)v in the State D«ilpartment. Well, after all, you know,
we must think about what is good for the world and what the overall
need is—ivith the idea that it is better for the other peoi)le to get the
business than it is for the United States to get that deal. If anybody
still thinks that way, I think he should be asked to turn in his Santa
Clause costume,
" Secretary DEnT. Mr. Chairman, I think you will find that Under
Secretary of State for Economic Affairs Casey and I have worked
jointly to promote exports. We meet quarterly in order to discuss
the suggestions that come in from the ebmassies and report the com-
bined suggestions of the two Departments. We are working toward
the further development of a strong commercial attitude in all of the
embassies as rapidly as possible. I think in my experience that fine
progress has been made in the past year, - .

A e CuamrMaN. Do you think that the State Department and the
embassies are giving your economic man or someone who is interested
in selling American products the dignity and support and cooperation
that you would like to see for them?

Secretary DEnT. Of course, no one is ever satisfied when it comes to
sales. Progress is beinf made; that is the important thing. We have
not {et reached the millenium.

The CaatrmaN. Thank you.

EEC Discriyination Against U.S. Crrrus Probucts

Senator Fannin wanted me to ask this question of Secretary Butz.
You are well aware of the fresh citrus problems and how the Euro-
pean Economic Community discriminates against the United States
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by granting tariff preferences to fresh citrus of certain Mediterranean
countries while requiring U.S. fresh citrus exports to pay the full
tariff. The difference in the tariff paid by the U.S. exporters and the
Mediterranean exporters is 80 percent. This has resulted in severe
damage to U.S. fresh citrus exports. The Committee on Finance in
March 1971 passed a unanimous resolution calling on the President
to end the discrimination. This resolution was passed unanimously
by the entire Senate. As of this date, the discrimination continues
while in other proceedings, administration withesses have consistently
testified that the EEC was not granting most-favored-nation treat-
ment to U.S. citrus exports. Is this still tﬁe administration’s position?

Secretary Burz. Well, we are trying very hard to get some com-
pensation 1n the current discussions as a result of England and Den-
mark entering the European Community, where we did have a good
market, especially in Great Britain. When they went into the Euro-
pean Community, they had to adjust their import regulations the
same as the rest of the Community. We suffered consiggrable dam-
age. Part of that was our citrus industry.

Currently in Geneva, there are discussions under so-called 24.6, a
section of the GATT agreement. We are trying to get compensation
on that and it is under negotiation at the present time.

I may say that those current discussions are of such a character
that thats’ all I care to say about the matter.

The CuarMAN. Senator Fannin points out that the administration
witnesses testified to the committee that the EEC is not granting most-
favored-nation treatment to the U.S. citrus exports. If that is the case,
he says, in view of the fact that these same officials apparently agree
that our citrus is not receiving most-favored-nation treatment, what
is your opinion of the administration requirement that no country
can receive most-favored-nation treatment from this Nation if the
United States does not receive most-favored-nation treatment from
that country ¢ In other words, by saying well, if you do not let us have
most-favored-nation treatment, then you do not get it from us.

Secretary Burz. I think Senator Fannin is asking for reciprocal
" treatment. He is absolutely correct that they do not extend most-fa-
vored-nation treatment to us on citrus, that Israel and some of the
European countries do in fact pay a lower rate than we pay. As I
say, this is one we are discussing vigorously. We are pursing it.
They will be an item in the GATT discussions and we think this is
one of the areas where the EEC nations must make serious conces-
sion to us.

The Cuamman. The question is are you going to retaliate?

Secretary Burz. So far, we have not retaliated but it always hangs
~ over their head. Very frankly, we will get to the point in 24.6 where
if we do not have progress, there will be a strong feeling for retalia-
tion of some kind.

The Cuarryan. Thank you.

Senator Hartke?

ExrorTING JOBS

Senator Harrke. There are many who are not as concerned as.
I am about exporting these jobs. I have seen over a million jobs ex-

" ‘ported in the last 10 years and I do not want to see it continue.
Please look on pages 6 and 7 of the committee print of U.S. trade



445

and balance of ;i‘ayments, in table No. 5,* which deals with jobs in

anufacturing. The real significance, I think, lies in that bottom row,
hich deals with the trade balance. Tt shows that of all the countries
volved here, the United States had a deficit of eight-tenths of a
,/billtgn or $800 million, That was last year. Germany went from—

/ S retar{lDENT. Which page are you on ¢
Sena

tor HarTke. I am on page 7, table 5, bottom line.

Secretary DEnT. Yes, sir.

Senator HArTKE. Germany in that same period of time had a sur-
lus of $26.4 billion. A substantial increase over the year before.
f the January figures on Germany’s exports are any indication—up

32 percent—Germany is going to have an even bigger surplus despite
their reevaluated currency and our two devaluations.

In France, they had a surplus of 2.6; United Kingdom, even with
all their economic problems, they had a surplus of 4.2. And Japan
had a $22 billion surplus. We exported close to $10 billion in agricul-
tural products last year. That is all very good in collecting money for
the farmers, but I am concerned about jobs which are not in the farm-
ing sector of the American enonomy. Only 5 to 6 percent of our work
force is involved in agriculture today.

Is that right, Mr. Brennan?

Secretary BRENNAN. Yes; though I think it may be a little lower. In
1973 it was 4 percent.

Secretarty Burz. May I reply to that? We have 5 or 6 percent of
our work force on farms, but when you take the related activity of
the total food and fiber business in the country, including the pro-
duction, the transporting, the exporting, we run up to almost 20
percent of our total employment, sir.

Senator Harrke. I understand that, but that does not deal with
the job creation factor in the manufacturing of items. :

: Secretary DEnT. Senator, let me address that. As I mentioned to
you, the economic policy in this country of maintaining an overvalued
dollar has forced capitﬁ investment offshore.

Senator HarTgE. When did we devalue?

Secretary DExT. We devalued last February, 10 percent. ‘
Senator Harrke. That is right, and the President said he would
never do it. '

Secretary DenT. Just a minute.

Senator HartkEe. Is that right? Did the President say he would

not devalue the dollar? And then he did. I just want to get the record . =

~ straight.

Secretary DENT. You make that record. Let me make another one.

We have maintained an overvalued dollar. Every time the question
of depreciation and capital recovery comes up, it is criticized as a
boon to the corporations, and people say don’t let them have it.

Senator Harrke. I didn’t say that.

Secretary DENT. So the investment has gone offshore. Now it has
turned around. The Department of Commerce figures show that for
1974, capital investment will be up 13 percent to $115 billion.

- Senator Harrke. How much will it be overseas?

Secretary Dent., This is U.S. investment in the United States.

Senator Harrke. How much of U.S. investment overseas?

Secretary DExT. McGraw-Hill subsequently, last Friday, brought
out their estimate of an increase of 18 percent. Now, you see, when you

*See p. 666.
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turn on the economic incentives, you are going to cause the creation
of jobs and industry and capital in this country which are going to
rovide the jobs in manufacturing that we have denied our people

+ 1n the past.

Senator Harrge. What are you giving them that you did not give

/\thg{i before?
cretary DEnT. We are giving them the opportunity to compete

offshore. Our exports went up 44 percent last year. All of that requires
plant, equipment, and jobs in this country so that we have something
available to ship offshore. We are on the offensive.

Senator Hartke. Now, wait a minute, Secretary Dent. Senator
Long has already brought this out. Since you have repeated the 44

ercent twice since I have been here, I think that is shown in chart

0. 1 of the booklet, U.S. Trade and Balance of Payments, com-
piled by this staff. You are referring to the figures on chart No. 1,
which shows an export increase of 44 percent. That becomes rather
insignificant when you go back and look at chart No. 4 because, as
Senator I{ong pointed out, most all of that increase is a price increase,
is it not

Secretary DExT. No, it certainly is not. A portion of it, in the neigh-
borhood of 27 percent, is in inflation and the rest of it is in increased
shipments. ‘

enator Hartke. How much was in manufactured goods?

Secretary Dext. Overall, I don’t have—

Senator Harrke. Eight percent out of 80 percent, and the agricul-
tural goods increase was 67 percent.

Secretary DEnT. In industry after industry on a unit basis, we
have had an increase in exports ﬁ\st year.

Senator Harrke. You had a 44 percent increase in dollar volume.
That is what you are talking about when you mention the 44 percent?

Secretary DENT. That is correct and we did not have a 44 percent
unit increase.

Senator Hartge. If this chart is correct, and I assume it is unless
you can show me to the contrary, it shows that the agricultural market,
67 percent of that was due to the price increase and 8 percent in
manufactured goods.

So in other words, that great progress you are referring to is, in my
judgment, not justified by the facts. I think that is a conclusion with-
out merit, »

Secretary Dext. In manufactured goods, this chart shows an in-
crease of 22 percent in volume. '

Senator HarTkE. That is right. T am not arguing that.

Secretary DExt. And the increase in price is 8 percent.

Senator Harrke. That is right. That is what I said. '

Secretary DENT. So that we are getting an increase in volume, which
isan increase in jobs in order to produce it.

Senator HarTkEe. Let’s go to the bottom line again on chart 5, on
table 5, page 7. The facts do not support your conclusion. You can
argue all you want to, but the facts do not support the conclusion. I
am using these facts unless you want to deny the facts.

Secretary Dext, My chart 5 is——

Senator Harrxe. I am talking about the blue book. :

Secretary DenT. I was on these long ones. You did not put your
hand out when you turned. ' S
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‘Which book is this?
Senator Harrge. I am talking about the blue book, Staff Data and
/; Materials on U.S. Trade and Balance of Payments, Committee on

;Finance, U.S. Senate, Russell B. Long, Chairman, February 26, 1974,

On pageT
p ecretary DEnT. That is correct.
_/  Stpator Harrxe. Are the figures correct ¢

Secretary Dent. I certainly accept them, but when you point out
that we did have a deficit of $800 million, I point out in return that the
incentive to invest is now before us. We are finding a large inflow of
foreign capital as well as an 18 percent increase in capital investment
in this country.

Senator HArRTKE. You are going to give me a gros ectus. I am
ﬁiving you the facts. What has been demonstrated? What has been

appening in the past 13 years, since 1960?

In that period, we went from a surplus of roughly $6 billion to a
deficit last year of $800 million and the year before of $3.4 billion.

Secretary Dent. And we would have gone further had we not gotten
the dollar on an equitable value basis. We now have the surge for capi-
tal investment that is creating construction, new plants, and produc-
tive facilities which if we maintain the competitive position of the
dollar bill, will result in jobs and exports.

Senator HarTke. I am listening to rhetoric. I would rather deal
with facts instead of rhetoric.

Now, on table 9, Mr. Brennan. That is on page 11.*

Secretary Brennan. OK. :

Senator Harrke. This chart shows those products with a rising
trade surplus trend and those products with a declining trade bal-
ance trend between 1960 and 1973. Can you tell me the domestic em-
ployment data for those categories listed on that table? And if you
cannot, can you supply them for the record ?

Secretary BrRennNaN. I could supply them, Senator. I would not

-/ have all those facts with me.

Senator Harrke. I understand that that is impossible.

Secretary Brenxan. But I will be glad to supply them.

Senator Hartke. I understand that it is not possible for you to have
that. I just ask you to supply that for the record.

Secretary BRENNAN. I will be glad to. ,

Senator Harrke. Can you tell us whether or not employment has in-
creased significantly in the computer industry, the aircraft industry,
and the chemical industry, all of which show trade surpluses?

Secretary Brennax. Yes. Again, I will give you whatever figures I
have. I do not have them with me. But I know that there has been an

" increase—in fact, we were'looking at some of the exports here in the
arca of machinery and the aircraft industry, which means employ-
ment here.

Senator Harrke. I am talking about the computer industry, the
aireraft industry, and the chemical industry.

- Secretary Brenxan. Senator, we will supply it for the record. I do

not have that handy with me, but we will supply it to you and to the
committee.

. [The following tables were subsequently supplied by Secretary
Brennan:]

*See p. 671 of this hearing.
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U.S. EMPLOYMENT IN SELECTED INDUSTRIES, 1960-73
{in thousands}
1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 1958 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973
Industries with a rising trade surplus trend:

Machi lectrical (SIC 35)1 1,479.0 1,418.6 1,493.2 1,529.3 1,609.6 1,735.3 1,910.0 1,969.6 1,965.9 2,032.6 1,982.1 1,805.3 1,864.2 2,042.0

A54. 4231 439.5 4385 4163 4363 545.2 6126 6356 599.4 4838 380.2 362.6 369.2

) (‘; ) ® (? (Sg 145.1 160.6 1828 191.2 173.4 172.0 189.9

281.8 282, 284.6  283.4  290. 303. 3145 315.5 319.4 3230 3114 3023 307.5

vehi 632.3 6817 7413 730.3 816.6 833.8 789.7 846.4 880.8 771.7 809.9 8356 913.2
Socive, cheining, and toobwear (SIC 22, 23075 24006 2358 2026 2508 2058 2077 2003 200t 2ns ks 23] b

‘extil ootwear , 347. 5 , 633, .3 2, 3 A
Ccn;ll:ﬁ'ar alectt%:is (SIC 365)7_ 106.9 1028 110.5 113.0 1183 133.4 '16L.7 1563 1535 1553 1330 130.7 '139.2 148.6

i Data includes employment in fitms producing steam, gas, and hydraulic turbine generators and
paﬁ :‘sa:d&:‘ﬁms producing certain drilling equipment and railway cranes which are not included
e data.

in
3 Does not include employment in SIC 3722, aircraft engines and engine parts as such products
vme, N;tlso m:taéncludedh in the corresponding trade data.
available. i

) Dmbin%t:d:rs'd emdgl&yment in firms producing cectain miscellaneous chemical products not
covered e data.

& After {984, does not include data on employment in SIC 3715, truck trailers and parts as such
products are not included in the corresponding trade data. Prior to 1964 separate data on truck
trailers wete not available.

¢ Data includes employment in firms producing coke and other crude products from coal, petroleum
and natural gas, pig iron and certain alloys which are not included in the trade data. Employment in
firms producing iron and steel forgings is not included while certain iron and steel forgings are
covered by the trade data.

? tncludes employment in firms producing phonograph reccrds which are not covered by the trade

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics.
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EMPLOYMENT IN CHEMICALS, COMPUTERS, AND AIRCRAFT

{In thousands)
/ 3‘ 1960 1965 1970 1971 1972 1973
. Ghemiclg (S1C 28).................. 828.2 907.8 1,049.0 1,008.2 1,002.2 1,029.5
omputers and rans SSIc 3573). ..... ('3 (2 191.2 173.4 172 0 189.9
Aircraft and parts (S1C 372).......... 621, 624, 668.7 530.8 501.1 514.0

£

1 Not available.

Note: Data in this table differs from that provided to correspond to table 9 of the staff material, *’U,S, Trade and Bal-
ance of Payments' (showing industries with increasing or declining trade balances) in the following ways: Chemicals,
This table shows employment in establishments producing basic chemicals and establishments manufacturing products
by predominantly chemical p ajor prod ‘%roups include industrial inorganic and organic chemicals, plastic and
synthetic materials, drugs, soaps and detergents, paints and agricultural chemicals, The data corresponding to table 9
included only 1 segment of this industry, SIC 281, Industrlal Inorganic and Organic Chemicals, Alrcraft and parts, This
table includes employment in establishments producing aircraft engines and parts (SIC 3722) which was not included in
the data corresponding to table 9 as that trade data did not include aircraft engines and parts.

OrperLy MARKETING

Senator Hartke. Mr. Dent, you fought for the textile quotas when
you were in the textile industry, did you not ¢

Secretary DenT. Yes, sir, I was involved with the industry.

Senator %‘IARTKE. Were you an advocate of this agreement——

Secretary DENT. I was an advocate of the agreement, yes.

Senator HArRTKE. The textile agreement ?

Secretary DenT. Right. . =~ :

Senator Harrge. I am not criticizing you. I am for it, too. I just
want you to know I am for it. I am for the steel agreement too. I
decry the fact that even though we got the Alaskan pipeline authorized
now, we are going to use Japanese steel to build it. And you know
that is true, do you not?

Secretary Brennan, you are smiling. Am I right ¢

Secretary BreENNAN, It is up there. I think one of the problems was
that we did not have the machinery to make it. That is another part

~,of the problem.

enough steel to make chains with.

.

/ Senator Hartrw. And if we continue like this we will not have

%

Secretary BRENNAN. It is the type of p:

Senator HarTke. We do not make chains

Se<1:retary BrennanN. We do not need chains. OQur people are free
people.

Senator HarTke. I think that is a good statement.

Secretary Brennan. You can use it. You won’t have to give me
anything for it. .

Senator Harrke. Secretary Dent, about the question of the textile
agreement, are you aware that the policy in the House bill makes a
so-called orderly marketing agreement—that is what the textile agree-
ment is and what I advocated in my bill—as the least preferred method
of protection, .

Secretary Den. That is correct. ‘

Senator Hartke. So if orderly marketing is good for the textile
industry, why is it not equally good for other industries which are
more seriously injured than textiles? s

Secretary DenTt. This legislation establishes, as you well know, a
whole new escape clause procedure and the delineation of the tools

?pe involved, Senator..
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which should be used as a consensus of the Congress, including the
House of Representatives, which passed the bill in its present form.

Senator Harrke. I do not think you would be surprised, would you,
if the Japancse, and others said that your textile agreement is a big
nontariff barrier and that they want that negotiated away and that

/ is bill as written by the House would give Mr. Eberle the authority

. to do*just that?

. Secretary Dent. Would you repeat that again?

N Senator Harrke. Would you be surprised that the Japanese and the
Koreans came on in and made the claim that this textile marketing
agreement is in fact a nontariff barrier and, therefore, should be
eliminated and that Mr. Eberle, under the bill, has authority to nego-
tiate that nontariff barrier away ? :

Secretary Dent. Well, of course, the legislation authorizes negotia-
tion which encompass the full range of trading matters.

Senator Harrke. I didn’t notice that there are only 5 minutes. We
have some further questions, it says here, which we will not ask at this
time, but we will submit to the witnesses in writing and ask them to
supply answers for the record.

‘WueaT Prioes

Secretary Butz, let me ask you about wheat. We are paying double
for bread, the Russians are paying the same. Is that right? ~ :

Secretary Burz. Senator, you obviously have been victimized by
the American Bakers Association. -

Senator Harrke. All right, answer that one for the record.

[The following information was subsequently submitted for the
record :] )

The U.S. consumer is not paying double for bread.

The average retail price of a one-pound loaf of white bread has increased
9 cents in the last five years to the present price of 31.9 cents.

. The farm value of wheat in that same one-pound loaf of bread is 8 cents, The
other 24 cents consists of non-wheat ingredients, but mostly of labor, transporta-
tion, storage, taxe., and the like,

Senator Hartke. The committee is recessed until 10 a.m. tomorrow.
[Whereupon, at 5:10 p.m., the committee was adjourned, to recon-
vene Thursday, March 7, 1974, at 10 a.m.] ’
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THURSDAY, MARCH 7, 1974

U.S. SenatE,
CoMMITTEE ON FINANOE,
Washington, D.C.

The committee met, pursuant to recess, at 10 a.m., in room 2221,
Dirlgﬁqn Senate Office Building, Senator Russell B. Long (chairman)
presiding. ‘

Preserﬁ,: Senators Long, Talmadge, Hartke, Fulbright, Ribicoff,
Byrd, Jr., of Virginia, Nelson, Gravel, Bentsen, Bennett, Curtis, Fan-
nin, Hansen, Dole, and Roth.

The CrzaikmMaN. The committee will come to order.

This morning we are honored by the presence of the man who per-
haps better than most understands the interrelationships between in-
ternational economics and international politics. Dr. Kissinger has per-
formed brilliantly as a National Security Advisor and Secretary of
State. He is a peacemaker, a man with a mission in very difficult times.

The economies of all consuming nations are directly threatened by
the oil producing cartel of nations, the Organization of Petroleum
Exporting Countries, and its price gouging tactics. Under this pres-
sure, old alliances seem to be deteriorating, and the future is uncertain.

During such times, we are fortunate to hear testimony from the indi-
vidual who is the architect of our Government’s foreign policy and who
bears the primary burden of ending present frictic..s and building a
more stable world political and economic system. We expect him to
tell us how he believes trade legislation fits into the current legislation.

Dr. Kissinger, we are especially pleased to have you here with us
this mominF. It is not often the committee has the opportunity to
hear from the Secretary of State, a Nobel Laureate, and a Harvard
professor all in the same morning. [ General laughter.]

STATEMENT OF HON. HENRY A. KISSINGER, SECRETARY OF

STATE, ACCOMPANIED BY AMBASSADOR WILLIAM D. EBERLE,

. SPECIAL REPRESENTATIVE FOR TRADE NEGOTIATIONS, AND
LINWO00OD HOLTON, ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF STATE

ForeioN Poricy Aspects or THE Trape Rerorm Acrt

Secretary Kiesinger. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

With your permission I shall devote my opening remarks today
primarily to the foreign policy aspects of the Trade Reform Act,
which is now before your committee, This emphasis reflects my firm
conviction that the world political order for years to come will be pro-

(451)



452

foundly influenced by how we manage our trade and economic
relations.

This administration has, from its beginning, sought to create the
conditions necessary to move us from an era of confrontation to a sus-
tained era of peace and international stability. Détente between East
and West has been a part of a wider design, a design which, beause
of the growing reality of interdependence, seeks to build a cooperative
approach in the political and economic reiationship among the indus-
trialized democratic powers of North America, Western Europe, and
Japan, a design which confronts the issues involved in the relation-
ship between the developed and developing countries, and encompasses
the new challenges inherent in the energy crisis, the development of the
resources of the oceans, and the preservation of the environment in an
age of rapid industrialization.

The key to our success will be the ability of governments to nego-
tiate expeditiously, and to resolve issues in a firm and definitive way.
The United States must pursue its national interests, as must others.
But our national interest requires flexibility in negotiating agreements
that provide benefits to all parties. To do otherwise is to return to the
days of unrestricted competition and unrestrained hostility—to the
policies of the thirties which led to a collapse of world order.

For almost three decades the major trading nations—having learned
the lessons of the past—have sought to open their markets to one an-
" other on a reciprocal basis. The negotiations have been difficult and
time consuming, but the results have been important both in economic
and in political terms.

The benefits of a prosperous multilateral trading relationship con-
stitute a cornerstone of the open and cooperative political approach
that has largely characterized our relationship with the advanced
industrializeﬁenations of the West since the end of the Second World
War. Growing economic interdependence has been at the heart of the
broader community of interest that we have committed ourselves to
vindicate and to preserve. A breakdown in trading relations and a
drift into competing trade blocs would seriously jeopardize what both
of our political parties have so long sought—a world that recognizes
that it has an overwhelming stake in peace, and that competition is
preferable to conflagration.

Since the trade bill was introduced into the Congress some 11 months
aﬁo, the international trading system has confronted its most severe
challenge. As a consequence of the energy crisis, nations have been in-
creasingly tempted to resolve their problems unilaterally—to make bi-
lateral deals and impose protectionist measures. ‘

This cannot be our preferred course. As the strongest nation in
the noncommunist world we have a duty to exercise responsible leader-
ship; our aim must be concerted action by all major trading nations,
acting in the common interest. I have every confidence that if we pro-
vide the leadership of which we are capable, we can reverse the tend-
encies toward bilateralism. A case in point is the recent energy con-
ference held in Washington last month. At that conference 11 other
countries—including our major trading partners—joined with us in
chartin% a multilateral course of action—a course which we believe will
meett);lbo h the immediate and the longer-term challenges of the energy
problem.
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The energy situation is an example of the more general need for a
ultilateral approach to trade issues. While trade negotiations offi-
ially opened lgst; September in Tokyo, they cannot, be conducted seri-
usly until the United States Government has authority to negotiate
n\the substantive issues. The actual and potential trade disturbances
of the energy situation are urgent, and we need the authority contained
in the trade bill if we are to achieve a negotiated, concerted response.
o The oil situation also raises the more general question of the relation-
ship between raw materials producers and consumers. Past trade nego-
tiations have largely been concerned with access to export markets,
rather than access to vital raw materials. As a result, existing interna-
tioiidl trading rules deal inadequately with the conditions governin
~ ~ such access. In the trade negotiations before us we intend to deal with
the issue of bringing export restrictions, as well as import restrictions,
under agreed forms of international discipline.
We and other industrialized nations are growing increasingly de-
. pendent on the raw material resources of the developing countries. At
the same time, the developing countries are heavily dependent on
raw material and manufactured exports for the growth of their own
economies. Their concerns were brought home to me with considerable
force during my meeting last month in Mexico City with the Foreign
Ministers of our Latin American neighbors. They believe that assured
access to the markets of the industrialized countries is essential to the
achievement of their economic goals. Because of the economic inter-
dependence of the developed and developing countries we have placed
heavy emphasis on the need to expand the I%orth-South flow of trade.
One such measure is the extension of a system of generalized tariff
preferences to developing countries. Although most other devel-
oped countries have a]reaﬁy put such sysicms into effect, the United
States does not yet have the legal authority to do so. Hence I consider
the authority provided under title V essential.
/ - To recapitulate, we would use the powers contained in the Trade

Act to achieve the following :

A mutual reduction of trade barriers among industrialized countries.

A joint response by industrialized countries to the aspirations of
developing countries which require the expansion of exports to sus-
tain their development programs.

A normalization of trade relations between the United States and
the countries of Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union.

- ‘A new start on emerging trade issues that are not covered under the
present trade rules and procedures.
~=  Finally the preservation and enhancement of a global, multilateral
economic relationship, and the dampening of tendencies toward dis-
crimipatory arrangements among selected groups of countries.

For 8 years the U.S. Government has been without authority to
negotiate flexibly to avoid trade problems and to take advantage of
new trade opportunities. The upcoming GATT negotiations provide
us with a framework for the resolution of bilateral disputes and the
development of new opportunities.

Let me now turn to a more detailed discussion of one particularly
vexing aspect of our trade strategy : The normalization of commercial

__relations with the Soviet Union. ‘ ' -
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The most painful aspect of this debate—for me personally and for

. many others in this administration—centers around the question of

/ respect for human rights in the Soviet Union.
R his is not a dispute between the morally sensitive and the morally
£ obtuse. It is, rather, a problem of choosing between alternatives,
/ '\ I do not oppose the objective of those who wish to use trade policy
- affect the evolution of Soviet society ; it does seem to me, however,
= that they have chosen the wrong vehicle and the wrong context. We
cannot accept the principle that our entire foreign policy—or even an
essential component of that policy such as a normalization of our trade
relations—should be made dependent on the transformation of the
Soviet domestic structure. ;

I say this with some anguish, since both as an historian and as one
whose own origins make him particularly conscious of the plight of
minority groups, I would prefer that we could do otherwise.

Let us remember that we seek détente with the Soviet Union for one
overwhelming reason: Both countries have the capability to destro
each other—and most of the rest of the world in the process. Thus, bot
of us have an overriding obligation to do all in our power to prevent
such as catastrophe. -

Détente, as we see it, is not rooted in agreement on values; it be-
comes above all necessary because each side recognizes that the other
is a potential adversary In a nuclear war. To us, détente is a process
of managing relations with a potentially hostile country in order to
preserve peace while maintaining our vital interests. In a nuclear age,
this is, in itself, an objective not without moral validity—it may, in-
deed, be the most é)rofound imperative of all.

- Détente is found on a frank recognition of basic differences. Precise-
ly because we are conscious that these differences exist, we have sought
to channel our relations with the U.S.S.R. into a more stable frame-

: work—a structure of interrelated and interdependent agreements. For-

\ ward movement in our relations must be on a broad front so that groups
and indivdiuals in both countries will have a vested interest in the
maintenance of peace and growth of a stable international order.

Since détente 1s rooted in a recognition of differences—and based on
the prevention of disaster—there are sharp limits to what we can insist
qun as part of this relationship. We have a right to demand respon-
sible international behavior from the U.S.S.R.; we did not hesitate to
make this clear during the Middle East crisis and at other crisis points..

. We also have a right to demand that agreements we sign are observed
in good faith., ‘
ut with respect to basic changes in the Soviet system, the issue is not
whether we condone what the 17.S.8.R. does internally; it is whether
and to what extent we can risk other objectives—and especially the.
building of a structure for peace—for these domestic chan%es. I believe
that we cannot, and that to do so would obscure, and in the long run
defeat, what must remain our overriding objective—the prevention of
nuclear war. . '

These considerations take on added force if we place trade and eco-
nomic relations with the U.S.S.R. in the perspective of the past few
years, When this administration assumed office it was under great pres-
sure to relax restrictions upon East-West trade. Arguments at that
time—when our trading position with other parts of the world was
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- deteriorating and our friends in other industrialized countries were
moving energetically into Eastern markets—emphasized not only the
nomic benefits, but also stressed that expanded trade would im-

" prove relations where diplomacy had failed to do so. _
i The administration then took the view—which it has never aban-
ned—that intensified trade should grow out of a generally imf)roved
'/re ionship-—in short, that our relations with the Ugg.S.R. should pro-
«  ceedlon a broad front. We were often criticized for failing to move fast
enough on trade, for linking trade to other international develop-
ments, and for ciepriving the U.S. business community of lucrative
opportunities. Not once during that whole period did anyone raise
questions about the relationship of trade to the Soviet domestic system. -

The administration pursued its strategy with determination despite
the pressures to which it was subjected. It was only after the 1972
summit-meeting that the President determined that trade could rea-
sonably be expanded. By that time we were on the way to a Vietnam
settlement, Berlin had been the subject of a major formal agreement,
the first SALT agreements had been completed, a set of principles set-
ting standards for United States-Soviet relations had been signed at
the summit, a series of bilateral cooperation agreements in a wide field
of activities had been signed and were in process of implementation.
In sum, both in substance and tone the United States-Soviet relation-

- ship had undergone significant change and a process of normalization
committing the top leaders on both sides had been well initiated. In this
setting, the gradual transformation of trading relationships was a logi-
cal step that could serve to provide additional incentives for main-
taining the course which both sides had set for themselves.

The Moscow summit communique clearly indicated that the normal-
ization of trading relationships would be an important task in the
months ahead. W\%wn the President reported to the Congress imme-

.. diately upon his return from Moscow he explained his philosophy and

" purposes, and discussed the accomplishments of the visit. In none of

-/ the commentaries on the Moscow summit was there any significant op-
position voice raised against the course we were pursuing in the eco-
nomic sphere. It seemed to command the most widespread understand-
ing and approval. Certainly, the question of the Soviet domestic struc-
ture was not cited as an obstacle to the processes we had set in motion.
Thus to bring the issue to the fore now will involve profound questions
of whether we ne%otiated in good faith.

This explains the administration’s concern with title IV of the trade
bill as it now stands.

Title IV will give the President authority to extend most-favored-
nation treatment—that is nondiscriminatory tariff treatment—-to
countries not now enjoying that status. This is not a privilege; it is
the removal of a discriminatory aspect of our policy without which
we cannot claim to be moving toward more normal trading relations

~ with these countries. The extension of nondiscriminatory tariff treat-
 ment would, for some time to come, have only a modest impact on
Soviet exports to the United States, which are largely raw materials
not now subject to substantial tariffs.
. Thus, the major impact of the continued denial of MFN status to
the Soviet Union would be political, not economic, MFN was with-
drawn in 1951 largely as a political act. Our unwillingness to remove -
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this diserimination now would call into question our intent to move
toward an improved relationship. It would jeopardize a moderate
evolution in all areas, including the Middle East, 1t would prevent the
implementation of the United States-Soviet trade agreement, as well
as the Lend-Lease accord—involving repayment of over $700 million
to the United States. Let me now turn to the question of credit.

The Export-Import Bank now extends credits to U.S. businesses
exporting to the Soviet Union and some Eastern European countries.
These credits are granted under terms and conditions equally appli-
cable to all countries. The amendment to title IV relating to emigra-.
tion would effectively preclude further credits to the Soviet Union
and most Eastern European countries. h

These credits are primarily for the benefit of the United States.
Other industrialized Western countries have. been e d in ag-
gressively selling machinery and equipment to the Soviet Union for

~some years, They are able—through the support of their govern-
ments—to offer attractive credit terms as part of their sales effort.
American business must have similar support from us if it is to cap-
ture a growing ;t))ce)rtion of this expanding market. .

Concern has been expressed that Export-Import loans will be
uncritically extended in massive amounts. This is not true. Each loan
application is examined on its merits and receives the same detailed
scrutiny as all other loans. Each must be judged to serve the purpose of
promoting, in a legitimate way, American exports, and to satisfy the
assurances of repayment which the Bank requires. Credits agli)roved
by the Export-Import Bank to date total some $450 million. Most of
these are relatively modest in size, with the exc%gtion of the $154
million in loans for the Kama River truck plant. We understand the
legitimate concerns Congress would have about any lending program
of a magnitude significantly larger than is customary for the Export-
Import Bank. We would, therefore, carefully examine projects of this
size and give due attention to the security, political, and economic
factors involved.

~ We are aware, of course, that the intended purpose of this amend-
ment is not to grevent the extension of nondiscriminatory status or to
prohibit all credits to the U.S.S.R. but to assist those whose wish to emi-
grate from the Soviet Union has been frustrated. Yet, in practical
terms, I believe the amendment would prevent the extension of non-
discriminatory tariff treatment to the Soviet Union and several other
countries. For these reasons, we are opposed to this amendment and to
title IV as it has emerged from the House.
The amendment, if adopted, will almost certainly prove counter-
%roductlve: It will not enhance emigration. It may stop it altogether.
he experience of the past 5 years demonstrates that as our relations
with the Soviet Union 1mprove, emigration rises as well. Over the past
B years, there have been breakthroughs in Soviet emigration practices
unimaginable during the years of confrontation. In March 1978, the
President was assured by Soviet authorities that current emigration
policy, which had brought about a siemificant increase in the rate of
emigration, would be continued indefinitely. The President was also
- assured that the “education tax” would be waived across-the-board.
In 1968, some 400 Jews were permitted to emigrate from the Soviet
Union, Some 38,500 Soviet Jews arrived in Israel during 1973, putting
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the total for 1969-73 over the 81,000 mark. I must also stress that most
the Soviet commitments to the President have been thus far met.

To be sure, the present emigration picture is not as bright as we

uld like; it has never been our view that the status quo is satisfac-

y. The administration of Soviet emigration policy often seems ar-

itrary. Some 1,300 individuals currently in the U.S.S.R. have been

denied permission to emigrate to Israel. But the basic fact remains

«;  that as we have moved from confrontation to negotiation, emigration

has increased from the sporadic trickle of the 1960’ to a relatively
steady flow of some 2,500 a month in the 1970,

The issue before us is not adequately expressed by setting “economic
détente” against “moral détente.” The basic issue is how best to move
from our present situation to a safer, freer, and more humane world
while at the same time bringing important economic and politicai
benefits to the United States.

We ask the Congress for responsible consideration of how we can
give substance to our ideals without jeopardizing other interests in
which human values—and, indeed, perhaps humanity itself—are also
at stake. At this moment in the evolution of world affairs—a moment
fraught with promise as well as danger—we ask the Congress for its
support in building a progressive world and contributing toward a
lasting é)eace. :

The CaarmMaN, Thank you, Mr. Secretary. .

I would propose that each Senator be limited to 7 minutes the first
time he interrogates the Secretary of State, and thereafter we will try
to go by a 10-minute rule.

PossmsrLe Vero oF Brun 1n Present ForMm .

Mr. Secretary, if the bill reached the President’s desk in its present
. form, would you recommend that he sign it or veto it?

Secretary KissiNGer. In its present form ¢

The CuARMAN. As it is today, coming from the House.

Secretary Krssinaer. It would give us a very, very serious dilemma,
because we require the provisions of the agreement for the conduct of
our negotiations. At the same time, I believe that the bill as it has
emerge% from the House would do serious and %erhaps irreparable
damage to our relations with the Soviet Union. I would think very
seriously about recommending a veto.

Lo
‘ RuODESIAN CHROME

The Caamman. Now, Mr. Secretary, I believe this administration
recommended that we should not buy chrome from Rhodesia in line
with a United Nations resolution. %Ve import 100 percent of our
chrome, if I understand the situation correctly, and the only other
place to obtain chrome imports is the Soviet Union,

Is that your understanding ¢ X

Secretary Kissinager. No, I think chrome is also available in South
Africa and some other countries, and we also have a large stockpile
of chrome in our stockpile program. - L

The Cramman, Then you do not believe that chrome is a particular
problem with regard to this measure? ‘

- Seoretary Kissinoer. No, I do not.

H
i
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EvuroreaNs SEEN MoviNG UNILATERALLY

The Cramman. Now, the Euros)ean\Communit 7 unilaterally issued
a communication on March 4 which sent the Y ashington Energ;
Conference spirit of cooperation up in smoke. The Arab nations could
well conclude that Europe is not interested in working with the United
States on a multilateral approach to the oil problem, but is interested
in securing its own selfish advantage through bilateral deals. '

This has been the history of European trade policy for a number of
years. .

Why should we enter into multilateral negotiations with our Euro-
pean friends under these circumstances?

- This committee could be working on other things like health insur-
ance legislation, tax reform and various other things concerning the
American peopfe, and I would wonder whether we should be goin
through the process of hearing 150 witnesses and marking up this bil
to send Mr. Eberle, sitting beside you at the table, to negotiate with
the Europeans if the Europeans seem only interested in advancing
their own selfish interests.

Secretary KissiNoer. First, we believe very strongly that the inter-
dependence of nations is a fact of the contemporary period, and that
to the extent that nations seek their advantage through forming
restrictive trading blocs or bilateral arrangements re, ardin% raw ma-
terials and supplies they will in the long run damage themselves, They
will certainly damage the longrun international prospects for peace.

As I pointed out at the Washington Energy Conference, if for
example, with respect to access to oil, the United States is forced into
a bilateral competitive situation, there is no question that we have
considerably more assets in conducting such a competition than any
other nation or group of nations. Neverthless, the end result of this
beggar-thy-neighbor policy would be economic disruption and the
breakup of the world into hostile blocs.

We therefore believe that we must make every effort to achieve
multilateral solutions to these problems and bring about economically
and politically a structure in the world in which the reality of inter-
def)endence can be given an expression. It is for this reason that we
believe that this Trade Reform Act is necessary to give the United
States the tools to bring about the world that I have described.

Now, it is true that we are concerned, and we have publicly said so,
about the methods that were used in developing this cooperation agree-
ment for oil, or rather this plan for a cooperation agreement. We
believe that on matters of grave importance there should be formal
consultation between the United States and its European allies of the
nature that we conduct within NATO, not in order to give the United
Statfs a veto, but to give the United States an opportunity to express
its views. ' ‘

However, the decision that was made on March 4th represents a
program. In the implementation of this program there are many
opportunities for close consultation. The United States will be pre-

" pared to consult with the European Community and the way is still

en for a cooperative relationship within the framework of the
principles of the Washington Conference.
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We would only very reluctantly come to the conclusion that the

plement it, and in order to do this we need this Trade Reform Act.

Qultilatera] approach is not useful. We will make a major effort to

ENERGY SELF-SUFFICIENCY

/ The Cuamrman. Now, Mr. Secretary, from the point of view of an

<t
W
e

“impact of situations such as the one that develope

all-out believer in free trade, we ought to be buying a great deal of oil
from the Near East because they can produce it more cheaply. It will
cost us at least $500 billion, either by direct Government investments
or more hopefully by private investments to regain energy self-
sufficiency and the capacity to meet our energy requirements in this
country.

Do you believe even that if the embargoes are lifted that this Nation
should nevertheless forge ahead making the domestic investments re-
quired to restore this country to energy self-sufficiency ?

Secretary Kissinger. I believe that even if the embargo is lifted
the United States should proceed with Project Independence, which
is not only of benefit to the United States, but it is also of benefit to
the rest of the world in easing the pressures on supply and easing the

g ast year. So we
strongly support the continuation of this program even when the
embargo is lifted.

The Cuairman. Well, it is clear now that the price we are going to
have to pay for energy we import is sufficiently high to bring on a
significant amount of domestic production, although the price of im-
pgrtct(ii oil bears little or no relation to what it costs to produce oil
abroad.

Secretary Krssinaer. We think that the price of energy will prob-
ably have to come down. But I think we can still produce it econom-
ically here at competitive prices.

The CuammaN. My time has expired, so I -vill go to Senator -

almadge.
U.S. Acttons AcaINsT RHODESIA

Senator TaLmapee. Mr. Secretary, you have made a very eloquent
plea in opposition to the so-called Jackson amendment. Your basic
argument 1s that the Jackson amendment tries to prescribe hurhan
individual rights in the Soviet Union.

And yet, are we not doing exactly that with Rhodesia?

Secretary Kissinaer. Well, the issue of Rhodesia involves also the
question of the recognition of the government, of the legitimacy of the
government there and of their proclamation of self-government so
that the legal issue as between Rhodesia and the Soviet Union is some-
what different.

Sensgtor TaLmance. Is your response, then, that the action against
Rhodesia is predicated upon the legitimacy of their government and
not the way that government treats its citizens?

Secretary Kissinoer. And on the decision of the United Nations.
Now, one has to add one other consideration, Of course, there is a point
bevond which the actions of government may so offend concepts of
international morality that it would be impossible not to take action.
I am not applying this to Rhodesia or any other case. But if one looks

.-
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at the situation of, say, Germany in the 1930’ if a country had gas
chambers one could not simply write this off on the grounds of non-
interference in domestic affairs. So this is a judgment that has to be
made from case to case.
Senator TarmapeE. Did not the United Nations and our Government
take action against Rhodesia before they separated from England?
Secretary Kissinger. Did our Government take action?
Senator TALMADGE. Yes.
Secretary Kissinorr. Against Rhodesia ?
Senator Tararapck. Yes.
Secretary Kissinger. I frankly would have to look into this. I cannot
remember.
a dSenator Tarmapce. I am not certain, but my recollection is that we
id. : -
Secretary KissiNoer. I do not think so. I do not know what status
we would have had. But let me not answer that flatly. I will look into it.
[The following was subsequently submitted for the record:]

THE SECRETARY OF STATE,
Washington, March 23, 1974.
Hon. Russerr B. Loxag,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEear Senator Loxe: In my March 7 appearance before your com-
mittee, Senator Talmadge asked whether the United States or the
United Nations had taken any actions against Rhodesia prior to the
Smith regime’s unilateral declaration of independence on Novem-
ber 11, 1965. ,

We have looked into this question and find that economic sanctions
were adopted by ncither the United- Nations nor the United States
until after the unilateral declaration of independence. The United
States did, however, deny certain requests by the Rhodesian regime
to purchase military equipment prior to that time.

Please let me know if I can be of any more assistance in connection
with this matter.

Best regards, ‘
Henry A. KIsSINGER.

Senator TaLmapce. Tt seems to me that we are applying one standard
to a country that is powerful and a different standard to a country that
ig relatively weak.

Secretary Krssinoer, Well, of course, as I pointed out, there is the
question of compliance with the U.N. resolution, and I also pointed out
that there is a special obligntion and recessity in dealing with the
Soviet Union produced by the capacity of both of our countries to
destroy humanity in a nuclear war, and therefore the need to develop
rules of condnct that wonld reduce that danger. So in that sense there
is merit in what you say.

Risrva Costs or Furn Iarorts

Senator Taraancr. Now. Mr. Seeretary, T have read a number of
articles which state that by the vear 1980 even using the old nrices for
imported energy before the recent price increase—we would be spend-
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ing something on the order of $20 billion a year to import fuel in this
country. Frankly, I see no way on the face of the earth that we could
carn that much foreign exchange and translating that into present
ues using increased prices I would assume that would be $60 to $80
lion a year. . )
ecretary KissiNGer. At least.
nator Taratance. Do you concur in the thought that there is no
< Wag n earth we could ever earn that much foreign exchange?
ecretary KissiNger. I believe that certainly, at present oil prices,
the impact on the world economy is bound to be disastrous. Ever
country will have a high incentive to restrict imports and to pus
exports, and that by definition is impossible. And that is one reason
wo called the Washington Energy Conference. We believe that a dis-
cussion first among consumers and then among consumers and pro-
‘ducers is absolutely essential, because the present economic structure
of energy will, in the long term, be disastrous to the producers as well
as to the consumers.

Senator Tarmapce. I applaud the February conference that you
called of the oil consuming nations to try to do something about this—
I do not know if I can call it by the real name—highway robbery that
the oil producing nations are imposing on us at the present time. Yet,
I see that France scems to be going ite separate way to resolve the
problem bilaterally.

How can we deal with them in one way when we are also trying to
get collective action?

Secretary Kissinoer, Well, as I have pointed out Senator, the deci-
sion was taken essentially unilaterally. Let me expzlain this because [
see in the newspapers theve is a great debate over whether or not we
were informed. Weo have now and then leaked documents by subordinate
foreign officials which give us a general picture of what may be

++ planned, but the U.S. Government cannot take a position on the basis
/f a document that is handed to it surreptitiouslly when there is no
Y

mechanism for consultation. ,

It isalso true that in a very vague and general way we were told some
" of the ideas, but between being told an item in a vague and general
way and being given a concrete program and an opportunity to com-
ment on it, there is a very wide gap. We were never shown the com-
munigue or told the major substance of it in a systematic way in a time
period when our reaction could possibly affect the decisions. That is
#  the nature of our complaint. Now, while the decision has been taken
unilaterally, it does not mean that it has to be implemented uni-
laterally, and we will be prepared to engage in consultation with the
Europeans as they pursue a course which affects not only our economic
interests, but may affect also the prospects of stability and peace in the

Middle East area. ‘

If this proves impossible, then we will have to make our own ar-
rangements. But we do not fear for our competitive position in those
arrangements, )

We would prefer to proceed multilaterally and in the spirit of the
Washington Energy Conference, and the road to that is still open.

Senator TarmapGk. I have read articles that indicate the Arabs are

: gﬁtting something on the order of $50 billion-plus this year for their
- OlL
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‘What are they going to do with all that money ¢ L

Secretary Kissinaer. Well, this is one of the subjects that will have
to be discussed either in bilateral discussions or in the multilateral
framework that we have proposed. It is a very serious problem of how
they can invest this money, what the impact on international liquidity
- and the international financial situation is. And I do not believe that
they know exactly what to do with this money. We would be prepared
in any negotiations, either on a bilateral or on a multilateral basis, to
explore with them means of constructive uses of that money.

enator TALmapge. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My time has expired.
The CrairMAN. Senator Bennett ?

NEeEp For IMMEDIATE CONSIDERATION OF BILL

Senator BENNETT. Mr. Secretary, I am going to confine my ques-
tions basically to a couple of sentences in your statement, and I will
read it back to you:

While trade negotiations officlally opened last September in Tokyo, they
cannot be conducted seriously until the United States Government has author-
ity to negotiate on the substantive issues, The actual and potential trade
disturbances of the energy situation are urgent, and we need the authority
contained in this trade bill if we are to achieve a negotiated, concerted response.

So I am concerned about the time pattern in which this committee
may operate. I-hear, occasionally, proposals that consideration of the
bill be spun out so that we do not vote on it until after election, or
maybe until next year.

ow serious would this be?

Secretary Kissinger. Senator, I think it would be very unfortunate.

We need this authority as quickly as possible to reach the objectives
that were described in my statement, and I would therefore strongly
urge the committee not to spread out its deliberations.

Senator BENNETT. Well, can you give us any specific ideas or ideas
of specific damages that would be done ?

‘We have got the Tokyo negotiations. We have got the situation on
oil in the Miﬁ?lle East.

Can you give us any specifics that would urge us to proceed with
more speed ¢

Secretary Kissinger. Well, we are now hamstrung with negotiations

- in respect to export subsidies, in respect to some of the trends that
were alluded to in previous discussions, because we do not have the
requisite authority. In our dealings with those Europeans, for example,
who preferred the multilateral pattern to the bilateralism that is devel-
oping, great attention is paid on their part to our ability to enter
these negotiations as soon as possible. And therefore I believe that
these tendencies toward bilateralism, the building of blocs, and the
subsidization of exports, would gain ever more momentum while we
were in a sense paralyzed by the absence of requisite authority.

U.S.S.R. EaiararioN Poricies

Senator Bennerr, Turning to the question of title IV in the bill,
) what if any do you think would be the effect on the emigration policy
: of the Soviet Union ? ‘
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Would they hold that in abeyance waiting for us to act, or would
hey continue ?
r would we in effect srovide an opportunity for continuing emi-
ation just simply by holding off action on the bill ¢
Secretary Kissinger. I think that the best way to assure the continu-
ation of emigration is to pass the bill in a form that makes it possible
to extend most-favored-nation treatment to the Soviet Union. We be-
lieve that this can be achieved by reformulation of the Vanik amend-

~ment on which we are prepared to work with the appropriate Senators.

In the absence of this, I believe that emigration from the Soviet
Union would be severely restricted, if not ended altogether.

Toxyo NEGOTIATIONS

Senator BENNETT. How long after we pass the bill will the Tokyo

" negotiations ﬁet underway seriously in your opinion ?

:

ecretary KissiNeER. My understanding is that within 60 days after
the bill is passed.
Senator BENNETT. I have no further questions, Mr, Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Hartke?

JACKSON AMENDMENT ,

Senator HARTKE. Mr. Secretary, Senator Long asked you whether or
not you would veto the bill in its present form, and I gathered from
what you said that you were not sure.

Isthat a fair interpretation?

I am specifically referring to the Jackson amendment on the most-
favored-nation status.

Secretary Kissineer. I would suspect that if the President asked
my opinion today I would be inclined to recommend a veto.

Senator HARTKE. You have earned a reputation for being an effective
negotiator, and I think you do deserve this reco%?ition. You have been
very successful in formulating compromises in the Middle East and in
Vietnam. Thus, you understand fully the give and take which is re-
quired to successfully bring disagreeing parties together.

Do you think that if artcle 4 of this bill, the so-called most-favored-
nation Jackson-Vanik amendment, was modified so as to give the
recipient nations of most favored nation within a specified period of
time, rather than the present amendment which says show me first and
then we will give you most-favored-natiefi-treatment, that such a com-
promise would be acceptable to the administration and thereby not
agitate the spirit of détente and at the same time insure that we would
be living within the framework of the U.S. Bill of Rights?

In other words, to give a balance somewhere between the present
situation, suppose that title I'V, section 2 is modified to say that for 120
days the Soviet Union would be given the benefit of the doubt. After

~ all, this country has always given the benefit of doubt to an individual
~_before they say they are guilty. And to find out whether or not we can

proceed on that basis, and then that there is evidence that the countries
which receive the benefit were allowed to emigrate, in such event the
President could proceed in that fashion and if he found out there was

- 'not good faith compliance, then under such circumstance the extension
- of most-favored-nation treatment would be withdrawn. In other

80220 O - 74 - pt.3 - 7
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words, would that accomplish maybe the same purposes that are being
attempted to be accomplished by the Jackson amendment, but alleviate
gomo of the tension that exists at the present time? o
Secretary Kissixarr. Senator, first of all, we will approach our dis-
ussion with the Senate, with this committee, with an attitude of com-
gromise and with the recognition that manfr considerations have to
e balanced, and with the view also that all of the moral concerns
expressed in these amendments have great validity. So we would be
concerned with the result much more than the procedure.

I have not had a chance to study all the possible compromises that
might be made. At first blush 120 days seems a little short. But, I do
want to say that we are prepared to talk to those who have expressed
their concern in these amendments to see whether we can strike a bal-
anco between their objectives and our needs, and we would do that
with an opeii mind.

Senator HARTKE. Are you saying that if we formulated language
that would preserve détente yet would promote the rights of individ-
uals to emigrate freely as under that prescribed by the U.N. Bill of
Rights, you would be willing to compromise on this issue? This would
not be a compromise of principle, but a compromise of approach,
would it not ¢

Secretary KissiNoer. As long as we can achieve the reality of most-
favored-nation treatment, we would approach this with an attitude
of taking into account the principles expressed in these amendments.

Senator Harrke. Would you be adverse to making a suggestion to
this committee of some approach or language which -could reconcile
gm}?tti?g of MFN treatment and preserving individual emigration
rights :

Sceretary Kissinaer. Weil, T have had some informal talks already
with Senator Jackson, and what I would like to do with the agreement
of this committee is perhaps have some informal talks first with some
of the sponsors of the amendments to see what we could come up with,
rather than have me present an administration position. I would like
to seo whether we can come up with an agreed position between the
two sides, and if then the committee would entertain a proposal I would
be very hapﬁy to submit it.

Senator HarTke. If, Mr. Secretary, you intend to recommend a veto
of this trade legislation because of article IV, then I assert that the
continuation of these hearings would be an exercise in futility unless
we can surmourt the impasse. Mr. Secretary, you imply that granting
MPFN treatment to the U.S.S.R. is the pivotal factor in maintaining or
recreating a détente with the Soviet {;nion and that without détente
we risk the threat of mutual nuclear destruction. I am not as much of an
alarmist as you are. I do not believe that the Soviet Union wants to de-
stroy us and I know we do not want to destroy them. Even if we do
not grant them most-favored-nation treatment, I do not believe that
they are going to unleash a nuclear war. T

Secretary Kissinaeg. I do not think, either, that a nuclear war will
follow from nonadoption of title IV. _ '

Senator Hartre. Well, that seems to be the implication of your
gtatement. T do not want the public to be afraid-that we would all have
to build bomb shelters again if the Congress does not grant MFN
treatment to the Soviet Union. '

H
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One thing that does concern me is the apparent beligf that we can
obtain political stability by making economic concessions. I do not
tﬂi:‘:ﬁ ?t at this is a legitimate negotiating technique. What do you
thi

.Secretary Kissinaer. I do not believe we can achieve political sta-
bility only by economics. I think we can achieve political stability on
a broad range of issues, which then leave a network of things which
(\inll make it more difficult to upset stability. Economics alone will not

o it

The CrairmaN. Senator Curtis?

AMERICAN Farm Economy

Senator Ccrris. Mr. Secretary, we are delighted you are here. As a
Senator from a farm State I want to express my gratitude to President
Nixon, to yourself and to Secretary Butz for the trade policies that you
have inaugurated and ~arried out. For many decades the American
farm economy has been behind the nonfarm economy. They have not
shared in the prosperity. Their income has been about 80 percent of the
nonfarm economy. For the first time in all these years for the crops
that have been particularly involved in our foreign exports, such as
grain, sorghum grain, corn, wheat, soybeans, and the like, we have had
the first adequate prices in decades. And it has saved the American
taxpayer considerable money because our budget for agriculture is
way down. It was about 4 percent of the national budget, and this
next year it is going to be less than 1 percent.

I want to be on record as expressing my gratitude for these policies.

Ex-IM Bank LoaNns

Now, you made reference in your statement that the Ex-Im Bank
loans are for the benefit of the United States.

Would you elaborate on that just a little bit ¢

Secretary Kissinaer. Well, these loans make it possible for the U.S.
exporters to compete with the exporters from other countries that
supply similar facilities, and so they are in this sense in the economit:
interest of the United States, They are given on specific terms, they
are evaluated in the case of each loan.

Senator Curtis. Well, is it not also true that the rules and the law
under which the Export-Import Bank operate provide that the ma-
terials and services which they are financing must be obtained in the
United States?

Secretary Kissinakr. That is correct.

Senator Curtis, The Export-Import Bank was set up not as a credit
institution for other countries, but rather as a credit institution to
promote American exports.

Isthat correct ? -

Secretary Kissinger. Exactly, and not primarily for relations with
Eastern Europe at all. :
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Senator Cortis. And does any part of the world get any special
treatment under the Export-Import Bank to your knowledge {

Secretary KissiNger. No.

Senator Curtis. Mr. Secretary, I followed your statement very care-
fully. I think it is splendid. I will not take time to ask any more ques-
tions because there are many members here this morning.

1 have been handed some questions by a Member of the House of
Representatives to submit in writing.

Will that be satisfactory, that the answers might be put in the record ¢

Secretary KissiNger., Yes, we will submit written replies.

Senator Curmis. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I yield back the balance
of my time.

[The material referred to follows:]

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY CONGRENSMAN BEN B. BLACKBURN 0F GEORGIA TO
SRORETARY oF STATE HENRY KISSINGER

1. Why is it not the policy of the United States Government to seek cash pay-
ments in either hard currency or gold for sales to the Soviet Union?

(a) Prior to the sale of grain to the Soviet Union of 1972-1973 it was well
known that the Soviet Union prided itself on paying cash to such suppliers of
grain as Canada, Australia, Argentina, and France. With this knowledge in hand,
and recognizing that the USSR was in dire need of grain to avoid hunger or
starvation, why did we not demand the same cash payments as they would have
made to their former suppliers?

(b) Have we made inquiry of the Soviet Government as to their true financial
position? Have we attempted to determine thelr hard currency reserves, total
gold reserves, gold production and gold consumption, If we have not made such
inquiries, how can we determine their true ability to pay?

2. What inquiried have been made regarding their balance of trade, and bal-
ance of payments during the previous five years? -

8. Why does the Administration not enforce the provisions of the Johnson
Debt Default Act, which was expressly designed to prevent loans by American
nationals, financlal institutions to the Soviet Government, while she ir still in
arrears on debts owed to the U.8. Government and her citizens? For example,
Lend-Lease Debts on WW II and obligations of the previous Karensky and
Trarist Governments still outstanding and unpald.

4. At a time when we are moving to achieve self-sufficiency in energy, why are
we proposing' to invest billions of U.8, capital goods and technology In the ex-
ploration and production of gas and oil in the 8oviet Union?

(a) With regard to present proposals for exploitation of Soviet energy, what
would be the total U.8. commitment, and the total USSR commitment?

(b) What is the current interest rate on loans being made to the Soviet Union
by the Ex-Im Bank of the United States? What interest rates 18 the U.8, Govern-
ment paying on its Treasury Notes, at this time?

5. Is the Export Control Act now functioning to protect U.8. security from the
utility b.;r the Soviet Government of U.5. technology and good for military
purposes

(a) If the Export Control Act is in operation, why would we sell the Soviet
Union machinery for the manufacturing of precision miniature ball bearings
manufactured by the Bryant Chucking Grinder Company where 80 percent of the
product of that machinery in the U.8. {8 used in defense missiles systems?

(b) Why are we permitting the sale of computers to the Soviet Union? Will
you describe the type of computers and the manufacture of the last computers
sold under the authority of the Export Control Act? .

[The following was subsequently received for the record :]
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C . Aprillo, 174
Honorable Carl 7. Curtis
United States Senato
Hashington, D.C. 20515
Derxy Sonatoxr Curtis: ’ .

During Socrectary Kissingaer's apvearance before tho
Finance Cormittes on !March 7 on the Trade Neform lagis-
lation, xou ansed to him on behalf of nNepresentative
Ben B. Blackburn, scveral quostions concerning US-USSR
trado relations. (Topresontative Blackburn's quostions
are attached). _ Ya_rogret tho dolay in roplying to thuse
questions, N

Tho Departrment's responsas to Roproesoentative Black-
burn's qeeg&icns aro as followos

ggeoEEEhs 1l and 2

In return for a comitmont by the USSR to make highor
grain purchases, the United States agreod, in tho US-
Soviet Crains Aqrconont of July 9, 1972, to makoe available .
up to $750 million in credit throuan the Corrodity Credit
caiporution at tho going rato of intorost (viich has bcon
9 2/2% sinco ltay 1973), on standard torns (threco yoar credit
period). Tho total amount of CCC credit outstanding at
any one time could not excuod $500 million. Soviet buyors
purchaged a total of ahout §1.2 billion worth of US grain
from US private sales thus paying for the grcater propor-
tion of grain imports in cash. Vibilo the Soviots verao une
doubtodly asnistod by tho availability of CCC credits to
covef some of the purchases, they could have made theoo
purchasos without a govuernrmontal agreoment,

Loans which have baen extonded by the Cxport-Import
Bank have bcon coneinstent with tho nurpose of thae Bank,
(as set forth in its crartor hy Conaroess), to assist in
financing ngg;zaailitatinq oxport salos of United States
goods and soixvices wien tacro 48 roagonable assurance of
repayment on such salos by tho foroian borrowor and tho
Bank'o participation in the transaction i8 nocossary to
obtain tho sale for the Unitod States suppliocrs. The
Bank'o rct also recuircy that it orovido oxport financing
support to United Statos exportars wvhicih is.compotitivo
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with the foreian govornment-supportod export financing offered
by their principal forcign competitors. The terns and condi~
tions on any Zxuvort-Irnort Bank crodits to tho Soviets for
their purchasas of US cquipnment aro the same as thosa provided °
on comparabla transactions for Us export sales worldwide.

The Export-Import Dank Act of 1945, as amondod, requires
that the Doard of Directors of the Bank ba satisfied that each
loan offers “"reasonable assuranco of roepavraent., The informae
tion furnished by tlhe Soviot Union on its econony has been ful-
1y adacuats o support the prescnt lavel of londing, which is
not higih in connarison with lending to tho USSR by othor najor
industrial countrios. In the spring of 1973, it vas oxnlained
to the Soviats that additionallonding, which would raise their
obligations to the Lxport-Imnort Dank to a level a significant
amount above that undor considoration at that time (approximata-
ly $500 million), would roquire the USSR to provide additional
dotailed infornation in ordor for the Bank to bo nsatisficd that
each loan offors "rcasonable assurance of repayment”.

Quostion 3

The Jchnson Act, as amended (18 U.8.C., gsec., 955), prohib-
its cortain financial transactions by private versons in tin
Unitcd States involving foraicn covernnonts waich are in default
in tha pavyment of thoir obligations to tha United States unloas
thoy are mombers of the Znternational Honetary Fund or the Intor-
national Bank for Reconotruction and Develovnent, The Soviet
tUnion is not a nomber of oitiuor orxganization. Thae prohibited
transactions include the making of loans to, and the purchass or
sale of bonds, socurities, or other obligations of, a foraien
govorntont vhich in within the statutory category. This includes
the V.8.8.R. sincoe it is in dofault of dobts contracted when
Russia was ono of our World tiar I allies.

The Johnnon Act, passad in 1934, is not intondod to vequ-

‘ late EBast~i/ast trado but to safaguard U.S. citizons froa the

salo of securitics issuod Ly governmants vith a history of de-

-faults. %ho Attornov CGonoral has ruled that the Jouanson Act

doas not prohibit oxtonsions of crodit “within the range of
thoso comronly encountored in cormiercial sales of a comparablo
character*. ilo has also statod that the scope of the act should
not bo neasurod in torms of distinctions among tha various forms
of financing oxnort trade and dotornined that financing arrango-
ponts lia boyond tha scope of tha Johnson Act “"if they are di-

rootly tied to specific oxport transactions, if thair terms are

basod upon bona fida businoss considerations, and if thae obliga-
tions to which tioy cive rise 'mova exclusively within the rol=-

ativoly rostrictod ciannels of banking and condwercial credit.'"

(42 op. Atty, Gen. ilo, 27). ,
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tion 4(a

Discussions have bosn underway for somoc time bétween a
aunber of Amorican firns and Soviet officials to study the
possibilitios for large scale projects to import liquofied
natural gas to the Unitod States from Siberia. Tha proposals
under consideration includae the liorth Star and tho Yakutsk
gas projects, both of which would involve the transmission of
natural gas from Siberian gas fields and, following liquefac~
tion, tho transportation of LIIG to supply consumers in the
southwostern and northcastorn Unitod States.

Given the prolininary nature of the nagotiation between
the oconsortia of US firms involved and the Soviet authori-
ties, major uncertaintics oxist with respect to thase projects.
The capital requirements have hot vaot been dotormined, tho
price of natural cas has not vot bean set, and the nocessary
approval has not boen soliocitod from tho Fedoral Power Com-

ssion. The Export-Import Bank, moreover, has not roceived ap-
plications to finance export salos for oither of these proj~
ects. In the casa of Yakutsk, sufficlent roserves havo not
yet boon proven, and although thoro is a proposal for the
Export-Import Bank to provido part of the financing for tho
exploratory stage of the projoct, the Bank has not made any
commitment in this caso.

Major uncortainties exist with respect to the eventual
costs of theso projects, given the preliminary nature of the
naxoeiations betwaean tho consortia of US companies involved
and the Soviet authorities. ronsortium ostimates for the ilorth
Btar projoct indicate that tho total.coest of tha projoct ray
rango betvecn $7-8 billion, with Soviat costs totaling about
$1.5 billion. Since no crodit application for the Erozect has
baeen submitted by tho USSR to the Export-Import Bank, it is
uncertain how much of the project the Dank itsolf would be ra-
questod to financoe. Catinates for tha Yakutsk project are
even moro uncortain, and currontly range between $6-«7 billion.
Discussions botweon the US firms involved and the Soviot au-
thorities, howover, relate only to the oxploratory phase of
tho projoct, with no cormitront on oithor side to proceed be~
yond tho initial effort to detormine the gas reserves in tae
area., The Soviots have estimatoed that the cost of the explox-
atory Ehasa will total some $400 million, of which $250 nillion
would be invostod by the USSR, $110 million would be provided
by the US and the remaindor by Japan. In this connection, the
USSR on October 29, 1973 applioed for a prolininary loan cormit~
ment by tho Lxport-Inport Bank anounting to $49.5 million. The
Bonk has thus far takon no action on tha Soviet credit applica-
tion and has advised the USSR that beforo it could reach any
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decision on the matter, more information than that which ao-
go nni;ditho application would have to be suppliod by the
et Union, .

Question 4 (b)

The current intorest rate on Export-Irport bBank loans to
the Soviet Union (a3 it is to all of tho Bank's clients) is
7 goroont. 7ho most rocently issued Troasury liote (February 15,
1974) maturing on rebruary 1%, 1981, was isaued at 7 porcent
and io currontly sclling on tha secondary wmarket to yleld ap~
proximatoly 7 +/4 percoent.

Quostion 8 :

The Export Control Act of 1941 and its succensor, the
Export hédminictration Aut of 1969, orovide for tho denial to
the USSR oy any gooda or technology that could be dotrirental
to US national security. 1In the case of nachinery for grind-
ing bearings, the fact that those machinos worxe not on tho
COCOM atratoqic erbargo list and that sinmilar nachinos wera
avallablo fron Vlostern Euroncan sources, . sucin as Swveden and
gwitzerland, vero rajor factors for approval to the USSR, 1If
the nachincs had been denicd, tho Soviet Union wvould havo been
abla to outain aimilar cauiprent f£rom other Viestern guppliors.
Denial, thoroforo, would ot have made any contribution to our
national sacurity, but would have advorsoly affcctad our ox~
ports.

The United Statos doos not parmit tho sale to the USSR of
computar or computer production technoloay that could be detyi-
montal Lo our national sacurity. Conputors that have boan
liconsod for sale to the Soviot Union ara types that are not
specially dosiqgned for military use and are roadily availablo
from othor freo world countriuesn., In considaring license ap-
plications for this equipnont, the spocific vonditions of each
transaction are carcfully raeviewad by tho bLepartmant of Commoxce
in conaultation with the Dupartmonts of Dofense, Stats, and
otlier government acencics to assure that tho aequinment is ap-
propriata and suitablae for ita stated civilian ond-use and will
not ba utilizod for strategic applications,

Wio hopa the foreaoing information will be helpful to
Roprosentativo Blackburn. Ploasoe continuo to call on us whone~
ever you bolieve wo might be of assistance.

8incoroly

W[5

' Linwood lolfon
Assistant Secrotary for
Congrensional Relations

.
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The Camrman. Senator Fulbright? .

Senator FrLsrionT. Mr. Secretary, I thought your statement was a
very fine statement not only of the trade bill but of the overall policies
which we have been pursuing on our relations generally, especially
with respect to the Soviet Union. ~

Sovier Grain DeanL anp DETENTE

Before I ask my principal question I am prompted by the Senator
from Nebraska’s statement about grain and wheat. I notice in the press
there has been a great deal of criticism of the Russians for having
bought our wheat at a low price, and it is said that you cannot trust
the Russians because they took advantage of us, and that détente is a
los%g proposition.

at relation does that have to date !

Secretary Kissinoer. Well, Senator Fulbright, the Soviet grain
deal, whatever criticism may be made of it, had next to nothing to do
with détente, To be sure, it followed the Moscow summit by about a
month. But as it turned out, at the Moscow summit there was next
no discussion of the grain deal because the assumption at that time was
that the amount of purchases would be so low as to not justify the
attention of the two national leaders.

There was some very suhsidiary conversation at the fringes of the
summit meeting, and some talk re%arding purchases on the order of
$150 million, and the issue elapsed. It was then decided that the Soviet
Union would send a technical mission, and the negotiations were han-
dled primarily in the Department of Agriculture, and by then Secre-
tary of Commerce Peterson. So whatever one may say about the wheat
deal, it was not a part of the détente policy, and whatever difficulties
arose with respect to the wheat deal—and I believe there were sev-
eral—were due first to an intelligence failure in the sense that there
was not an adequate awareness at the high levels of our Government
as to the shortages that existed in the Soviet Union; and second, to
an inadequate exchange of information between the companies and
the Government so that there was no understanding of the scale of
the purchases that were actually being conducted.

But it is not a result of the détente, and this particular transaction
could have happened at any time.

Senator Fursrient. Well, it is no reason to criticize the policy of
détente in any case.

Secretary KissiNoer, It has no relationship whatever to détente.

Sovier Union anxo MFN

Senator Furericnt. Now, I wanted to emphasize, and perhaps in-
duce you to elaborate upon your statement about most favored nation,
the denial of most favored nation being a political act. I certainly join,
and I think the general opinion is, that you have done a very excellent

ob in beginning the process of the settling of the Middle East conflict.

t has been ongoing now for some 30 years—really, 30 years—and

Congress could take action directly contrary to a commitment which

“you made which is, of course, within our right. But I question the

wisdom of it, because it seems to me that, as a political act, it under-

mines your capacity to continue to move effectively, both in the Middle
East and in the fleld of negotiation in the trade fleld.
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The whole climate of relationships in this area, as you mentioned,
raises the question of good faith. I am not sure that is, to me, the right
word, because everyone knows you cannot commit the Congress. But
it raises, in my view, the question that Congress is undermining your
capacity to deal effectively in these areas. It has been my impression
that the cooperation with the Russians was essential to what you have
already accomplished in the Mideast, and it certainly is cssential to
any continued progress in the Mideast. And I think 1t is worthwhile
for you to elaborate a bit upon the significance of this. T am under
the impression it goes far beyond any particular negotiation, It affects
the whole climate under which you will operate ag our Secretary of
State in the coming years,

Secretary Kissinger. Well, I think to answer this question, one
has to look briefly at the history of the most-favored-nation negotia-~
tions. Again, as I Jmint out in my testimony, the Soviet Union en-
joyed most-favored-nation status until 1951, and it was then can-
celed as a result of the Korean war and the general confrontation that
existed between the Soviet Union and the United States.

Until 1951, as it turned out, the Soviet Union did not take advan-
tage of its status, because—ironically enough—of the fear of Stalin
that most. favored nation represented an intrusion into the Soviet
domestic system. When we started our policy of negotiation, rather
than confrontation, we were, as I pointed out, under great pressure
to expand East-West trade. We resisted for 3 years, against very
widespread opposition. The argument was made to the Soviet Union
that we conld not expand trade until their foreign-policy actions were
consistent with a more normal economic relationship; and we put
forward to the Soviet Union a number of issues that had to be set-
tled—Berlin, restraint in the Middle East, restraint in other parts of
the world.

I remember the first time we approved a commercial deal, which
was on the order of some $30 million, was in May of 1971, following the
first breakthrough in the SALT negotiations between us and the So-
viet Union. In other words, for a period of more than 2 years, we
told the Soviet Union that restraint. in its foreign-policy conduct would
lead to an expansion of trade relations with the United States. For
us now to reverse this position, after the objectives we had then sought
have been, in a congiderable part, met, would cast doubt—not on the
good faith, so much, of the negotiators, but on the reliability of tlie
entire process,

Now, it i8 of course true that the Congress is not committed by
what we may have said to the Soviet Union during these negotiations,
But, we, in the executive branch, at no time hag any reason to be-
lieve, while we were conducting these negotiations, that the issues
being raised now in some of these amendments would come to the
forefront. So. while the economic impact of granting most favored
nation would be relatively slight, the political impact of withholding
most favored nation, as a symbol of the possibility of making lonf-
term arrangements with the United States, and of actin% 1 year in
the fexpegt,a ion of U.8. reciprocity some time later, would be very
profound.

And if one looks at the whole sequence of events, we require a
moderate Soviet course in many areas of the world—for ex,amJ)le, in
the negotiations in the Middle East which are r. w being conducted.
They could be enormously complicated if the Soviet Union took a
more intransigent position than it has.
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I would therefore urge upon this committee to keep in mind, not
simply the economic implications of the most-favored-nation question,
but the general political and foreign policy context which Senator
Fulbright allud .

Senator FuLsrioHT. It could even affect SALT, could it not{

Secretary KissiNaer, Yes; it could.’

Senator FursrianT. My time is up.

The CairMAN, Senator Fannin

Senator FAnNIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Secretary, I am very much impressed with your statement. I
am even more impressed with the results you have achieved and the
optimism you have. I would say that I have had the privilege of bein
in the Middle East about the same time you were, and you made
arrangements for us, and we are thankful for you, and we bask in your

lory, in having the opportunity to meet with some of the leaders of
those countries.

EEC’s UNILATERAL AcTioNS RELATING 10 THE ENERGY CRISIS

I am concerned, Mr. Secretary, about the energt\‘r crisis, and we
were there on a mission referring to that problem. The nations have
been incroasinFly tempted to resolve the problem unilaterally, and to
make bilateral deals and impose protectionist measures. The news-
pa‘pers yesterday carried the account of the failure of the EEC to con-
sult the United States in advance of its offer of long-term economic
and technical cooperation with the Arab nations. This conduct greatly
disturbs me. It comes almost immediately after the energy conference
carly in February, which you spoke about. If our trading partners are
going to take unilateral actions so soon after the Waghington meeting,
can we satisfactorily negotiate complex multilateral trade and mone-
tary agreements?

. Secretary KissiNaer. Well, what the European Community has done
is to make a decision without what we considered adequate consulta-
tion. In fairness to them, I must point out that they believe they have—
that they did raise some of these problems with us, but if they did,
the subtlety of their presentations was beyond our capacity of absorb-
ing them, and we did not feel that we had an adequate opportunity to
understand what they were going to do, much less to express our
reaction.

Nevertheless, this particular communique only expresses a direction
of what the European community wishes to do. We do not object to the
Euro(!)ean community negotiating with the Arab countries, as long as
it is done within a general multilateral framework, and as long as we
have an opportunity to exchange views, We believe that it will be
possible—at least, we hope that it will be possible—that in the evolu-
tion of their policy, just as in the evolution of our policy—an opportu-
nity for consultation will exist. i

Above all, we hold the view that for the European Community and
the United States to split apart would be a disaster for all the nations
of the West, and for all of the free peoples everywhere. So, as far as
the United States is concerned, we must make, we have a duty to
‘make, a major effort to maintain the cohesion of the industrialized
democracies, to conduct our relations, on a multilateral basis, And
for this, we need the tools of the Trade Reform Act.

If it turns out this is impossible, we will be reluctantly forced
to turn to other measures. But we do not believe this will be neces-
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sary. We think this is a transitory phase, produced by the formation
of the European Community, and we wilf certainly make, on our side,
every effort to work out a cooperative relationship.

Senator FannNiN. Well, you have certainly been able to carry
through with previous programs and I have great confidence in respect
to what you will be able to do in the future.

Now, as I understand our negotiating position, Mr. Secretary, the
problem of trade and monetary systems in NATO and energy are
common problems that can only be solved by joint actions of indus-
trial nations. Now, you refer to EEC, and we know that some of the
nations of EEC have taken a different view, France specifically. T was
just wondering, assuming we enact this trade bill in a reasonable
timﬁ wl?\at actions could this nation take to encourage joint policy
making :

Secretary Kissinaer. We have; for example, the framework of
the Washington Energy Conference is still available. A coordinating
committee that resulted from the Washington Energy Conference
had a preliminary meeting on February 25, and we will have another
meeting next week in Brussels. So that in that field, the multilateral
framework exists, Cooperative arrangements are possible.

In the trade field, this bill, if it is passed, will create a framework
for multilateral solutions. In the political field, we have attempted
to improve the process of consultation, because it is in our view a
tragedy, almost an absurdity, to emphasize nationalism at a time when
the interdependence of nations is not an American preference, but
a fact imposed upon us by reality. So I think we have the buifding
blocks for a positive world order in which this bill will play a very
important. role. But you have pointed out, very correctly, some ob-
stacles and some issues that concern us.

Senator Fannin, Well, Mr. Secretary, I have observed that the
Japanese are very active in the Arab countries, and we hear reports
of the contracts they have consummated as we delay action. Of course,
I realize that you are working as rapidly as possible toward the settle-
ment of some of the problems that face us. But as we delay action on
the trade bill, do you feel that this is a barrier to our being able to
go forward with some of these countries that are involved ¢

Secretary KissiNgrr, Well, we believe that the trade bill will give
us a framework for discussion, and will enable us to move much
more energetically and purposefully. But we will not, Senator Fannin,
quite candidly, neglect our own national interests if ths only course
left to us is to act bilaterally.

Senator FANNIN. Thank you, Mr, Secretary.

The CiiairMaN. Senator Ribicoff ¢

" AMmrericaN Troors 1IN Eurorr

Senator Rinicorr. Mr. Secretary, it seems that in recent months the
European Community seems inclined to go it on its own on oil, and
in many other problems which have been of mutual concern, If this
trend continues, do you see continued justification for the United
States to keep from five to six divisions in Europe, at a foreign
exchange loss of $1 billion to $2 billion, and at a budgetary cost of
$12 billion to $14 billion? At what stage does the United States tell
the Europeans, we are going to remove our six divisions#?

Secretary Krissinger. Of course, the defense of Europe is also the
defense of the United States, and we do not have troops in Europe
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in order to do a favor to the Europeans. Now, the nature of the defense
of Europe, the scale of the defense, the strategy to be adopted, of
course reflects the degree of political concensus that is achieved be-
tween Europe and the United States. L .

There is, at this moment—as I pointed out publicly in a speech in
London—an incongruity in allied relationships. On the one hand,
defense is considered indivisible and is int%ated, and the United
States is asked to consult fully within NATO on all aspects of its
foreign policy that could affect the common defense. On the other
hand, there is a tendency to withdraw from broader consultation
to internal consultation with the European community on issues
that are considered part of the political construction of the Nine.
We have felt we have not had an adequate opportunity to express our
views on these issues. Now, this incongruity has to be adjusted, and
the United States must be given an opportunity for a reasonable
expression of its views. And therefore, it now requires all of our
wisdom to take account, on the one hand, of the fact that the defense
of Europe and the defense of the United States are really part of the
same eecurit{)eproblem; and on the other hand, to create a political
relationship between Europe and the United States that is not based
on competition, potential hostility, and on a definition of objective
always in opposition to the United States.

This is the preeminent task we have, to which we are giving a great
deal of our attention. But I do not believe the time can even come
when we can remove all our troops from Europe.

UNILATERAL AcTIONS IN Evurore

Senator Risrcorr. The basis of the trade bill, as I see it, is that
ecopolitics is just as important as geopolitics in the affairs of nations,
Now, how can we reconcile our basic differences with the Euro&)ea'n
community unless they see the link between the political considera.
tions, and the economic considerations! How would you go about
convincing the European, or how do you go about convincing the
Congress that the Europeans cannot have it both ways?

Secretary Kissinaer. Senator, I have tried to tell the Europeans that
the question you have put to me is a question that must be answered.
If is not possible to maintain that ecopolitics goes one way, foreign
politics goes a second way, and geopolitics goes a third way. All of
these must be conducted on the same principles.

On the other hand, we are not prepared to accept, after all these
decades of close cooperation between Europe and the United Sta
that what has happened is something other than the growing pains o
a new political structure. We want to make it clear to those Europeans
who know that our interests are essentially indivisible that the United
States is prepared, first, to recognize and respect the European iden-
tity ; but second, to do so in a framework of a larger community of
interests. We are convinced that this problem is solvable, and we
believe, moreover, that the vast majority of the European countries
believe that the problem is solvable. But I agree with you that the
problem must be solved.

Senator Rinrcorr. et me ask you—why do you feel that France is

~ able to throw so much weight around, often against the basic interests
of the other European countries? ‘
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Secretary Kissinger. This is the first public testimony in which I
have engaged since I have been Secretary of State, and if you keep this
up, it may be my last. [ Laughter.] ) i

1 think that when you have a group of nations with, perhaps, dis-
parate objectives, but a Froat commitment to European unity, a coun-
try that has a very able leadership and a very determined bureaucracy
can use the desire for unity of the others to move them, step by step, in
the diretion because the others consider that long-term unity may be
more important than any particular issue that arises. But we believe,
for our side, that. there is no incompatibility of interest. between the
United States and France. We do not see that these disputes that have
arisen are, in any sense, insoluble; and indeed, compared to the over-
riding necessities of our period, they must be solved. And we are pre-
pared to solve them with France, as well as with the other Europeans,

Senator Rmicorr. I do not think you answered my question, but
since you are Secretary of State and since you will have to deal with
these countries for many years to come, I am not going to press you on
it. [Laughter.)

he CinairMaN. Senator Hansen?

. Senator Hansex, Mr., Secretary, I think your statement this morn-
ing was excellent. It certainly has resolved some problems I had in my
mind. T am one of a number of Senators who has joined with Senator
Jackson from time to time in expressing a sense of the Senate resolu-
tion, and it has been with growing misgivings on my part that I have
reflected upon my past actions. Your statement, I' think, puts into
clear, understandable perspective what should be our goals in trying to
normalize relationships with nations all around the world.

With respect to the trade bill itself, there are those who believe that,
in addition to the great benefits that obviously would flow from a
more peaceful WOI‘](ET;ION are many other advantages as well, some of
which you have detailed or touched upon in your statement ; the ad-
vantages that would accrue to this country having access not only to
markets, but to sources of raw materials as well.

ComperiNg Wit CHINA IN THE WORLD MARKET

With res%)cct to China, there has been concern expressed by different
segments of the American economy as to the ahility of this Nation suc-
cessfully to compete with a country with as many people, with as many
laborers as China has, given the great disparity between wages and
salaries paid there as compared with those paid in this country. Do

_you look upon this great imbalance between salaries and wages as a
serious block to our growing prosperity in this country, as we make
more available channels of trad]c around the world ¢:

Secretary Kissinaer. Of course, Senator, at this moment our trade
with China is overwhelmingly in our favor, I think the imbalance is
several hundred millions of dollars in our favor right now. Second,
many exports depend less on labor than on technology. Third, we do
not believe that China will be ready, in the foreseeable future, to com-
pete effectively in our markets, or even that it would want to do so,
given the general relationship that has developed.

Nevertheless, over a period of decades, the situation to which you
referred could conceivagly develop, and in that case, I am told that we
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have sufficient safeguards in the bill to protect ourselves against that
contingency.
Free Trape

Senator Hansen. Different experts to whom I have listened have
extolled the virtues of lowering tariff and trade barriers of all kinds to
the point that they would sometime become nonexistent; contending
that is in our interest, a8 well as the interest of many other nations of
the world, to have no trade barriers at all, in order that each country
might pursue the production of those things which it would best be
qualified and equipsx’d to produce. I have inferred, from what I have
heard, that this philosophy implies with it a willingness or an ability
to move technology, to move capital, and indeed, in the final analysis,
even to move labor around so as to balance out the necessary mechanism
in order to achieve the goals of productivity by each nation, reflecting
its relative ability to get that job done.

Do you think that the United States would be willing to go all the
way in moving technology. capital, and labor in order to make this
philosophy as successful as it could be?

Secretary KissiNaer. Quite candidly, Senator Hansen, I do not be-
lieve 80. I do not recall ever having sat in on a discussion where this
Kroblem was formally addressed, but this notion of perfect free trade

a8 never been practiced on a global scale. It was practiced briefly in
a small corner of Western Europe, where they had comparable social
structures, and even then, you did not have free movement of labor,

So, one would have to assume that every nation is going to protect
its essential way of life, and its essential social structure, and that
what we are talzing about ig the lowering of tariff barriers, not. their
elimination, and the maximum amount of world trade that is compati-
ble with the essential quality of a nation’s life.

AMERICAN INvEsTMENT IN ForrioNn OiL Frerps

Senator HaNseN. There has been, changing the subject, a lot of
criticism, as you know better than most, in recent weeks and months,
about the American investment in foreign oil fields. It seems to be
often implied—TI get this impression from the press and from the elec-
tronic media—that this has not been in the best interest of this coun-
try; that, rather than to have encouraged the development of foreign
petroleum reserves by American capital and American technol?y, we
now find that this effort, despite the support that it earlier had from
most of the sections of the country, is now under sharp criticism. And
there are those who rropose that we take some very punitive action
against our foreign oil operators.

What is your opinion? Would the United States be better off if we
were now to take steps to discourage such investment?

Secretary Kissinaer. I believe that the changing political conditions
in most parts of the world, especially in the Middle East, have changed
the character of the operation of the multinational corporations, and
also, the impact of the negotiations that they conduct as to prices, is
80 severe on the economies and even on the way of life of the consum-
(iing. countries, that it can no longer be considered a purely economic

ecision,

———
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So I believe, and I think the companies would now agree, that the
negotiations as to price must now involve a role for government that
would have been unimaginable a few years ago, as these companies
have now become part of a political structure that is quite different.

In the recent shortage, I believe that the companies have played a
rather useful role in cushioning the effect by creating a general) pool
that obviously became subject to criticism, because no one would
receive everything that he wanted, but without it, the bilateralism
and the national approaches would have become much more acute.

So, in short, I believe that the relationship of the companies to the
Government requires change, but I would not favor punitive action,
vis-a-vis the companies.

Senator HanseN. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator

Senator Byro. Thank you, Mr. Chairman,

Istrorrance oF MFN Fratures or THE BiLL

Mr. Secretary, am I correct in my understanding of your state-
ments today that the major, the most important, and the most com-
pelling aspect of the pending legislation is title IV, giving trade con-
cessions and credits to Russia !

Secretary KissiNaer. No, Senator Byrd, T do not think you would
be correct in drawing this conclusion. We think that the whole bill
is of extraordinary importance.

The reason that I have emphasized the amendments that have been
made to title IV is the consequences of these amendments on our for-
cign policy would be so severe. But, if you ask me to compare title
1V as it was drafted, or as it was proposed to the Congress, and its
significance to other titles, I would not single it out.

Senator Byrp. Well, T am asking you to compare it as it exists to-
day, as it is before the committee today.

Secretary Kissinaer. As it is before the committee today, it is the
part which most requires change. and therefore, I have singled it out
In my testimony. It is the most urgent issue before the committee, in
my view.

Senator Byrp. If it is not the most important, and the most com-
pe]li?g aspect. of this legislation, then why would you recommend a
veto

Secretary Kissinaer, Well, when T was asked the question I think :
Senator Hartke correctly pointed out that I was in some difficulty;
that T would not recommend a veto very happily and very easily be-
cause I think it is equally compelling, or almost equally compelling.
to create n multilateral trading system. It is going to be a very close
decision which T hope we will not be forced to make.

I believe that withholding most-favored-nation treatment from
the Soviet Union, after the record that I have put before the commit-
tee, would have a very serious effect on our relationships with the
Soviet. Union,

Senator Byrn. Well, the fact that vou would recommend a veto,
as you stated you would do, certainly suggests to me that you re
that part of the bill as more important than all of the rest of the
bill, combined.
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Secretary Kissinger, Well, I have every hope that we will not be
faced with this decision and that we can work something out before
I will have to face that question.

Senator Byrp. In other words, you feel that you made a conmymit-
ment to Russia in that regard ¢

Secretary Kissinger. 1 feel that we have made a commitment, but
that, I think, is relatively less important because it would be clearly
understood that the commitment would fail for reasons that are out-
side of our control.

I believe that the evolution toward a more moderate international
system, that the prospects of peace, would be severely jeopardized—
not in the sense that a nuclear war would start, but in the sense that
relationships would deteriorate and some of the cold war atmosphere
would return; and that in this resulting atmosphere of tension, there
could be consequences that we would al% regret, and I believe it is un-
necessary to risk this. '

I believe we can achieve the objectives of the trade act as well as
our foreign policy objectives, and many of the objectives of those who
have put forward the amendments, without driving it to this con-
frontation.

Mi-EAsT PEACE AGREEMENT

Senator Byrp. An outstanding newspaper—the Richmond Times
Dispatch—had an editorial on Monday—1I just saw it today-—in which
it commends your efforts in the Middle East and I certainly concur in
that. You have done a magnificent job. But it comes up in the context
of commitments. The editorial ends by saying that what is known of
the developments in the Middle East 1s fine for the Arabs and is fine
for the Americans and is fine for the Russians, but the missing ingredi-
ent according to the editorial is what secret commitments, if any, have
been made to Israel.

And the editorial says, Israel very likely is being offered nothing
less than the military protection of the United States, Now my ques-
tion is, have any commitments been made to Israel and has the military
protection of the United States been offered to Israel ¢

Secretary KissiNnoer. No commitments, either secret or otherwise,
of any kind, have been made to Israel, or to anybody else. Every
understanding that has been reached, has been put before the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee, and every understandirig, written or
implied, has been shown to the chairman of the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee and is available to the chairman of the House For-
eign Affairs Committee.

Senator Byro. Well, there are commitments and agreements?

Sceretary Kissinger. There were a series of technical understand-

.ings associated with this disengagement agreement, most of which
have been already superseded by the implementation.

We were in the position where, on occasion, neither side was willing
to accept a proposal by the other, but both sides were willing to accept
proposals when they were made by us. Sometimes we passed on under-
standings of one side to the other.

There is no military commitment to Israel and no additional com-
mitment except those that are generally known to have been made to
Israel or to anybody else as a result of the negotiations that are now
going on.
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And I am not hedging. There is nothing—there is no escape clause
in what I am saying. F‘General laughter.]

U.S.-Sovier Ocr. 18, 1973, TreATY

Senator Byrp. Under U.S. law, you are required to transmit to the
Congress, the text of any international agreement, other than a treaty,
.in which the United States is a party, as soon as practical, after such
ggreement has been put into effect; and in no event, no later than 60
ays.
ow on October the 18th, 1973, the United States and the Soviet
Union signed a treaty as a followup of summit meetings between the
two countries. It now appears that parts of the trade agreement have,
indeed, come into force and congressional deliberation on granting
credits to the U.S.S.R. have been bypassed by an executive agreement
that extends to a preferred rate tothe U.S.S.R.

On February 8, my colleague, Senator Case from New Jersey, stated
that you did not transmit this agreement to the Congress and has
asked for an explanation. Would you care to explain this for us now ¢

Secretary Kissineer. We submitted these agreements on Novem- .
ber 28, 1973, because the trade agreement was conditioned on the im-
plementation of the lend-lease agreement and the extension of MFN,
and therefore it was not an operative agreement.

With respect to the export-imFort credits, there is no agreement
that any particular amount would be extended. There were discus-
sions as to the amounts of lending that were conceivable which is
different than a firm commitment that any specific level would be
reached and so we believe that we have been in complicance with
the intent of the Congress. :

But I will certainly be glad to review again any new agreements
that may be made to make sure that we comply not only with the
letter, but with the spirit. I believe that the relationship that now
exists in this field, between the Executive and the legislative branch
makes it certain that you can count on its being submitted.

Senator Byrp. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. Thank you, Mr. Chair-
man. ‘

The CrzamrMan. Senator Dole?

Senator DoLe. I have only a couple of questions, Mr. Secretary. I
commend you for keeping track of where you are. [General laughter.]

, Y«;lu mie in the United States today, you understand? [General
aughter.

And we are glad to have you back.

Tae JACKSON AMENDMENT

I think a great many of us who have cosponsored the so-called
Jackson amendment, of course understand the political realities which
are not necessarily in the same political context to which you relayed
In your statement.

. There are other domestic political realities that have a great bear-
ing on that particular amendment. As Senator Hansen has indicated,
your argument is most persuasive, but I am wondering if there is any
change in attitude or the part of certain Americans who are not in ,
the Congress?
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Is there some change in attitude that might be helpful to persuade
some others to change? )

Secretary Kissinaer. Well, I have been meeting regularly with the
leaders of the Jewish community to discuss with them not only
American policy in the Middle East, but the degree to which coopera-
tion between the United States and the Soviet Union in this policy is
imf)ortant to bring about a moderate evolution.

have the impression, of course, though they will have to speak
for themselves, that they have listened with sympathy to these argu-
ments and I think that in the context that is now evolving, there is
a possibility_of getting a hearing for a compromise from the Jewish
groups, but I think they should speak for themselves.

Senator Dore. Does the Prime Minister of Israel—she is certainly
aware of this particular stumbling block? Maybe not a stumbling
block, but does she have any attitude on it?

Secretary Kissinger, Well, I had the impression in recent weeks
that she has not been able to give her usual attention—-—

[Gereral laughter.] ; :

Senator Dork. I think she is better this morning, though, than she
was last night,

%ecretary Kissineer {continuing]. But I have expressed my views
to her.

Lirring oF THE Om EmBarco

Senator DoLe. Mr. Secretary, you indicated to Senator Curtis that
it is important that we move along on this bill and not spin it off, or
spin it around, and I do not have any intent to do that. But it seems
to some of us that one impetus might be an announcement soon of a
lifting of the oil embargo and I understand there is a meeting Sunday
somewhere. Will you be there ? [ General laughter.]

Secretary Kissinger. I think it is confined to oil-producing countries.

Senator DoLe. But do you see some optimistic signs?

I notice that the President said last night in%s press conference
that an announcement would have to come from that source.

Secretary Kissinaer. The problem is that it is a decision that should
really be taken by the Arab countries and that they should take it in
an atmosphere that does not look to be a reaction to our statements.
So this is why we have been very restrained about making predictions
and expressing recommendations.

But, as the President said, weare hopeful.

Senator DoLk. I do have further questions.

\ ComrroMise NEEDED ON THE BiLn

Mr. Secretary, I know you are under a time restraint, and I would
just underscorc what Senator Byrd may have indicated, there are a
great number of‘things in the bill that trouble a number of Members
of the Congress. But I think, at the same time, you properly put your
finger on probab‘lly the most emotional and controversial provision,
that beinf title IV.

Tt would seem to me that if that could be resolved at an early time,
it would make it much easier to resolve other differences, at least com-
promise othér differences.
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Secretary Kissinaer. From the administration’s point of view, and
from my own personal point of view, we will make every effort to
resolve 1t in a way that takes into account the values of those who
hl?vle)' lslpom«,wed these amendments and still meets the objectives of
the bill.

I will personally work on this in the next 2 weeks.

Senator Dore. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CrairMaN. Senator Nelson ¢

JACKSON AMENDMENT SEEN INEFFECTIVE

Senator NeLson. Mr. Secretary, on title IV, I was one of those who
did not sponsor the Jackson-Vanik amendment—not because I was
less concerned than the sponsors about the freedom of Soviet Jewry,
but it seemed to me there was a better way to achieve the objective.
Everybody agrees with the objective of extending freedom to every-
body, so I have no problem with the objective of the amendment.

It seemed to me however, that as soon as the Jackson amendment
is adopted, it loses its effectiveness. It says, as I understand it cor-
rectly, that unless there is free emigration there cannot be most-fav-
ored-nation treatment or credit.

Isthat the way you interpreted it %

Secretary KissiNoer. That is how I would read it, yes.

Senator NeLson. And in a dictatorship, there is no such thing as
“free emigration” in an absolute sense.

Secretary KissiNoer. There has not been in Russia throughout its
history, so that is an additional problem.

Senator NeLsoN. I understand your reluctance to present an ad-
ministration position and your desire to discuss the issue with the
sponsors as well as the appropriate members of this committee, but
I would like to raise the following proposition.

It seems to me that there is a position that is stronger in behalf
of tho cause which the sponsors of the Jackson amendment seek to ac-
complish, and T would wonder if you would comment on it. The
Jackson amendment becomes ineffective the moment you adopt it, be-
cause the Soviets do not have free emigration and they are not going
to reform their country to meet this standard. Would it not be more
effective to accomplish the purpose of the Jackson amendment and not
destroy the trade reform legislation, by providing that the President
could negotiate most-favored-nation status and credits with any coun-
try in the world not now enjoying this status and providing that at
some subsequent date—every year or whatever—that those agree-
ments would come back under the concept of the Reorganization Act.
Either House may then veto any one of those agreements if it decides
that the country receiving most-favored-nations status or credits, is
conducting itself in a way that is offensive. Something like that would
give a %‘reater impetus and support for the cause since all countries
would then realize that at any moment, Congress, which is independ-
ent of the President and his negotiations, may become offended by
the conduct of some country and therefore veto an agreement ? Would
that not be a stronger position in behalf of the cause that we all
seek to accomplish ¢
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Secretary Kissinger. Without committing myself to whether
either House or both Houses should have the right;; whether it should
be 1 year or 2 years; I think that the concept {; which the Congress
can review an Executive determination, looking back for some reason-
able period, is one in which the direction of a compromise might well
move.

And, that it would have the advantage, at one and the same time, of
achieving our objective of being able to grant most-favored-nations
status and achieving the objective of the sponsors of the amendment
by having their goals remain a live pressure on the process rather
than be accomplished on the day that the amendment is signed.

So I agree with your analysis. I have hesitated putting forward a
compromise proposal because I did not want to turn into a contest be-
tween an administration proposal and that of the sponsors of these
amendments because I am very hopeful that we can come up with
something that everyone will agree to.

But the concept you have developed is one that we would look at
very, very seriously. I think it is a constructive concept.

S‘(’mator NELsoN. You recited some statistics—if my memory is cor-
rect—in the first half, the first 6 months of 1972, slightly more Soviet
Je'}vs emigrated and arrived in Israel than in the first 8 months of
1973.

But, in any event, it was a dramatic increase in the period startinﬁ;n
late 1971 when average monthly totals have been slightly more than
2,500,

Secretary Kissinger. In the last 6 months of 1978, the figure rose, so
that the total figure for 1973 turned out to be slightly larger than 1972.
And this figure was maintained even in the face of the dislocations of
the Middle East,

Senator Nerson. I simply made that suggestion because it seems
to me that it would achieve, the objectives sought by Senator Jackson
with whom I agree, more effectively than an absolute standard as
provided by the present language of the bill.

Secretary Kissinger. As I said, I find your concept very appealing
and, within that context, we will try to be as forthcoming as is possible.

Senator NELsoN. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.

The Cramrman. Senator Gravel has left to vote—the Senate is vot-
ing—and I personally will miss this vote, because I think this hearing
should continue. Senator Gravel will take his turn as soon as he gets
back and Senator Roth, also.

Meanwhile, I want to turn to another topic, Mr. Secretary.

C.LF. vs. F.O.B. RErorTING OF TRADE STATISTICS

I believe that we can all agree that one objective of our trade
policy should be to achieve a favorable balance in trading because we
need that favorable balance in order to pay for our military commit-
ments such as troops overseas, military aid that we wish to extend to
foreign countries, the Public Law 480 program, other aid programs,
and now also because we will have to pay more for energy.

Now, recognizing all that, it would seem to me that our facts and
figures should reflect what our true situation in our trading relations.
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Some countries do not keep separate trade figures, they keep overall
figures, on balance of payments rather than on trade, but if we are go-
ing to have a separate trade figure, it seems to me that those figures
should reflect what our situation is and what we are trying to achieve.

Now-on the blackboard there are some figures that appear in these
blue books which have been prepared for us by our committee staff.
The numbers indicate this: That we have been reporting everg quar-
ter with official figures which imply that we had a favorable balance
of trade in every year except 1971 and 1972.

But those figures have been kept on an f.o.b. basis. They have left
the freight off of the imports—a practice which the International
Monetary Fund nor 90 percent of the other countries on earth follow
in keeping their trade books. Our books should take into account the
freight and leave out the foreign aid that we are giving away. The
Public Law 480 program, by any standard, is not intended to make a
profit. It is a different type of program; it is one which we hope we can

-afford because we have a lot of money and hopefully a favorable bal-

ance of trade. Delete the Public Law 480 sales, and the soft currency
sales, and the foreign aid, and you have the next column, appearing on
that chart, which is where you stand if you keep your trade figures the
way that 90 percent of other countries keep them and the way the
International Monetary Fund keeps them. So what does that then
show ? It shows that instead of making a profit of $6 billion durin
that period of time, from 1966 through 1973, an 8-year period, we hag
an unfavorable balance of roughly $31 billion.

When you look carefully at the trade figures you can begin to under-
stand why our balance of payments on a liquidity basis, shows a loss
during that period of $65 billion and on an unofficial settlements base a
loss of $60 billion. Or, if you take the basis that some people in your

" Department seem to think best, the basic balance which leaves out the

short item flow of capital accounts, we would have a $30 billion deficit.

It would seem to me that we ought to develop a set of figures that
show whether we are making money or losing money in our trade. I
know you did not create this situation—you found it that way—but I
want to ask you, can we have the cooperation of your Department in
helping us to put those trade figures on a basis where we can see wheth-
er we are making or Josing money ¢

Secretary KissiNoer. Frankly, Mr. Chairman, what you said makes
a lot of sense. And I can promise you the cooperation of the State
Department in working out some agreement with you. I understand we
are now both using both figures—but what you say certainly makes a
lot of sense.

The Cramman, Well, we have made some headway on the freight
part of it. We have got two sets of figures being published, so we issue
that good news announcement which really is not good news at all,
}ve a };so issue a brutal truth announcement with it that includes the

reight. .

B%t it seems to me that those c.i.f. figures should be further refined

to leave out the aid because that ought to be kept separately. Aid is

" something that is a burden on our budget, but it 1s something that we

undertake for reasons unrelated to trade.
Secretary Kissinoer. Mr. Chairman, I frankly do not know what
you have in mind, by “cooperation” from my Department, but why do
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I not have the appropriate officials get in touch with you and let them
work out on a mutually agreeable basis?
The CrrairMAN, I will need some of your help because you have had

" some people down there who for the last 20 years have been giving

out all these good news announcements and many times the good news
isnot all that good.

We have had some years, such as 1973, where they cheered that we
made a profit of $1,700,000,000. A1l we lost that year was $3,800,000,000.

If we can improve our trade accounting system to the extent that an
impartial person would agree that it is a correct presentation of our
situation, I really think that it will help in negotiating trade agree-
ments and it will also help us in passin%olegislation that expands our
exports—a goal which I think we should be working toward.

Secretary Kissinger. I will get my people to'work with you and
to be in touch with you. Of course you realize that I, in my 4 months
there, am still trying to get the cooperation of the Department, too.

[General laughter.]

The CuamraaN. This did not start with you, Mr. Secretary.

I am just trying to do what I can to correct it in a bipartisan effort,
because this bipartisan deception has been going on for a long time.
I do not know when it started—it started before anybody ever heard
of Henry Kissinger around Washington—but one of these days we
ought to tell the public what the facts are. :

n closing, I want to say to you, Mr. Secretary, while I have a chance
to discuss this matter with you, that as a Democrat I think we owe
it to you to say that you are making a great record as Secretary of
State for this country.

During the 25 years I have served in the Senate, I have had the
})rivilege of working with some great Secretaries of State, both Repub-

icans and Democrats, and if you can continue to make the fine rec-
ord that you are making in all the time I have been here you will
have been the best. I wish you luck.

Senator Gravel is here to take hig turn and next we will come te
Senator Roth when he returns.

AMERICAN TRroOPS IN EUROPE

Senator Graver. Thank you, Mr. Secretary and thank you Mr.
Chairman. '

Mr. Secretary, in response to a couple of questions, you said you were
meeting with as many leaders as possible and I might commend that
offort because I think that you would find it that much easier in secur-
ing support here in the Congress for the position you take.

There is an area in which I was not entirely satisfied with your an-
swer, and that was with resFect to the amount of money we expend
on the defense of Europe. I do a with you that the defense of

durope is the defense of the United States. But historically, on three
occasions, and particularly on two main occasions, the First World
War and the Second World War, we were able to secure Europe with-
out having to hostage large numbers of troops there. I find it difficult
to perceive the type of massive, conventional ground engagement that
now could take glace between ourselves, Europe, and the Soviet
Union, that would not precipitate us into a nuclear conflict.
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So my question is, Would not our nuclear deterrent be adequate
proof to the Europeans of our ability: (1) to defend them, if it came
to that, defend them by mutual annihilation; and (2) if that is the
case, then could we not press the Europeans much more aggressively
than we have for the withdrawal of our troops, realizing again the
economic problems caused our country by continually paying the sup-
port of those troops?

The historical precedents we have established and the commitments
we have made should certainly guarantee Europe that if anything
happens we will come to their aid.

ecretary Kissinaer. Well, of course the historical precedent indi-
cates that 1f war breaks out and the United States comes in, it does so
only after the war has broken out and as in the last war, only after
the greater part of Europe has already been occupied, this is precisely
the nightmare the Europeans are trying to avoid. .
; Ang, therefore, they have asked for the presence of American
orces,

Second, a strategy of nuclear annihilation becomes less and less tol-
erable as the sophistication and power of weapons on both sides grow.
And if one considers that general nuclear war under present circum-
stances would almost certainly mean the end of civilized life as we
now know it, and probably the disinitegration of all political structures
that have any responsibility, then I do not see how the defense of the
West can be based on that as the sole, or even the principal stmhe%y.

The reason that a large, conventional establishment is needed for
the defense of NATO, is precisely because other alternatives are now
required. Now the relationship of American forces to European forces
is something that we have been attempting to discuss within NATO
and that we also sought to raise as part of the exercise that led to
the elaboration of the Atlantic Declaration. The major American
commitment to the defense of Europe is in our mutual interests.

Senator Graver. Using your own statement that nuclear tvar-would
break down the economic fabric and the social fabrie, which did
happen in the Second World War as a result of conventional war,
we are now posturing ourselves in a defense policy which is simply
archaic. The damage to Europe of either a conventional or nuclear
war would be astronomical. Furthermore, any confrontation of a
land war between ourselves with Europe and the Soviet Union would
have to lead to a nuclear confrontation. Since that is the case, why
should we pay the ransom to support conventional forces, which is
undermining our economic system to an unbelievable degree, when
we would probably resort to nuclear confrontation anyway?

Secretary Kissinaer. Well, the degree to which any war right now
would lead to an all-out nuclear confrontation is subject to debate.
I have serious questions about the automaticity with which leaders
would resort to nuclear war which they know would involve casualties
beyond the imagination of anybody.

he Second World War was a serious blow to Europe, but it did
not lead in fact to the disintegration of the entire political structure
nor is anyone saying that a war like the Second World War shoulc
‘l;)'e fought or could be fought in Europe for an extended period of

ime,
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The argument that has to be balanced is whether the absence of
a military establishment on the continent might lead an aggressor
to believe that the reluctance to resort to nuclear weapons gives them
an opportunity for military expansion or even in the absence of mili-
tary exgansion, whether the sense of impotence that could be gen-
erated by the absence of a military establishment might produce
neutralist foreign policies, and therefore a disintegration of the whole
environment that has existed since the war.

On the other hand, as I have pointed out also in my testimony,
this requires a degree of political compatibility between our policies
and those of Europe. This argument cannot be pressed to its absolute
extreme.

Senator Graver. Some of us suspect that every time there is a move
made in the Congress to disengage troops in Europe, the Soviets
will react and really give credence to the argument to keep troops
in Europe. It is almost as if they want to maintain their troops there
in order to force us to do likewise. They make sure that the political
climate is not there for us to disengage ours.

I would like to further discuss the situation at the end of the Second
World War. During the destruction of the Third Reich, had they
had nuclear capability they would have used it. The situation exists
today in Kurope such that if we started a land war and it evolved
into greater than that between ourselves and the Soviet Union, who-
ever was losing would have to take recourse to nuclear ca ai)ilit .
This means we are talking about a nuclear holocaust, and if that is
the case, why do we insist on holding 350,000 troops hostage when
maybe 10,000 in Berlin could do the job very adequately and show
our commitment.

Secretary Kissinaer. It is a serious question, whether countries will,
in fact, resort to nuclear holocaust under conditions of losing, such
as you describe. ‘

econd, one has to balance the likelihood of a war breaking out
against how the war would be conducted.

Third, obviously there has to be great restraint in military opera-
tions if they are conducted, but even greater restraint in the diplomacy
that might lead to military operations, precisely because of the dangers
of escalation to which you refer.

On the whole, the combination of political and military allegiance
which I have mentioned have caused us to oppose a substantial with-
drawal of American personnel from Europe, and continue to make
us oppose it, and we are now engaged in negotiations for mutual-
balance-force reductions.

On the other hand, I musi say that it is not acceptable to us that
some European countries say that no matter what policies are pursued
in Europe, the United States will forever have no choice except what
they prescribe for our military strategy.

So, under present circumstances, we are opposed to a reduction of
American forces in Kurope except through mutual-balanced-force
re‘(}}lqtion. But those circumstances include compatibility of foreign
policies.

Senator Graver. If I could just pursue this one item briefly, sir.

The CuairMAN. One more question. :
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Senator GRAVEL. Are you saying that if the Soviet Union chooses
not to reduce its forces, we are locked in that syndrome, regardless of
what it will cost in the future?

Secretary Kissinger. We are engaged in mutual negotiations over
balanced-force reductions in Vienna now, and, of course, if the Soviet
Union agrees to a reduction .of forces, we would agree to mutual-
balanced-force reductions in Europe,

Senator Graver. But supposing they do not choose to do that. Will
we then spend ouselves into bankruptcy because of a mistake in their
policy ang not something motivated by our good sense?

Secretary Kissinger. Well, actually, we hope that progress would be
made in the mutual-balanced-force reduction talks.

Senator GraveL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CuarmaN. Senator Roth.

CrrTicisM oF DETENTE

Senator Rorn. Mr. Secretary, I am sure you are aware that in
segments of our society and in the press as well there is increasin
criticism about détente and its supposed benefits. I think in part this
is because the public has associated détente with, you might say, cost
instead of benefits, for example, in the case of the wheat deal. Perhaps
more importantly, there is a widespread suspicion that the Russians
have not been helpful in either preventing the Middle East crisis, at
least initially, or the oil boycott from ever occurring.

I wonder if you could tell us whether you have reason to believe
that the Soviets did have forcknowledge of the attack, whether in
view of agreements that we have entered with the Soviet Union, that
there was an obligation for us to be consulted, and whether coopera-
tion at an earlier stage could have prevent’eé the current embargo
situation.

Secretary Kissincer. I am of course familiar with the arguments
that criticize détente. If you put the wheat deal aside, which is not
the result of détente, and look at the achievements of this period, I do
not find that the United States has come out in a disadvantageous
yosition. Indeed, one of the reasons we are so concerned about most

avored nation is that if you look at the fact that in this period we
ended the war in Vietnam under terms that we had essentially laid
down, made progress in the Middle East, to which I will come back
in a minute, settled the Berlin issue, you cannot really find that we
have been taken advantage of. Quite the contrary would be the case.

Now, with respect to Soviet actions in the Middle East, our relation-
shi}) to the Soviet Union is extremely complicated. They are ideologi-
cally hostile to us. They were allied at that time with countries that
were attacking Israel, with which we had certain security arran
ments and certain emotional bonds. This created pressures on the So-
viet Union. It created pressures on us.

I am reasonably satisfied, on the basis of many trips in the Middle
East now, that the Soviet Union did not have very substantial advance
warning of the military operation, and second, that both Egypt and
Syria were essentially acting on their own in this operation,

With respect to thie embargo, I do not believe that the Soviet in-
fluence in the major oil-producing countries, especially Saudi Arabia,
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is such that their advice would not lead to almost the opposite result
of what they intend.

Now, I am not saying that the Soviet behavior has been impeccable.
Ideologics! hostilities, bureaucratic inertia, longstanding arrange-
ments, the momentum of established policies will all drive them into
a direction that in certain parts of the world is inimical to our inter-
ests. The problem is not that they are not competitive. The problem is
whether we can mitigate the competition and turn it over an extended
period of time into a healthier relationship.

In this sense, with ups and downs, we have made very considerable
Erogress, and I believe that if this evolution continues, we may indeed

ring about a situation in which the danger of war is substantially
reduced and entirely, in time, eliminated.

Senator Roru. Well, Mr. Secretary, I might say my line of question-
ing is not intended to 1imply that I do not favor this legislation.

Criticism oF Trape WitH Russia

Secretary KissiNoer. I understand that.

Senator Rorx. But another criticism that is coming up in this same
area is that by trading with the Soviet Union we are at least indirectly
contributing to her military power, It is being argued, you know, on
the part of the administration that we must increase strategic weapon
groqu:sement to counter the continuing increases on the part of the

oviets.

I wonder what your answer to that would be.

Secretary Kissinger. First of all, the trade with the Soviet Union
today is small relative to the size of their economy. Even under most
favored nation and with the credits that have been extended to the
Soviet Union our trade with them cannot have a significant effect on
the Soviet econom?'. The credits which have actually been extended
are about $250 million and those under preliminary commitment ac-
count for a further $250 million. But more fundamentally, if you look
at the history of Soviet power, they have always been able to allocate
to the military what they judge to be necessary for their security, and
therefore, if economic relations help anybody in the Soviet Union, it
is not their strategic program but the Soviet consumer and the general
quality of life in the Soviet Union, but even that, only over a very
extended period of time. _

And the decision that we have to make is whether by moderating
Soviet, foreign fFolicy conduct, by opening up the Soviet Union to
more outside influences, we cannot bring over a period of time through
a series of agreements a moderation in the arms race, and therefore
a reduction in the strategic programs. This a proacfi will he more
effective than if we attempted to do this through an economic boycott,
which through the whole history of the Soviet system, has never
brought about that result, even when the Soviet economy was much
smaller, and when maintaining their military establishment was much
more difficult.

Senator Rorn. In other words, as you see it, trade will not be so
great that it would significantly affect the industrial capacity, but it
will hopefully help the relations between the two countries..
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Secretary Kissinger. And that is the level at which we would intend
to keep it.

Senator Roru. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CuarmaN. Mr, Secretary, it may be that if you could stay here
about 45 additional minutes we could conclude your appearance on
this legislation.

What is your pleasure? Would you rather continue or come back?

Secretary Kissinoer. If I could leave close to 1 p.m., I would ap-
preciate it.

The CARMAN. Senator Curtis?

Senator Curtis, Mr. Secretary, I will be very brief.

Purreoses or Trape Wit Russia

What are the purposes of trade with the U.S.S.R. in addition to the
economic benefit that comes to the United States by reason of selling
more of our goods and buying what we want ?

UAre ?there other things to be gained by trading with the Soviet
nion ,
Secretary Kissinaer, The major objective that we seek in obtaining.

most-favored-nation status for the Soviet Union is, in"addition to the
economic one, political. We are trying to encourage the Soviet, Union
to maintain a moderate course in forei licy, to move step by step
to an attitude of real coexistence with the United States, and to create
linkages between the Soviet Union and the United States such that
whenever a potential crisis arises, there would be at least enough in-
fluence to put a brake on a conflicting course.

And it is in this context that we have recommended it.

Senator Currts. Just what do you mean by the Soviets having a
vested interest in maintaining peaceful relations with us?

Secretary Krssineer. If it 1s a question of national survival, then
of course, no economic link makes any difference. But the greatest
dan;zers to war right now are when problems in third areas of the
world create temptations either to commit oneself or incentives not
to commit oneself. When that decision has to be taken, it is useful
that there are Feople on both sides, especially in the Soviet Union,
who would call to the attention of their leadership the risks to an
established pattern of relations they would run if they took the
advice of those who wanted to pursue the more intransigent conrse.

As these relationships develop, there will be more and more people
in the leaderships of both countries who will have worked together and
that will be working on projects that will take a period of time to
realize. Now, again, in overwhelming cases this will not be a brake, but
in the cases out of which, in fact, most of the dangers of war have
frisen, it could make a decisive difference.

And finally, in most of the situations that have recently arisen, or
arisen in the last 2 years, there has been a very intimate consultation
between our President and General Secretary Brezhnev to maintain
this atmosphere of confidence which can regulate relations and prevent
. upheavals. It is important that we also normalize economic relations
and not just political relations. -

Senator Curris. Well, are you saving also that if trade is established
with a foreign nation, it is desirable to them, and beneficial that the
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ressures in that foreign nation that come upon their Government are
ikely to be in favor of maintaining the relations with the countries so
that trade can continue$

Secretary Kissinaer. Up to a certain {)oint. We should not overdo it,
because if you remember, prior to World War I there was essentially
free trade in Europe, but, nevertheless, this did not prevent the out-
break of a cataclysmic war.

But, up to a certain point and in the context of the fact that many
crises arise that are really unintended by either of the major countries,
in this sense, I would agree that this would be true.

Senator Curtis. Well, I agree with your premise, but what you are
saying is that in the day to day relationships with such a country in
the small matters, some of which could lead to larger matters, that
trade is helpful.

Secretary KissiNger. Very much so, and also in medium size prob-
lems, not just small.

Senator Curtis. But you say——

Secretary Kissinger. When it becomes cataclysmic, trade is not the
decisive factor.

Senator Currs, You mentioned the situation in Europe prior to the
war, I think it is also true that we were about Japan’s best customer
at the time of Pearl Harbor, too. It was not the controlling factor.

Secretary KissiNger. In those situations it would not be.

Rore or LDC’s 1N TRADE AND NEGOTIATIONS

- Senator Curris. Would you have any comment about the place of the
less developed countries in trade generally, and in trade negotiations?
Secretary Kissinoer, Well, the less developed countries, of course,
face a major problem, are facing right now a major problem with
respect to energy. This is not exactly your question, but their vulner-
ability is shown by the fact that they have been the hardest hit, per-
haps, of all countries, by the rising energy crisis, even countries that
really cannot be classed anymore as less developed, such as Brazil,
Brazil’s Foreign Minister to’d e a few weeks ago that over half of
their exports now have to pay™i.r energy imports, which totally dis-
torts their economy.

But the less developed covntries want, and importantly need some
access to the markets of the industrialized countries while they are
building up their own industry. And this is one pf the reasons why we
have supported a system of general preferences with the safeguards
that are built in. An attempt has to be made to close the gap between
the developing and developed nations, or at any rate, to bring about
economig_progress in the developing nations so that their instability
is not a constant source of tension in international affairs.

And in this sense, the Trade Reform Act could also play a very
useful role. )

Senator Curris. Well, if preferential treatment is going to be given
to developing nations or less developed nations, whatever term you
use, do you think that we should rely upon a definition of what con-
stitutes a developing nation, or should they be named by name?

Secretary Kissinoer. We would rather have discretion and have
a general definition. Of course, we have excluded those countries which
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are not now receiving MFN treatment, and those which are granting
reverse preference,

Senator Curtis. Well, that is all T have, and I do thank you.

The CrarmaN. Senator Fulbright.

Nrcoriarions Wit Russia

Senator Fursricur. Well, Mr, Secretary, you have covered this
somewhat and some aspects of it, but I would like as a matter of in-
interest to suggest some other aspects of détente. For example, when
we are presented with requests for very expensive weapons systems
xIx{nd for the creation of new bases, it is usually based upon the fear of

ussia.

It seems to me that détente, as you conceive it, would have over
the years great influence upon the arms race, upon SAILT, for example,
for which you are also responsible.

To put 1t another way, if it breaks down, it would be much more
difficult to make agreements on limitations of weapons. Or the con-
verse would be, if détente is succeeding and things are going well, the
attitudes which includes the spiraling of the arms race, it would
seem to me, would also be influenced. I believe these are all tied to-
gether. That is what I took it to mean when you said the political
aspect of it, and Senator Byrd’s question in which he emphasized how
important you thought this section was.

t seems to me it is important far beyond this table, and it would
have an effect. I have suggested another aspect of it in Senator Curtis’
remark, but the point ofg view is that the Russians and those who have
advocated or supported this policy are negotiating with you. If we
reject, il will likewise undermine and discredit those leaders. Tt is
bound to and it did in my opinion tend to contribute at least to Khru-
shchev’s difficulties, because he made gestures which I think one could
call in the direction 6f détente to us and got no response whatever from
us.

I would not want to carry it too far, that that was the only reason,
but I think it contributed to the attitude that he was not an effective
leader, {ust as if you do not succeed in the Middle East or succeed in
vour policy of détente, it will certainly raise questions about your effec-
tiveness. It works both ways, and I think it is well for you to emphasize
the wholeness of this policy. And it is not just the trade bill, in effect.
It is not just one aspect.

Is that not correct ¢

Secretary Kissinger. One of the principal objectives of our negoti-
ations with the Soviet Union is to reduce the burdens of the arms race.
This is why we lay such great stress on the talks for the limitation of
strategic arms, both the negotiations that have already been concluded
and the ones that are now in progress. The negotiations for the mutual
reduction of forces in Europe have a similar purpose. All of these are
part of a general desire to reduce through détente the burden of the
arms race.

It is obvious we are not sentimental about this. We are doing it on
the basis of very complete and very precise negotiations. It is also
true that to the extent that political leaders, especially in the Soviet
Union, have committed themselves to this course, that the failure of



489

that course will have an effect not only upon the individual fortunes,
which is, after all, not of decisive importance to us, but on the willing-
ness of other leaders at some future moment to pursue this course that
mc:gy have led to failure, as it is perceived in that system.

o thercfore, for all these reasons, we would like to keep up the mo-
mentum within the framework of very precise, detailed negotiations
and not just an abstract emotionalism.

Senator Furnriant. But it seems to me all of the questions have been
raised by different members about the arms in Europe, the troops in
Europe clearly would be influenced, and if they did develop a genuine
attitude, of course even in the minds of the Europeans there would be
less urgency to keep all of the people there. It is bound to be based on
a degree of apprehension on their part, and in fact, the apprehension
I would not think necessarily woulg result in less pressures to keep up.

And I am reminded now, we have been talking about the enormous
number of foreign military bases we have, somewhere around 1,800
or 1,900, and now you are proposing to establish a new one in India
which undoubtedly will ingpire the Russians to go all out to get one
like it at great expense, So it just keeps on and on and on unless some
movement to change this attitude, which has been characterized by one
of my colleagues that the Russians are like a burglar going down a
hotel room, trying every lock, and so on. This is not very complimen-
tary to anybody, but this attitude of belligerence and animosity it
seems to me is bound to be disastrous if we cannot. do something about
it, and this is one of the small things you can do about it.

Secretary KissiNger. One of the ultimate objectives of our foreign
policy is first to change actions and then to change attitudes, so that
we can live in a world which is no longer so characterized by fear, and
in which, then, as a result armaments can be mutually reduced.

Senator Furerianr, And lastly—I do not want to take too much
time, but it seems to me the state of our own economy, the size of our
deficit and the inflationary pressures ought to be considered also as to
whether or not that could not be affected by all of these other measures.
But it ig very difficult to get economists to think about all of these in

‘one context. But I think it is related to all of them; do you not?

Secretary Kissinarr. I agree with that. ,
Senator FuLsriont. Well, thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
The CrarMaN. Senator Fannin ?

Senator FaAnNIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and Mr. Secretary,
I agree with you. The issue before us is not setting détente against
moral détente; it is basically how best to move from our present situa-
tion to a safer, freer, and more humane world, while at the same time
gri2ging important economic and political benefits to the United

tates.

We have a changing world and we know that the energy crisis has
brought home to us, perhaps more than any other happening, just how
much of a changed world we have. We have to consider lastjng trade.
It must be beneficial trade, and now that we have a shortage of so many
natural resources, as I say, we are a have-not nation, not a have nation
anymore, .

The problem is making decisions, and certainly I respect your recom-
;t_lendattons, and you have made logical and persuasive recommenda-

ions,



Al‘u

490

Sovier ENErRGY SUPPLIES

I just wonder. Here we have Saudi Arabia to consider when we are .
talking about petroleum products, and we have the thoughts of what
can be done as far as trade and lusting trade with the Soviet Union.

Is it your feeling that we have an opportunity, because of the vast
population of the Soviet Union, to perhaps be more advantageously
supplied with LNG or whatever downstream products from the Soviet
Union than we would be with, say, a country with a vast amount of
petroleum available than Saudi Arabia ?

Secretary KrssiNger. No; I would not say that. I think, despite all
the difficulties that have arisen in our relations with the Arab countries
and with Saudi Arabia, that there is a great reserve of good will that
still exists in those countries, and in addition, a very important com-
munity of interest with respect to the stability of the political struc-
tnre and the nature of the economic development, which I believe will
ja\nali)l‘o us to establish a healthy, long-term relationship with Saudi

rabia.

Nevertheless, I believe that it is possible to have long-term economic
relations with the Soviet Union. In a curious way, the Soviet Union
may be quite restrained in taking advantage of this relationship. Some
of the Arab oil States, not so much Saudi Arabia but some of the
smaller emirates, pay no political price “or putting the economic pres-
sure on the United States because there is no political commensurabil-
ity. But the Soviet Union will have to be extremely careful about ap-
plying economic pressure on the United States because it would jeop-
ardize not just this particular economic enterprise, but the whole nature
of our relationship.

I would not say that we should shift from Saudi Arabia to the
Soviet Union for energy supplies, but we can with some confidence,
look at projects in the Soviet Union without having necessarily to
fear that we could not handle the political consequences.

Senator Fannin. I should have placed it in a different context. I
feel that we can deal with Saudi Arabia on a subject like crude, but
with a 5 million income population we have a very. difficult time to
offset a trade balance, so that my question is we do have advantages
of trading with the Soviet Union on products that can be furnished
perhaps from both countries. But my statement was that because of
the 250 million—or whatever it is—population of the Soviet Union,

* we can better afford to work out programs with them.

Secretary Kissinaer. I agree, and as you know we have been looking
at energy projects in the Soviet Union.

Senator Fannin. That is why I bring that out because I know that
like the fertilizer and anhydroces ammonia and programs like that,
we have had several countries, such as Iran, say that they are goin
to have downstream production, and eventually they do not inten
to export one barrel of crude. That would leave us in a perilous posi-
tion, if we were forced to just buy finished products because as a rule
we would be paying about 40 percent more for a finished product than
just erude. And so it is a tremendous problem.

So is it your feeling that—and I think I understand that we could
develop a supplement, the production from the other countries by
having this arrangement with Russia ¢
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Secretary Kissinaer. We should certainly explore it very seriously.

Senator FANNIN. And the investments that would be involved, of
course, a8 I understand it, the Russians would want us to make the
investment, or at least to work out the investments in capital for them,
whereas we do not have that problem with, like Saudi Arabia. They
will have the money and may be investing in the Soviet Union. I do
not know what is going to be taking place because with their tre-

- mendous reserves building, and the production capacity of 20 million

barrels a day—if they decide to produce that much—why, it seems
they will'be able to do whatever is necessary for their own financing
of the project.

But here -we have a project on LNG, which we must invest money
and we expect to get a return on it over a period of 20 to 30 years.

Senator FANNIN. And so, analyzing all of these matters we must
consider that we are going to have, that the gamble is a good gamble,
that we will be able to work with the Russians after that time,

Secretary KissiNeer. Well to the extent that there is a commitment
for large-scale projects of this nature. We have considered it as a good
gamble, obviously, that there will be political stability over this period
of time, and so will the Soviet Union. And this is a good example of
the kind of restraint that would almost inevitably have to be put
on political action, when this degree of interrelationship exists.

enator FaAnNNiN, Well, I realize that a certain element in whatever

country you are dealing with.

Thank you, Mr. Secretary.

Senator FuLsrieHT (presiding). Senator Byrd.

Senator Byrp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Secretary——

Secretary Kissinger. To find Senator Fulbright in the Chairman’s
position is not an unfamiliar position.

U.S. SancTioNs AGAINST RHODESIA

Senator Byrp. Mr. Secretary, would you agree or disagree with Sak-
harvo’s statement in regard to détente in which he said, and I quote,
“Détente is when the West in fact accepts Russia’s rules of the game.
Such a détente would be dangerous.”

Secretary Kissinaer, Well, Senator Byrd, the relationship between
domestic structure and international stability is a problem that has
fascinated students of history for a long time. Is it necessary to have
democracy in order to have peace? I think it would not be easy to dem-
onstrate from history that democracies are always peaceful. -

At any rate, to make bringing about democracy in the Soviet Union
in the face of 300 years of Russian history followed by 50 years of
Soviet history, a precondition to making peace, would doom us to
decades of struggle, and the outcome would not be foreordained. We
do not approve of the Soviet domestic structure. We do not like its
values, We do recognize, however, that today, and for the immediate
future, we are doomed to coexistence with the Soviet Union.

Senator Byrp. That is what gets me to the next subject that I was
interested in, the question of domestic policy in other nations and sub-
jecting ourselves on other nations. You are here to advocate relaxing
barriers with other nations, but you recommended that legisla-

30-230 O - 74.- pt.2 - ©
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tion be enacted b{ the Congress to embargo the purchase of a vitally
z}a]trabegic material from Rhodesia, which material the United States
as none.,

Now l)‘rour testimony before the Foreign Relations Committee, of
which the present chairman is in the chair, you were then urging an
embargo on trade. Now you are coming here and urging a relaxing on
trade with another country.

Secretary KissiNger. First of all, Senator, I must'say you were very
restrained In your first round of questions. [ General laughter.]

I have already been asked substantially this question earlier. Quite
frankly, the foreign policy context of the decisions is somewhat dif-
ferent, both because in the case of Rhodesia, it is tied to the status of the
Government itself, it is tied to the implementation of U.N. resolutions,
and it is related to our relationship with many other countries.

In the case of the Soviet Union you have an overriding, practical
necessity.

Senator Byrp. Do you think our actions toward Rhodesia are just
or unjust?

Secretary Krssinoer. I think it reflects the decisions of the inter-
national community and the general conviction about justice.

Senator Byro. W%ll, I am not clear whether you regard it as just or
unjust. '

ecretary KissiNger. Our action? Yes, I recognize it as just.

Senator Byrp. You recognize our action in embargoing trade with
Rhodesia as being just

Secretary Kissinger. Yes.

Senator Byrp. Do you regard the Soviet Union as being governed
by a tight dictatorship, by a very few persons over a great number
of individuals? ,

Secretary Kissinger. I consider the Soviet Union, yes, as a dictator-
ship of an oligarchic nature, that is, of a small number of people in
the Politburo.

Seng,tor Byro. In your judgment, is Rhodesia a threat to world
peace : :

Secretary Kissinaer. No.

Senator Byrp. In your judgment, is Russia a potential threat to
world peace? .

Secretary Kissinger. I think the Soviet Union has the military
capacity to disturb the peace; yes.

Senator Byrp. In your judgment, does Russia have a more demo-
cratic government than Rhodesia ¢

Secretary Kissinger. No.

Senator Byrp. In your judgment, does South Africa have better
racial policies than Rhodesia ¢

.?egretéary KissiNger. Does South Africa have better racial
policies

Senator Byro. Yes.

Secretary KissiNger, I would not think so.

Senator Byro. If it is just to embargo trade on Rhodesia, would it
be equally just to embargo trade against South Africa?

Secretary Kissinoer. 1 believe that the embargoing of trade on
Rhodesia is not based on its internal policies so much as on the fact
that a minority has established a separate state, and it does not there-
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fore represent exclusively a judgment on the domestic policies of the
Rhodesian Government, but also a question with respect to the legiti-
macy of the Rhodesian Government.

Senator Byrp. The staff informs me that the Rhodesian trades ac-
tions were imposed January 5, 1967, before the Smith government was
established.

Well, to get back to—so it is not because of the internal policy, i
is not because of the racial policies—— ,

Secretary Kissinger. Not at all.

Senator Byrp. Well, then does that not then put, you say it is be-
cause Rhodesia seeks to establish her own government. Is that not what
the United States did in 1776 %

Secretary Kissincer. In a different international context.

General laughter.]
enator Byrp, I have some more questions, Mr. Chairman, but my
time has expired.

Senator FuLsrighT, Mr. Hansen. Senator Hansen.

Senator HanseN. Mr. Secretary, thank you very much for appearing.
I have no further questions.

Senator FureriguT. Senator Roth.

JaraN’s Access To EUrRoPEAN MARKETS

Senator Rotir. Mr. Secretary, many people feel that some of the most
significant trade problems of the immediate past have been caused by
the fact that Japan had access to our market and not the the European
market, and they feel that it is very important that if we are truly
going to liberalize trade, that somehow Japan and Western Europe,
as well as ourselves, work this out mutually.

I think, in addition, whether you go to Japan or Western Europe,
there is a tendency for one or the other to think that we emphasize the
other area. ) , _

I wonder if any specific thought has been given—I realize that
trade, energy—all of these areas will be involved—on how do you
li)nte{xld ;,o put across the idea that each has a stake in common progress

y all of us. ‘

Secretary Kissinaer. Of course, the purpose of the legislation is to
reduce to the greatest extent possible artificial barriers, and to this
extent to open up greater access to markets on a multilateral basis.
Our general approach to economic policy, as to foreigﬁ policy in
%eneral, is to emphasize the close relationship between Europe, the

Tnited States, and Japan, and the almost suicidal nature of one of these
areas’ attempting to achieve unilateral advantages as against the
others. Even if these unilateral advantages are possible, 1t will be
only at a cost which will eventually come back and haunt even the
country that did achieve a temporary advantage.

This will be our approach to these trade nesgotiations and to our gen-
eral relationship between Japan, the United States, and Europe.

O1 DiscussioNs

Senator Rorx. In your recent discussions on the oil question, with
Western Europe and Japan, did the question come up as to whether . .
those countries should become more involved in helping support the
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research and development ¥rogram that is going to be necessary to
develop alternate sources of energy supply ? Did this come up in the
negotiations ¢ :

Secretary KissiNaer. With respect to energy questions?

Senator Rori. With respect to energy, yes.

Secretary Kissinaer. Yes; part of the work of the coordinating
committee will be an attempt to coordinate research and development
programs and to share them,

DerermiNine Dumring BY CoMMUNIST COUNTRIES

Senator Rors. One question I have, going back to my earlier line of
questioning, is how do we determine, when we are dealing with Com-
munist countries, whether they are umging or not dumﬁing what is
an export subsidy, what is a nonfair trade practice? We have a num-
ber of measures, of course, in the legislation to help retaliate against
such practices. But just taking the dumping case, how can a price be
constructed without specific input—output data on the Soviet econ-
omy ? Does the Tariff Commission have this kind of information ¢

ecretary KissiNoer. I can tell you how I would do it, Senator. I
would turn it over to Bill Eberle, !

Senator Rorn. I will refer that question later to Bill.

Access T0 SUPPLIES OF SCARCE MATERIALS

One final question, Mr. Secretary, and that is when you mention
the problem of access to supply—which certainly is one of the more
intriguing and newer ty;)e problems facing this country and the world
in general—I wonder 1f you think the legislation is adequate in this
area. I must say I have some questions in my own mind. If you are
going to promote trade, how do you insure, for example, that we get
a supply of oil?

It seems to me—and I do not want to take away from the credit that
you justly deserve for the successes in the Middle East—but it does
seem to me that those cowitries in the Arab world have been pretty
successful in imposing in large measure their wills through this em-
bargo. And I might say that we have the other side of the coin here -
at home. You are well acqltlminted with the problem of soybeans. How
are we going to deal with this problem of access to supply ¢

Secretary Kissinger, Before I answer that question let me make a
comment about the Arab countries’ having imposed their will on the
embargo. That I would reject.

Senator FuLsrieaT. I did not hear that. Would you repeat that?

Secretary KissiNnoer. The point was that the Arab countries had
imposed their will about the embargo.

e have done nothing as a result of the embargo that we would not
have done otherwise. What we have done is because of our conviction
that progress toward peace in the Middle East is in the interest of
the peoples of the Middle East and in the interest of the people of the
world becivuse of the great potential of a conflict in the Middle East
drawing us in. We have moved toward a concept, and at a pace that
we determine, and that can gain the approval of all of the countries

in the area, including Israel, which certainly has not actually en-

couraged the embargo.
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So, we think we understand why the Arab countries put on the em-
bargo at a period of great emotional tension. We have said publicly
that we do not believe it serves the purpose of influencing our polioy,
and we must maintain this position because a problem may arise with
respect to other raw material supplies.

ow with respect to your basic question of access to sugiplies of scarce
materials, that is a new problem and it is a very difficult problem
which we are now studying, not only in relation to erlergy but in rela-
tion to bauxite and several other scarce materials, There are some pro-
visions in the bill with respect to that. I cannot really in all candor tell
you whether I think they are adequate at this point because we are
ztill really trying to understand what can be done and what must be

one. :

Senator Rorir. But the latter part of the question, how can we per-
suade, for example, the Western democracies to depend upon us, for
example, for agricultural products. What steps do you think we are
going to have to take in order to give them the incentive to make the
adjustments in their farm prices that they are going to have to?

ecretary KissINGER. I think this is a very important question which
we are now studying because if we are talking about the interdepend-
ence of nations, we must mean it and we must be prepared to practice it
and not just apply it where it is to our benefit. .

I cannot give you a conclusive answer now, but it is something to
which we must try to answer.

Senator Roru. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.

Senator FuLeriont. Well, the Secretary said he would stay until 1
o’clock. Does the Senator from Virginia have 2 or 8 more minutes he
would like to have.

Senator Byrp. I have thres or four more questions. [General
laughter.]

enator FuLerieuT. Well, the chairman made a bargain with him,
If he stayed until around 1 p.m., he would not have him back this after-
noon,

Senator Byrp. But the chairman made a bargain on behalf of him-
self, not on behalf of the committee.

Senator FuLsriaur. Well, go ahead. '

Senator Byrp. My questions are brief and I do not want to hold you
up. Mr. Secretary.

Senator FursriauT. No. The Senator is recognized.

U.8. Sancrions AaaiNsT RHODESIA

Senator Byrp. Mr. Secretary, I am very much interested in this
Rhodesian matter. I have never been there. I have no connection with
it one way or the other. And you have testified that you feel that the
action that the United States has taken is a just action, and you are
entitled to your view, just as I am entitled to my view, and I feel that
it is a very unprincipled action.

Now you have testified, and it is interesting to note, that the then
foreign secretary of Great Britain, Douglas Hume, in an interview
last December, said that while his government supports trade sanctions
against Rhodesia because it had been put on by the previous Labor

vernment, he did not think it was the correct policy. And then he
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added “We disagree with the i)olitical systems of a number of coun-
tries, for example, South Africa. But we trade with them. And by
and farFe, we do not believe in ostracism and a boycott.”

Would you care to comment on that ¢ ,

Secretary Kissinaer. I agree with the general principle that he has
enunciated.

Senator Byrp. And then you have testified that you do not regard
Rhodesia as being a threat to world peace.

Secretary Kissinoer. That is correct.

Senator Byrp. And then you know, of course, that under the United
Nations Charter action can only be taken against a country in regard
to an embargo if that country 18 judged to be a threat to world peace.
. And solmiy question to you is do you think the United Nations acted
improperly

ecretary Kissinaer. I had not thought that the United Nations had
acted improperly, but in the light of what you have said, I would have
to review the particular positions of the embargo.

Senator Byrp. Thank you.

Sourn ArricaN SuceAr QuoTa

Now, just, I think, two more questions. The sugar quota for South
Africa will be coming up soon. onli'{thou ht about it because I re-
ceived a letter today from Senator Kennedy in which he wants to
eliminate the sugar quotas for South Africa because of its racial pol-
icies. And you have testified that in your judgment the racial policies
of South Africa or Rhodesia—excuse me—South Africa, was no better
than the racial policy of Rhodesia, I think was your testimony.

That being the case, do you feel that the sugar quotas for South
Africa should or should not be eliminated ¢

Secretary KissiNeer. Well, I have not studied the problem of the

sugar quotas for South Africa. As I have said, I have stated the basic

principle here that under oath, and I would like to study the sugar
quota lssue more carefully.

We should gear our foreign policy actions of other countries, rather
than to their domestic }:olicles. I already indicated that there might be
limiting cases where the offense to moral sense is so great that that
principle cannot be maintained.

MFN Srarus ror Russia

Senator Byro. And you feel that that is the case in Rhodesia ¢

Secretary KissiNoer, Well, I feel that this could be the case in
Rhodesia, together with the judgment of the overwhelming majority
of the United Nations, ‘ .

Senator Byrp. But it is not the case in Russia because you are testify-
ing in behalf of giving, not only not embargoing trade with Russia,
but giving special concessions to Russia. )

Secretary Kissiner, I think in the case of the Soviet Union, no,
T am not in favor of giving special concessions to Russia. I am in favor
of putting the Soviet Union on the same status that is already enjoyed
by over 100 nations. L

Senator Byro. We will use the exact term now. You favor giving
the Soviet Union most-favored-nation treatment{



i

Yo

P |

497

Secretary Kissinger. Yes, but the phrase, most-favored-nations has
& misleading impression of special treatment. Most-favored-nation
treatment means nondiscriminatory treatment, and I am recom-
mending that we put the Soviet Union on the same level as we do over

" 100 other nations that already have most-favored-nation status.

Senator Byro. But do you feel that the people in the Soviet Union
live under better conditions than they do in Rhodesia. i

Secretary KissiNcer. It deﬁends upon which people in Rhodesia.
But in any event, I believe that the conditions, with respect to the
Soviet Union, with respect to world peace, have imposed on us this
special requirement that I had described earlier.

PAaNAMANIAN NEGOTIATIONS

Senator Byrp. I have just one more question, and I want to say,
Mr. Secretary, as you know, I have a high regard for you. We met 5
years ago in the President’s office, and I have had a wurm regard for
you ever since then for yourself and for your ability, and in present-
Ing their question I just want to understand the issues. These are vital-
ly important matters, and I think it pertains, the matter of Rhodesia.
pertains to something that should be first considered in the context of
this pending legislation. )

But there is one statement that I would like to take exception to that
you made, Mr. Secretary, in Panama. Now Kou said this in your state-
ment to the Panamanians that you commit the United States to prompt
completion of negotiations leading to the transfer of sovereignty over
the Canal Zone from the United States to Panama. I just want to
i;et clear whether you can commit the United States to negotiations

eading to giving up the Panama Canal in perpetuity.

" Secretary KissiNcERr. I can commit the United gtates to the nego-
tiations. I cannot commit the United States without ratification by
the Congress to the result.

Senator Byrp. That is why I thought that it was unfortunate to
use the word commit. I think that might be misleading.

Secretary KissiNoer. I do not have the text in front of me, Senator.

The intent was to commit the United States to prompt negotia-
tions leading to a result that had already been agreed to in these prin-
ciples. There was no additional commitment involved except to the
prompt negotiation.

Senator Byro. Leading to the transfer of sovereignty.

Secretary Kissineer. To negotiations leading to the transfer of
sovereignty. This was part of the eight principles that were signed.

Senator Byrp. This has not been agreed to by the ConFress.

Secretary KissiNaer. But of course the Congress will have an op-
portunity to reject it. The commitment obviously extends only to
prompt negotiations and to the content of what we will submit to the
Congress. I cannot commit the Congress to approve it. ‘

Senator Byrn. Well, I hope the Panamanians understand that.

Thank you, Mr. Secretary.

Senator Fursrient. Well, Mr. Secretary, I think this has been a
very sifgniﬁcant meeting, and T hope it will be brought to the atten-
tion of all of our people, as well as the Congress, and I think it is
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very important that our people understand thoroughly how im-
portant to the future of our country is the success of your policy.

These hearings on this trade bilY will be adjourned subject to the
call of the Chair, and we are very grateful to you, Mr. Secretary,
for your testimony this morning.

‘Senator Byrp. Mr. Chairman, the committee has several questions
to submit for the record.

Senator Fursriair. Well, it was understood that members who have

'?uestions may submit them to the Secretary to be answered at his

eisure.*
The committee is adjourned.
[Whereupon, at 1:05 p.m., the committee adjourned, subject to
the call of the Chair.]

*See opposite page.
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Hon. George P. Shultz, Secretary of the Treasury

Question 1. Can we afford to regard oil and gas as free trade com- .

modities? Don’t we need a variable levy of our own to protect domestic
energy investment ? Would you comment on a fixed tariff with a rebate
of some portion of the duty to those importers which increase domestic
crude and refining capacity or investments by certain percentages over
a base period? What agproach would you favor-—a variable tariff or
a fixed tariff with a rebate? Can you supply us with some details as
to how the a‘gproach you favor might be technically drawn?
- Answer. Oil and gas clearly cannot be regarded as free trade com-
modities in the traditional sense. There is a distinct geographic con-
centration of reserves due to lgeolo ical accident and there is an
in-being producers cartel (OPEC). There has also been the recent
demonst’:,ration of the Arab states willingness to employ the “oil
weapon”,

It is, however, in the interest of the United States to do whatever it
can to try to make oil and gas free trade commodities as much as pos-
sible by diversifying supply sources and trying to limit the effective-
ness of the cartel.

Since the cartel prices are much higher than the cost of production,
they have the ca}}ability of lowering prices any time they find it to
their advantage. If Project Independence is to succeed, we will have
to have some means of protecting domestic energy investment against
unfair and unstable price pressures from abroad. But no determination
has been made as to what is the best form for this protection to take,
It is entirely possible that different forms may be appropriate for the
various types of domestic energy investment.

For example a variable levy, with the tariff rate based on the differ-
ence between the U.S. and foreign prices, would have the advantage
of providinﬁ needed protection without having to go through the
process of changing the rate each time there was a change in foreign

rices. e
P The fixed tariff with a rebate would go beyond simple protection,
and attempt to create an added incentive for increasing domestic re-
finery capacity and/or producing capacity. If such a measure were
utilized, 1t would, however, have to be closely watched and revised in
response to changes in the foreign price to achieve the same degree of -
protection as the variable tariff. :
. Setting a higher variable tariff rate for oil products than for crude
oil would also be a possible method of encouraging domestic reﬁnexgv ‘
expansion which would retain the advantages of the variable tariff.
otwithstanding the possible suitability of a variable levy in the
case of petroleum, it is not a device the use of which we would want.
to uncourage in general, from a trade policy point of view. ‘

No protection, of course, is needed as long as world prices are higher

than U.S. prices, as is the case at present. Projects for domestic energy

1 (601)
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roduction should not be pushed to the extent that a very large gap
tween U.S. and world prices for energy would develop. If this were
done, the consumer costs and the threat to the competitiveness of
U.S. industry in the world market might well outweigh any benefits
from energy independence.

At this time no decision has been made as to the need and form of
any of the approaches mentioned above.

Question 2. The Export-Import Bank, until recently, was making
substantial financial commitments with respect to projects undertaken
in the U.S.8.R., notwithstanding the fact that one House of Congress
had adopted legislation which would likely have the effect of preclud-
ing such Export-Import Bank operations in Russia and notwithstand-
ing the provision of the Export-Import Bank Act which apparently
required case by case determinations of national interest by the Presi-
dent. What is the legal status of credits so issued ?

Answer. The Export-Import Bank of the United States operates as
an inde%endent agencg of the U.S. Government under the Export-
Import Bank Act of 1945, as amended. That Act specifically ?rovides
that the gur%ose of the Bank is to aid in financing and to facilitate
exports of U.S. good and services.

ec. 2(b) (2) of that Act prohibits the Bank from financing exports
to the Communist countries unless the President makes a determina-
tion that Eximbank financing is in the national interest of the United
States and reports that determination to the Senate and House of
Regresentatives within thirty days.

n October 18, 1972, the President made a determination that it was
in the national interest for Eximbank to finance export transactions
to the USSR. A copy of that determination is attached. The Attorney
General on March 21, 1974, rendered an opinion that the President and
the Bank had acted lawfufly in making and following determinations
of national interest on a country basis rather than a case-by-case basis.
The Treasury Department fully concurs, -

Tus Warre House,
Washington, October 18, 1972.

PRESIDENTIAL DETERMINATION

I hereby determine that it is in the national interest for the Export-
Import Bank of the United States to guarantee, insure, extend credit
a‘mf participate in the extension of credit in connection with the pur-
chase or lease of any product or service by, for use in, or for sale or
lease to the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, in accordance with
Section 2(b) (2) of the Export-Import Bank Act of 1945, as amended.

Ricuarp Nixon.

As of this date, the Bank is still under Congressional mandate to
finance exports when there is reasonable assurance of repayment, and
Congress has not taken any action which would preclude such financ-
ing of exports to the USSR. Therefore, all credits which have been
authorized to date are completely within the law. ) i

Question 3. The House bill contains a four year discretionary au-

“thority on the use of countervailing duties during the negotiations.

‘Won’t that put an open invitation for other countries to subsidize their
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exports to the hilt on the theory that the U.S. will not use its counter-
vailing duties laws during the negotiations ¢

Answer. The answer would be yes only if it is assumed that the
Secretary of the Treasury would not act in the best interests of the U.S.

1f, as the 3uestion appears to imply, other governments were to
seek to take advantage of the four-year discretionary provision by en-
acting new subsidy programs, or modifying existing ones to the dis-
advantage of the nynite States, they would do so at their own peril.
The purpose of this temporary, discretionary provision is to
strengthen, not weaken, the negotiating posture of the United States.
It is envisaged that this discretionary authority would be exercised
in situations where a failure to utilize it might well scuttle all possi-
bility of eventually reaching an international agreement on subsidy
Eractices with which the United States and its trading partners could

oth live. Without such authority, the United States could easily find
itself trapped into a position where, because of the new requirement
in H.R. 10710 that countervailing duty complaints be acted upon
within 12 months, it would have to take unilateral action under the
law while the negotiations are in progress, against important programs
which are bounﬁ to be the subject of considerable discussion in the .
multilateral trade negotiations. If agreement is to be reached on the
more difficult subsidy issues, it is far more likely to be through multi-
lateral negotiation, rather than unilateral action by the United States.
The latter should be a fall back authority on which we might event-
ually have to rely only if our trading partners reject a reasonable
multilateral approach to the problem.

Question 4. Under the amendments to the Antidumping Act of 1921,
the Secretary of the Treasury would be required to make his initial
determination as to whether he has reason to believe that the purchase
price or exporter sales price is likely to be less than the foreign market
value of the produce within 6 months after the question has been
presented to him. However, there would be no time limit imposed
upon the Secretary of the Treasury with respect to his final determina-
tion that sales at less than fair value have been made. Why shouldn’t
there be a time limit placed on the final determination as well?

Answer, From the standpoint of defending U.S, industry under the
Antidumping Act against unfair international pricin{g practices, it is
the Treasury’s initial determination which is crucial in the normal
antidumping investigation. Under Treasury’s Antidumping Regula-
tions, which parellel in this respect the requirements of the Interna--
tional Anti-Dumping Code, a final decision must be made within
three months after this initial determination. If Treasury’s final deci-
gion (which is issued no later than three months after Treasury’s
initial determination) is affirmative, the Tariff Commission is directed
by statute to determine within three months thereafter whether the less
than fair value sales are causing injury to American industry. Al-
though a final decision of dumping is, in the normal case, made 6
months after Treasury’s initial determination that there is reasonable
cause to believe or suspect that imported merchandise is being sold
at less than fair value, dumping duties are normally assessed both at

resent and under the provisions of H.R. 10710 as of the date of the
reasury’s initial determination. In short, it would serve no purpose
and would not advance effective administration of the Antidumping
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Act to impose a Treasury time limit on final determinations, Because
it is Treasury’s initial determination which is the crucial action, H.R.
10710 imposes time limits within which Treasury must make such a
determination,

Question 6. The Countervailing Duties Statute, even as amended by
the House bill, is a mandatory provision. The statute requires the Sec-
retary to impose countervailing duties when he finds the existence of
a bounty or grant paid or bestowed upon the manufacture, produc-
tion, or export of merchandise imported to the United States. How-
ever, in many cases, the Secretary of the Treasury has refused to find
the existence of a bounty or grant and refused to impose countervailing
duties notwithstanding the fact that such bounties or grants were hel
to exist according to the reasonable judgment of reasonable men. Can
you explain the somewhat scattered application of this statute? And,
do you envision that its application will be radically changed after
the passage of this bill ¢ :

Answer, In determining the applicability of the Countervailing Duty
Law to particular foreign export assist programs, it must be recog-
nized that we are dealing with a statute that has remained substan-
tially unchanged since its enactment in 1897; also that Congress has
enacted other legislation which can be construed to conflict with the
1897 law. Thus the intent of Congress in the administration of this
law is not so clear as might appear from a cursory reading of the statu-
tory language. Furthermore, the practices of governments, including
our own, in encouraging economic development have become far more
sophisticated and complex over the years. Governments today com-
monly employ subsidies to achieve specific economic and social goals.
If the U.§ were to enforce this statute in the manner some have been
advocating, foreign counteraction would be inevitable, and the result-
in%‘ general increase in trade barriers would benefit no one.

- The only realistic solution is through international agreement. We
shall endeavor to reach such an agreement in the multilateral trade
negotiations which this legislation will make possible. ‘

uestion 6. The amendments to the provisions of the Antidumping
Act dealing with “purchase price” and “exporter’s sales price” are
aimed at tightening up the favorable treatment which has been ap-
lied with respect to value added taxes rebated on exports of products
rom the European Common Market. Currently such taxes, which
amount to more than 20 percent in the case of certdin European coun-
tries, are added back in full to the price of the merchandise. This
results in a reduction or elimination of the margin of dumping on
in-oducts from the Common Market. Is it envisioned that the new
anguage in the House-Eassed bill would actually result in the exclu-
sion of all or a part of the European value added taxes in determining
dumping margins?

Answer. The proposed amendments to the Antidumping Act would -
tighten the existing guidelines for adding back rebated or remitted
taxes to purchase price or exporters sales price, The proposals would
allow the “adding back of such rebates or remitted taxes” if the;{ are .
“imposed . . . directly upon the exported merchandise . . . but only to
the extent that such taxes are added to or included in the price of such
or similar merchandise when sold in the country of exportation.” If
it were to be determined in a particular instance that such taxes are
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not directly imposed upon the merchandise or that directly imposed
taxes were not included in the foreign home market prices of such or
similar merchandise, they will not be added to purchase price or ex-
porter’s sales price. In such circumstances the amendment in question
would tend to create or increase the size of dumping margins. Apart
from such special circumstances, however, it would not result in the
cxclusion of the European value added taxes in determining dumping
margins.

Q%wsti(m 7. In your statement you asserted that deficits arising from
the rising costs of oil imports should not call for action to redress the
trade balance. I am not sure I understand that statement. How do you
anticipate thc Europeans and the Japanese will react to their trade
deficits caused by oil imports?

Was the floating of the French franc a defensive move ?

I understand that you favor scrapping of wage and price controls as
soon as possible. Isn’t it true that if you maintain wage and price con-
trols in a short supply situation you not only create bottlenecks, hut
also make almost inevitable export controls?

Answer. The point I was trying to make reflects the fact that some
of the oil exporting countries presently have a limited capacity to
absorb greatly increased imports into their economies and that for
others the planning and execution of new development projects will
take many months so that it is likely to be some time before their
importg expand sufficiently to utilize their export revenues, To the
extent that these oil producing countries do not use their export
revenues to finance imports and thus run trade surpluses, it is impos-
sible for the rest of the world, taken as a group, to avoid trade deficits.
Consequently any attempt by an individual oil importing country to
redress the deterioration in its trade balance would merely worsen the
position of other oil importing countries in the same situation. Such
actions would be likely to prompt counter-actions, setting off an escala-
tion of trade barriers and incentives which would be self-defeating
and destructive of living standards and economic activity throughout
the world. The need to avoid competitive trade and payments policies
was recognized in the communique issued by the C-20 at the conclu-
sion of its Rome meeting in January. Ministers representing the Euro-
pean countries and Japan endorsed that undertaking,

The longer-term adjustments will involve both reductions in oil
consumption through conservation and development of alternative
energy supplies, and increases in exports to the oil producing countries
as their economies expand and they begin to draw on past earnings to
finance rising imports, In the short run, however, the deterioration
in trade balances will have to be financed largely through the capital
account.

France’s decision to move from the joint EC float to an independent
float of its currency was motivated by uncertainties affecting exchange
markets as a result of the oil price increases and the impact on its re-
serves and economic policies. ‘While some have expressed concern
that this action was the harbinger of a competitive exchange rate
policy, France’s exchange market policies do not provide evidence that
this is the case.

I'would also point out that there is a wide measure of agreement
that the floating exchange rates currently employed by a number of



506

countries are particularly appropriate to present uncertainties and
unsettled conditions. A

In the negotiations for long-term monetary reform, the U.S. has
long advocated that countries have the option to float their currencies
in particular situations, Obviously countries must follow interna-
tionally responsible policies whetKer they employ a par value or
floating exchange rate.

It is of course true that domestic price controls can increase the
attractiveness of the ex})ort market where prices are uncontrolled.
The longer price controls are in effect, the greater the danger that
necessary supplies will be diverted from the domestic market to for-
eign markets. Nonetheless, the need for export controls due to price
stabilization programs will depend on the duration of the program
and the way it is administered.]if the United States adopted a perma-
nent policy of price controls irrespective of foreign price levels, paral-
lel export controls would be required.

?uestz‘on 8. The authority delegated to the President to deal with
balance of payments difficulties is extremely broad and does not appear
to be adequately defined. Thus, all the President would have to do is
to say the United States was experiencinlg large and serious balance
of payments and deficits, and then he could impose a 15 percent duty
on most articles imported in the United States. Likewise, the President
could reduce all imported duties by 5 percent ad valorem simply by
declaring that the United States was experiencing a large balance of
gayments surplus. If you have flexible exchange rates why is such a
sroad authority needed? And if so, should there not be a hearing for
those U.S. interests which might be adversely affected by such actions?

Answer. Ample safeguards have been incorporated into the balance-
of-payments authority. As indicated by the Committee on Ways &
Means report on the bill, the circumstances under which the authority
could be invoked are carefully circumscribed and effectively provide
that action would be taken only in exceptional, and thus infrequent,
situations. The scope of the action that may be taken has also been
fixed and the duration limited unless Congress acted to extend it.

A primary U.S. objective in the monetary reform negotiations has
been a system which avoids the prolonged and excessive payments
imbalances which led countries to use trade measures in the past. While
more flexible exchange rates will make a positive contribution to
achieving such a system, they do not eliminate the need for the
balance-of-payments authority that is being requested, The availa-
bility of trade measures as part of a cooperative multilateral effort
could provide ‘a useful and effective incentive to ensure that needed
adjustment actioh is taken promptly and effectively and in conform-
ance with agreed rules. S‘;loul alternative adjustment measures,

- including exchange rate action, by unavailable or inappropriate, trade -
measures could provide a necessary safety net, albeit as a least pre-
ferred alternative. And in rare instances, trade measures may comple-
ment exchange rate action, e.g., to moderate the severe pressure on
reserves during the long time lags when the initial devaluation effects
are perverse and the beneficial impact on trade flows remains to be felt.

Given the circumstances under which the authority could be invoked,
a prior hearing would be neither feasible nor desirable. Knowledﬁe
that such trade action was contemplated could greatly exacerbate the
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situation that the action was intended to ameliorate. Furthermore
provision has been made for exempting products from reduction of
tariffs in the case of material injury and in other specified situations
and from, for example, import restrictions when domestic supplies are
ghort. The 150 day limit on the duration of any measures taken with-
out sqeciﬁc Congressional action to a brief g:riod makes it unnecessary
to hold hearings after an action is taken, because the Congress would
be likely to hold such hearings if it considered extending the action
beyond the 150 days.

%ueation 9. As a practical matter, if trade adjustment assistance is
a check for up to 52 weeks—does it really serve to return workers to
productivity ¢ Isn’t the result just the oplposite?

Answer. Section 234 of the TRA would require a worker to be
available for reemployment although he is not required to accept the
first reemployment opportunity if it is not commensurate with his
previous employment. The purpose of the adjustment assistance pro-
gram is to help the worker find such productive reemployment, the
weekly trade adjustment assistance allowance being designed to pre-

" vent undue hardship to the worker during this effort. Cash allowances

to workers under the current program have been for the most part
retroactive, that is received by workers whose separations occurred
more than a year before certification. To be effective, adjustment assist-
ance must be provided soon after dislocation occurs. This has been
difficult because of delays built into the current program. A significant
time lag occurs between worker separation ang the initiation of the
petition process and Teriff Commission investigation to determine
mjury. The stringent eligibility requirements and inadequate pro-
vision of benefits are additional shortcomin%s of the cufrent program.

The new adjustment assistance program has been designed to over-
come past shortcomings. Under the new program workers would not
receive more than several weeks payments on a retroactive basis be-
cause the new program has been designed to overcome this past short-
coming. For example, the certification will only cover workers
separated twelve months from the date of receipt of the worker peti-
tion by the Secretary of Labor. Improved early warning techniques
will enable us to identify trade-related dislocations at 4 very early
stage, thereby assuring workers ample opportunity to file petitions for
adjustment assistance. Unlike the existing adjustment assistance pro-
gram, which has not been able to achieve the adjustment objective, the
new program has been designed to achieve the adjustment goal of
returning workers to productive employment. The trade-displaced
worker will be eligible to receive job search and relocation allowances
to encourage him to seek jobs elsewhere if none are available in the
immediate area. A modest decrease in the payment levels after the
first 26 weeks will also assist in motivating workers to broaden their -
job search efforts. ‘

In addition to counseling, testing, and placement services similar
to those provided under the current law, the new program provides
that the Secretary of Labor shall make every effort to secure sup-
portive and other services to assist trade-displaced workers in their
adjustment. These services shall include, to the extent provided in
Federal law, work orientation, basic education, communication skills,
employment skills, minor health services, and other services which are -

30-229 O - 74 - pt.2 - 10
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necessary to prepare a worker for full employment in accordance with
his capabilities and employment opportunities. 4

Finally, because of the new program’s procedure with respect to the
petitioning process, determination and certification of injury and the
improved delivery system, adjustment assistance would be provided
to trade displaced workers in time of need thus facilitating rapid ad-
justment to productive employment. .

Question 10. Some people argue that it makes little sense to dis-
tinguish between workers unemployed because of trade concessions
and workers unemployed by reason of other decisions of their govern-
ment—say the closing of a military base or the decision not to build an
SST. My question to you is, why distinguish among workers un-
employed for any legitimate reasons? The Employment Act of 1946
makes full employment the duty and responsibility of the Federal
Government, Vt)fhen we fail in that duty, why should the victims be
treated differently ¢ :

Answer. The Administration believes that the Federal-State un-
employment compensation system, which addresses the fact of unem-
plo%ment rather than its cause, is generally best suited to alleviate
problems of worker displacement. In April 1973 the Administration
ggoposed that the general unemployment compensation approach also

applied to trade-displaced workers. However, the House of Repre-
sentatives decided to introduce a special adjustment assistarce pro-
gram for trade-impacted workers into the Trade Reform Act in line
with the similar concept under present law. The Administration ac-
cepts that decision at this time.

n the Trade Expansion Act of 1962, Congress determined that it
would be equitable to provide assistance to trade-displaced workers
since their displacement is due to a government policy that benefits
the country as a whole. Trade-displaced workers may be distinguished
from workers who lose their jobs as a result of domestic competition
because the latter usually can find alternative employment in more
competitive firms in the same industry whereas the demand for skills
of trade-displaced workers tends to d}écrease as a consequence of for-
eign competition. ‘

rade-caused layoffs also tend to be permanent and concentrated in
localities lacking an adequate industrial base to provide sufficient
growth in alternative employment. The special benefits of job search
and relocation allowances will more effectively aid trade-displaced
workers in the readjustment process. Trade adjustment assistance is
designed to make it possible for workers displaced by trade to take
advantage of the new job distribution and thereby promotes the objec-
tive of productive reemployment. In the long run if adequate Federal
unemployment insurance standards are provided, such distinctions
may not be warranted., ’

Question 11. A common criticism of trade adjustment asgistance is
that it is too little, but more importantly, it is too late. Why hasn’t
there been a more serious effort to devise an effective early warning
system which would locate workers and assist them before the damage
was done?

Answer. Efforts to develop an early warning system were under-
taken soon after the Trade Adjustment Assistance program became
effective in 1962. These efforts had little effect because workers seeking
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adjustment assistance could not meet the requirements of the law and
were turned down, This early experience discouraged workers from
secking assistance.

Later efforts foundered on the drawn out petitioning process that
sometimes resulted in delays of over 1 year once a petition was filed
with the Tariff Commission.

It was determined that before an effective early warning system
could be implemented, basic changes would have to be made in the legal
requirements of the program to minimize procedural delays involvin
injury determination and benefit delivery to workers. H.R., 1071
makes those changes and we believe we have the makings of an effective
early warning system that will enable the delivery of adjustment
assistance benefits when such benefits are most needed. The Secretary
of Labor must issue a certification of el}ﬁibility to apply for adjust-
ment assistance within 60 days after the filing of a petition by a group
of workers. Workers must file a petition not later than 12 months
prior to their layoff. Workers laid off more than a year before the cut-
off date would not be eligible for adjustment assistance.

Question 12. The President is also given unlimited authority to
lower duties and reduce import restrictions whenever he determines
that the su&ply of any articles are inadequate to meet domestic demand
at reasonable prices. This is an extremeli vague standard by which
to govern an extremely broad grant of authority to the President. The
President could only affect 30 percent of total imports at any one time
under this authority. And, if one excludes those articles which are
duty-free and not subject to any other import restrictions, this 30
percent figure would actually be much higher. Can you give us a list
of articles to which this Srovxsion might ap%ly today gl’s this authority
really needed and should it not be made subject to clearer standards?

Answer. The short supply authority, which is contained in the
amendment the Administration has offered to sec. 128 is not unlimited.
The exercise of this authority is carefully circumseribed by a number
of specific limitations. First, the action is limited to a maximum dura-
tion of one year unless extended by an Act of Congress. This length
of time is necessary in order for any suspension or reduction to have
any real effect. Suspensions or reductions of tariffs or other import
restraints for shorter periods would not permit businessmen enough
time to react. Furthermore, the one year period is necessary to evaluate
the effect of the suspension of duties or increase of imports under a
quota before Congress must act to preserve the duty suspension or
quota liberalization.

Secondly, actions at any one time cannot apply to more than 30
percent of the estimated total of U.S. imports, Specific exemptions
are provided for any article subject to 1) import restraints under sec-
tion 22 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act, 2) subject to import
relief measures, or 8) subject to national security actions. Moreover,
articles will be excluded if, in the President’s jun gment, such suspen-
sion or reduction of tariffs or other import restrictions would cause
or contribute to material injury to firms or workers in the domestic
industry, impair the national security or otherwise be contrary to the
national interest. Finally, the President must promptly notify both
Houses of Congress of his action and the reasons for it.
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With respect to your request for a list of articles to which this
provision might apply, we have in mind gituations similar to those for
which temporary duty suspensions have been deemed necessary, such
as, primary and scrap aluminum, refined and scrap copper, and ferrous
gerap. In every case a determination would have to be made that
supplies of the article were inadequate to meet domestic demand at
reasonable prices and that the suspension or reduction of import
restrictions would not cause or contribute to material injury to domes-
tic firms or workers, impair the national security or otherwise be
contrary to the national interest.

With these very large restraints, I believe this authority will permit
the President to take swift action to benefit consumers and U.S. pro-
ducers without taking away the sales or jobs of any American
citizens. In view of the present prevalence of tight supply-demand
gituations and record price levels in many of the major internationally
traded basic raw materials and foodstuffs, we believe, as do many mem-
ber of Congress, that such authority is necessary.

The Administration has generally opposed legislatively-enacted
criteria because it is almost 1mFossible to devise criteria that would
apply equally well and equitably to all situations. In addition, such
criteria would limit the administrative flexibility necessary to assure
that the actions are taken only when needed to meet the goals of the
short supply authority.

Question 13. The President’s authority to reduce duties in order to
restrain inflation is limited to periods of 150 days, unless extended by
an act of Congress. However, what is to stop the President from
“turning over” inflation actions by reducing duties with respect to
new items immediately following the termination of duty reductions
on articles covered under prior proclamations?

Answer. The purgose of section 128 as Eresently drafted is to pro-
vide an effective additional tool, through temporary reductions of
import barriers, to ensure adequate sup’g ies to meet domestic demand
at reasonable prices for the consumer. The approach of section 123 is
microeconomic not macroeconomic, that is to authorize action with re-
spect to particular articles. The authority does enable the President
to reduce duties for up to 150 days on new items covering no more
than 30 percent of estimated total U.S. imports following termination
of duty reductions on other items _covered by a prior proclamation
within the same or a previous year. It would be sound economic policy
to reduce temporarily import barriers on other articles in a subse-
quent proclamation which are, in fact, in short supply as a partial
relief measure for American consumers.

However, such actions must be during a period of sustained or rapid

rico increases following a Presidential determination that the articles
mvolved are in short supply in relation to domestic demand at reason-
able prices. Tt should be noted that such actions cannot apply to arti-
cles for which it would cause or contribute to material injury to firms
or workers in the domestic industry or impair the national security.
Articles subject to section 22 import relief, or national security actions
are also exempt. The President must also report his actions and the
reasons for them to the Congress, which must take positive action to
extend any reductions beyond 150 days. -
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It should be noted that the Administration had suggested amending
section 123 to deal more adequately to short supply situations, as re-
ﬂecteti1 in Ambassador Eberle’s testimony submitted for the Senate
record.

Hon. Frederick B. Dent, Secretary of Commerce

Question 1. Why was trade adjustment assistance for firms not
proposed in the Administration’s original trade bill, H.R. 6767¢

Answer. It was originally felt that the easier access to escape clause
relief in the Trade Reform Act would be sufficient to overcome prob-
lems of American manufacturers arising from import competition.
Further, the experience with adjustment assistance under the Trade
Expansion Act was generally unsatisfactory because injury criteria
were so formidable that proving eligibility was long drawn out and
costly, and assistance was not provided in time to be fully effective.

The Administration now feelsl,{however, that the program provided
in the draft bill passed by the House removes the major obstacles to
effective adjustment assistance for firms, and we in the Department of
Commerce will do our utmost to make it work efficiently.

Question 2. What was the experience under the ’Iyrade Expansion
Act of tax relief adjustment assistance for firms? Instead of eliminat-
ing tax relief adjustment assistance, has the Administration consid-
ered expanding it—for example, in the form of an increased invest-
ment tax credit for affected firms or for investment-in heavily im-
pacted communities?

Answer. Under the Trade Expansion Act only 5 firms qualified for
and received tax assistance through additional refunds, and all em-
ployed the funds for working capital needs. In the case of three firms,
no additional financial assistance was provided. ,

Investment tax credits, like accelerated depreciation, are beneficial
only when a company is generating profits, and our experience under
the Trade Expansion Act is that profitable companies generally do
not qualify for adjustment assistance. Consequently, the Administra-
tion does not believe that investment tax credits would meet the needs -
of the program. .

Question 3. Did the Administration consider making certain forms
of adjustment assistance available to impacted ‘communities, as well
as workers and firms? Why wasn’t such a provision included ?

Answer. While the Administration considered extending trade ad-
justment assistance to impacted communities, the idea was rejected
for reasons of budgetary cost and overlapping with assistance to im-
pacted communities provided by the Economic Development Adminis- -
tration (EDA) in the Department of Commerce. Because EDA re-
sponds to community unemployment or underemployment, it deals
with the effect of an adverse impact on a community no matter what
the cause. In addition, the Administration’s proposed Economic Ad-
justment Act (S. 3041, H.R. 12942) can be used to assist in solving
the problem and I recommend the proposal to your attention.

?uestz’on . Why not provide adjustment assistance for workers
and firms affected by foreign country trade restrictions as well as
those affected by trade concessions? Isn’t the principle the same?
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Answer. While the principle may be similar, in practice it would
be most difficult to link adjustment assistance to foreign trade restric-
tions. Evaluating the effect of our tariff concessions on domestic firms
under the Trade Expansion Act is no easy job'in itself, and to attempt

. to delineate and evaluate the effect of overseas restrictions on our

trade—some very subtle in their application—would seem to us to
pose almost insurmountable problems,

Question 6. Under the House bill, direct loans or loan guarantees
could not be provided to a firm unless the firm demonstrated that it
did not have reasonable access to capital from the private sector. Yet
at the same time, no loans or guarantees could be provided unless
there was reasonable assurance of repayment. How could you deter-
mine there was reasonable assurance of repayment on any loan to a
firm if the private sector (banks) did not see fit to loan any money
to the firm? In other words, how can a firm be “bankable” and “non-
bankable” at the same time?

Answer. “Reasonable assurance of repayment” is not judged uni-
formly among all lending institutions. For example, a mortgage lender
looks to collateral as well as earnings for assurance of repayment and

~ can lend at a relatively low interest rate. A factoring concern does

not have the same degree of repayment assurance, but judges “reason-
able” in the light of the high interest rates it charges.

Under the Trade Expansion Act, the Office of Trade Adjustment
Assistance in Commerce judges assurance of repayment in terms of
program goals. Under the statute the firm must look first to the private
sector and other government agencies for assistance. OTAA can pro-
vide funds only to cover any shortfall.

Question 6. Firms would not be certified as eligible to receive ad-
justment assistance unless sales or production had decreased and a
significant number of workers had become separated. Why should
worker criteria be added to the standards for certification for firm
adjustment assistance? And conversely, why should firm criteria be
relevant in determining whether workers should be certified under
Section 222 of H.R. 10710 ¢

Answer. Admittedly, the twin criteria of actual or threatened un-
employment or underemployment of the workers and a decline in
sales or production of the firm apply both to firm and worker eligi-
bility. Unlike the second criterion for firm applicants, however, worker
a{)p]icants may also qualify if the subdivision of the firm in which
they are or were employed shows a decline in sales or production. It
seems to the Department that in the face of significant import pene-
tration both criteria would be present. It does not appear unreasonable,
therefore, to reqlt:ire that both elements be present in order to make a
finding of eligibility. Further, to require both criteria in cases of
worker and firm eligibility will work in the direction of greater dis-
cipline and consistency in the administration of the program by the
Department of Commerce and the Department of Labor.

Hon. Peter J. Brennan, Secretary of Labor

Question 1. Just lest month the Administration sent to Congress a
legislative proposal for a new “special unemployment compensation
act” which would provide additional unemployment benefits in areas
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of high unemployment. You proposed this measure as an alternative
to the proposal in the energy bill which would target its benefits spe-
cifically to workers displaced because of governmental actions.

Why should special unemployment benefits be based on a direct
causal linkage between government policy and individual unemploy-
ment in the trade area but not in the energy area?

Answer. The Administration believes that, as a general rule, the
Federal-State unemployment compensation system is best suited to
cushion the effect on workers and the economy of shifts and disloca-
tions in the demand for workers. The system responds to the fact of
unem];loyment, rather than to the cause. Exceptional situations can
sometimes be met without doing violence to this basic approach, as
was done in the Administration’s special compensation proposal which
temporarily provides increases in duration and coverage.

It will be recalled that in April 1973 the Administration proposed
a general unemployment coxni{\)ensation approach for trade affected
workers as well as workers affected for other reasons, The House of
Representatives decided against this general approach in the trade
bill, and introduced the special adjustment assistance program for
import_caused unemployment, following the precedent of the 1962
Trade Expansion Act. 'I}"he Administration accepts that judgment at
this time, partly because the trade adjustment assistance ﬁrogram, in-
troduced in the Trade Expansion Act of 1962, and in H.R. 10710, is a
narrowly focused response to job displacements imposed on specific
groups of workers by government trade decisions that benefit the entire
country. When government moves to secure the benefit of expanded
trade, 1t is appropriate for government to provide special benefits for
those who are displaced. In this much more limited area, it is possible
to set workable criteria and for the Secretary of Labor to apply such
tests equitably to the groups that apply.

Unfortunately many trade—cause(fz layoffs are localized. In those
cases where a firm, or an industry, closes as a result of import com-
petition, many displaced workers cannot expect to be rehired by the
old employers after a brief spell of unemployment and must move into
new occupations. When the adversely affected firm is_concentrated
ﬁeographxcally, workers must turn to new localities and different in-
¢ ustri:slto find jobs. In such circumstances a special benefit program
is useful.

The proposals that have been put forth for linking increaged com-
pensation solely to job losses caused by energy shortages and related
government actions are inherently unworkable. Such a program would
generate a massive flow of applications, since the suggested criteria—
which have varied in different versions of the proposal—are such
vague and undefined economic concepts that they might conceivably
apply to almost any job displacement occurring duting a time of
energy shortage. State unemployment compensation offices would have
to make individual determinations as to cause of unemployment in
each case. They are not equipped to undertake siuch complex economic
judgments, with such inadequate standards to apply. The inevitable -
result would be wide variations in application: A program both
inequitable and inefficient. ) .

westion 8. Can you tell me why there is a time limit on the certifi-

- cation of eligibility for a worker to get adjustment assistance but no
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time limit between the time he files his application for assistance to the
time he actually gets his allowances. I refer you to the charts on Pages
40 and 41 of the staff bluebook. There is a 60-day limit on the pro-
cedgres c}lelscribed on Page 40 but no limit on the procedures described
on Page 41.

Answer. Under the procedures described on Page 40 of the staff
bluebook, the Secretary of Labor must make an investigation and
reach economic conclusions (see § 222, HLR. 10710) before certifying
a group of workers eligible to a%pl for assistance. HL.R. 10710 simpli-
fies this task as compared with the Trade Adjustment Act of 1962, and
the 60-day limit formalizes the requirement that it be concluded speed-
ily. The procedures for determining eligibility of an individual within
the group certified by the Secretary are carried out by State unemg‘lloi,;-
ment insurance offices, applying simple factual criteria (see § 231, H.R.
10710). Precisely to avoid delay in this determination, H.R. 10710

makes these criteria similar to criteria the same workers must meet

for State unemployment insurance payments. Workers now receive
unemployment insurance checks romptly—allowing for variations
of State law, usually in the neighborhood of two weeks after making
application. We would expect a similar schedule to prevail for trade
displaced workers.

Juestion 3. On Page 5 of your prepared statement, you indicated
that regular unemployment insurance proFrams are designed to deal
with displacement from “normal seasonal or cyclical factors, or of
shifts in technology or of domestic competition.”

Could you explain in just what ways these regular unemployment
srograms are inappropriate for meeting displacement cause by non-
omestic competition ¢
Answer. For many workers increased domestic competition has
meant more or better job opportunities. Workers displaced by domes-
tic competition have used regular unemployment programs to main-
tain themselves for short periods of time wiile they search for other

employment opportunities. Since domestic competition rarely involves
large-scale elimination of job opportunities in an industry, it is nor-
mal for workers displaced from one domestic firm having competitive
difficulties to obtain employment in another more competitive firm in
the same industry. :

Workers displaced by import competition are often in industries of
diminishin% employment opportunities precisely because imports are
supplying larger shares of the domestic market and causing problems
for both competitive and less competitive domestic manufacturers.

‘The latter may not be able to maintain emplc:iyment levels, and workers

laid off by the less competitive firms tend to have more difficulty
finding alternative employment with the more competitive domestic
producers.

Import-caused layoffs are often of lon%er duration and jobs avail-
able in other industries infrequently utilize the special skills of the
import impacted worker. Man import impacted workers are older,
more specialized, and less mobile than other workers. These character-
istics make them less attractive prospects to employers in other
industries. .

Tt is because of the lack of demand for their specialized skills and
their lack of mobility that special adjustment assistance for trade

displaced workers has been designed.
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Hon. Earl L. Butz, Secretary of Agriculture

%zestz‘on-] . The agricultural community has always appeared to me
to be schizophrenic on foreign trade. We have had witnesses from
agriculture come in and tell us that they want to eliminate any pro-
tection in the manufacturing sector but at the same time tighten up
on dairy import quotas when dairy imports were less than 2 percent of
domestic consumption. Agriculture has been protected by price sub-
sidies, import quotas and export subsidies for years so it’s somewhat
hypocritical for them to sing the praises of free trade, Now, if protec-
tion is good enough for the American farmer, why is it so bad for the
American factory worker? If it’s not good for the farmer then why
do w% have so many subsidies and quotas in agriculture for so many
years

_ Answer. To the extent that import quotas and export subsidies exist
in American agriculture, they are primarily means to ensure the ef-
fective administration of domestic farm programs designed to give the
American farmer a fair return compareg to workers in the rest of the
economy. The objective of Section 22 quotas, for instance, is to prevent:
imported surpluses from interfering with, or threatening to render
ineffective, the domestic: price support programs. Their purpose is to
ensure that imports do not add to domestic surpluses which the gov-
ernment would be required to purchase.

We have sought to achieve a market-oriented agriculture through
our domestic farm programs beginning with the passage of the Agri-
cultural Act of 1970. The A ricxﬁture and Consumer Protection Act of
1978 took several steps further in the same direction. Except for a few
crops, we are now set on a course of full production to be sold at com-
petitive market prices. It has taken the government out of the business
of making production choices for the farmer, and we think that is good.
At the same time, the target and loan provisions provide assurances
to the farmer that he will not be the victim of drastic declines in his
income.

A basic tenet of our trade in all products should be the exchange
of goods in which we have a comparative advantage. We have a stron
comparative advantage in most agricultural products, and the U.S.
farmer has demonstrated his ability to produce at low cost for world
needs. Our objective is to free up world agricultural trade so that
there is no need for quotas and subsidies on a permanént basis. We feel
these are valid objectives for all sectors of our economy.

uestion 2. On Page 5 of your statement, you indicated that the
authority. contained in this proposed bill would enable the United
States to free up international agricultural trade and guarantee suf-
ficient food supplies. Also, this authority would help us to deal with the
proliferation o? special trade preferences and to rationalize the maze
of nontariff barriers. What actions (deeds) of the European Common
Market give you any grounds for believing that these goals would be

“achieved through negotiations?

Answer. We believe the EC indicated its sincerity by joining the
United States and other countries in the Tokyo Declaration last
September in agreeing to tackle the many agricultural barriers that
proliferate in the world trading system. The EC and the United States
along with Japan were the initiators of efforts that began at the Smith-

- sonian meeting in December 1971, resulting in joint declarations to -
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negotiate that were ultimately endorsed by the GATT membership.
The Trade Negotiations Committee now making preparations in Gen-
eva for the formal negotiations include a sub-group on agriculture.
This does not mean that agriculture is being separated from indust
in the negotiations--both will be considereg in the context of overall
reciprocity, which the EC has agreed with us should be an objective
of the neﬁotiations.

Even though there is indication that the EC will bargain hard about
agricultural issues, there is disenchantment about the CAP within the

C, especially among the British and the Germans. We think EC
concern about inflation, rising food prices, and supply shortages could
provide the necessary incentive for them to negotiate meaningfully.

We think we will see more evidence of a constructive approach by
the EC to the negotiations once the Trade Bill is passed and 1t becomes
t?llxear how strongly the U.S. Government as a whole is committed to

em. :

Question 3. Why are we the only country in'the world not controllin
wheat exports? The Europeans and the Canadians both have officia
marketing agencies which control exports. Should we also control our
wheat exports?

Answer. We don’t believe that our wheat should be marketed through
official systems like those of Canada or the European Community. The
United States has always conducted business on the basis of minimum
government involvement. To set up a national marketing agency would
mark a clear divergence from this position. The United States has
become the world’s largest exporter of grains without such devices and
we believe the accumulated experience and expertise in the private
sector serve us well.

We do not favor export controls on wheat because they are unneces-
sary. Production is the only true solution to shortages. The United
States is currently pursuing that policy under current farm programs
and ‘we fully expect a record wheat crop ‘this year. Our longer term
interest is in persuading other countriesto lower import barriers to our
wheat and other farm commodities. This means we should be extremely
cautious in taking any actions which would cast doubt on our relia-
bility as a supplier.

Question 4. We have had a rash of shortages, price increases followed
by price controls and export controls and more shortages. It is fair to
say that if you control the price of domestic product below its inter-
national price, you inevitably are forced to adopt export controls?

And, is it not also true that if you control the price of chickens but
not the cost of feed you end up creating an incentive for farmers to
drown their baby chicks? So the lesson that I derive from all this is
that our whole wage-price control system has been a failure and the
best thing we could do in the Congress isto end the whole program. Do
you agree?

Answer. It is not inevitable that export controls are likely to follow
price controls in the circumstances described. However, such domestic
controls do introduce distortions into the economy which can create
pressures for export controls.

Indeed, we should have learned an important lesson from last year’s
experience. That lesson is that controls can create as many problems
as they solve. However, & number of other factors—including weather, -
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worldwide inflation, and the exgox‘t control practices of some forei%n
countries—iwere more responsible than price controls for the supp ﬁ
shortages, erratic production decisions, and gyrating prices whie
affected our agricultural markets in 1973,

As for the purely domestic effects of price controls, there too we
have had problems where controls broke into and disrupted the food
chain. I do agree that designing a foolproof price control system which
wgulld work effectively over the long term would be a virtual impos-
sibility.

. Hon. Henry A. Kissinger, Secretary of State

Question. In your testimony you stated that Title IV of H.R.
10710 may prevent extension of non-discriminabory treatment to
the Soviet Union as well as “several other countries.” To what other
countries do you refer? Given the individual circumstances of these
gouptzries, should Congress proceed to grant MFN on a cases-by-case

asis

Answer, Title IV would authorize the extension of non-discrimina-
tory tariff treatment under certain conditions to the products of any
country which is not now eligible for such treatment. The reference
to several countries other than the Soviet Union as being caught by
those provisions of Title IV preventing extension of such treatment,
was designed to underscore the fact that we do not intend to extend
MFN treatment to all the countries in question and that we intend to
negotiate the extension of non-discriminatory treatment on the merits
of the individual situation in accordance with the provisions of Title
IV. We believe that granting of non-discriminatory treatment on the
basis of a negotiated agreement, pursuant to which concessions maly be
obtained which will be of value to the United States, is preferable to
legislative action unilaterally granting non-discriminatory treatment
to those countries.

The approach called for in the Bill, which includes a Congressional
veto procedure, requires a case-by-case approach. It should thus in
offect permit the Administration 1n cooperation with the Congress to
deal with the granting of MFN on an individual basis.

If the Congress gives the President the authority requested in Title
IV, we would envisage commercial negotiations with several Eastern
European countries. We contemplate beginning with Romania. At ap-
propriate stages in the development of our relations, we would con-
gd?r opening such negotistions with Hungary, Czechoslovakia, and

ulgana.

guestion. Regarding the list of countries which would be specifically
excluded from receiving preferential treatment under Title V of the
bill: Althoug}l:,; Czechoslovakia and Hun%zry would be excluded from
receiving such treatment, Bulgaria and Romania become eligible for
such treatment if granted most favored nation treatment under Title
IV of the bill. Are these latter East European countries so economi-
cally different from Hungary and Czechoslovakia that any or all
should be subject to different treatment under Title V¢ Further-
more, if North Korea or China were to be granted most favored
nation treatment under Title V of this bill they would also be-
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come eligible to receive duty-free treatment on their imports.
Thus, the products of these countries could become reduced all the way
from column two rates down to zero rates of duty. Cuba could also
become immediately eligible for most favored nation or preferential
treatment under this title. By what criteria were the countries listed
in Title V specifically excluded, and have any of the issues which I
have just raised with respect to certain Communist countries consid-
ered in the adoption of this list?

Answer. Czechoslovakia and Hungary are included among the 26
countries mandatorilg' excluded bf' name from possible beneficiary
status under Title V because they, like the other 24, are generally rec-
ognized as being so highly developed economically as to exclude them
from consideration for less developed nation designation. The fact
that a country does not appear on the list set forth in paragraph 502(b)
does not imply that it necessarily will be included in our list of GSP
beneficiaries.

Bulgaria and Romania have requested beneficiary status under a
number of the GSP arrangements of other countries. Both are desig-
nated as beneficiaries by Japan, Australia, Austria, Finland and New
Zealand. The European Community extends limited beneficiary status
to Romania. Neither Hungary nor Czechoslovakia have requested bene-
ficiary status under any system currently in effect.

Under the {)roposals contained in Title V of the Trade Reform Act,
countries will have to meet certain criteria in order to be designated.
The bill provides that generalized preferences may not under any

“condition be extended to (a) Communist countries not eligible for

most-favored-nation tariff treatment and (b) countries which grant

referential treatment to other industrialized countries unless they
indicate that these “reverse preferences” will be eliminated by Jan-
uary 1, 1976 (at least some Communist countries may be excluded
under this “reverse preference” criteria). In addition, when desig—
nating a beneficiary country, the following factors are to be considered :
‘Whether the country has expressed a desire to be so designated; The
country’s level of economic development ; Whether other industrialized
countries extend generalized preferences to the country; and Whether
the country has nationalized property of a United States citizen or
corporation without the payment, of prompt, adequate and effective
compensation.

As the bill is now written, the President would be able to take into
account all U.S. and domestic foreign policy interests before desig-
nating any country a beneficiary. The Administration has no present
intention to grant generalized preferences to any country not now
receiving most-favored-nation tariff treatment. Both Houses of Con-
5ress will be notified in advance of the considerations on which the

ecision to designate any country is based. .

Economic differences also appear sufficiently great to justify dis-
tinction, Generalized preferences benefit mainly manufactured exports
and Czechoslovakia and Hungary have been more successful in ex-
%orting manufactures to the industrialized West than Romania and

ulgaria. The following table compares exports of manufactures per
capita by these four countries to the member countries of the Organiza-
tion of Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD). All non-
communist GSP donors are OECD member countries. '
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Manufaoctured eaports to OECD countries

. Dollars
Country : per capita
Czechoslovakia - $40.2
Hungary - 819
Romania —— . 16.8
Bulgaria 11.4

Question. This bill would give the President authority to grant
China the most favored nation treatment. Furthermore, Title V allows
the President to extend 10 years of duty-free treatment to China as a
developing country. As you know, Chinese labor wages are very small
compared to our own. Under what conditions would you favor grant-
ing most favored nation or other gzeferred treatment to China ¢ Don’t
you see a danger for many high-labor content U.S. industries—textiles,
electronics, footwear—by granting duty-free access to our markets
from such countries as (ghina? (The market disruption provisions of

° the bill for Communist countries are very difficult tests to meet.)

Answer. There are a number of difficulties to be overcome before
the United States considers the possibility of extending MFN tariff
treatment to the People’s Republic of China.
. The Shanghai Communique, issued at the conclusion of President
Nixon’s visit to the People’s Republic of China on February 28, 1972,
called on the United States and the PRC to “facilitate the progressive
development of trade” and to develop “economic relations based on

uality and mutual benefit.” In this connection we began by seeking
Chinese agreement on a means of settling private claims of American

- citizens for compensation of property taken from them by the PRC

after 1949, Agreement in principle was reached in February 1978 and
negotiations on details of a settlement agreement are continuing. How-
ever, we have no way of predicting when final agreement will actually
be reached. We have taken the position with the Chinese that once a -
claims settlement agreement has been concluded we will be prepared
to enter into discussions leading to the extension of MFN in return for
comparable concessions by the PRC.

The People’s Republic of China does not benefit from any of the
existing systems of generalized tariff preferences. To our knowledge it
has not requested these benefits. The Administration does not intend to

ste the proposed authority in Title V of the trade bill to extend prefer-
ential treatment to the PRC.

Question. This bill would give tariff preferences to “developing
countries”, including oil-producing nations. I for one don’t believe
that we should give preferential treatment to countries which embargo
exports to the U.S. In fact, I don’t believe they should be given “most-
favored-nation” treatment in our market. Why should we give “non-
discriminatory” treatment to countries which discriminate against us?

Answer. Passage of Title V as now drafted would not automatically
lead to preferential treatment for the oil-producing countries or, for
that matter, any country. It is true that the major oil-producing coun-
tries would not be excluded by any of the mandatory criteria in the bill.
‘The bill, however, provides ample authority to provide or deny general-
ized preferences to any country if it is in the U.S. interest to do so.

Question. Why don’t we bargain with the Soviet Union and request

~ that they pay for our proprietary commodities with gold ¢
o
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. Answer. The USSR has in fact been-using its gold to help finance
imports from other countries, including the United States, by selling
1d in international markets to obtain foreign exchange. In 1978 alone
it is believed that the USSR sold over $1 billion in gold to finance such
gnmg,)torts. Part of this gold was sold to licensed users in the United
es‘
. However, U.S. exporters would be placed in a difficult position if we
insisted on payment in gold for exports of proprietary goods or serv-
ices rather than partially financing these sales through credits. Under
such circumstances, producers in other industrialized nations would be
able to offer the Soviets far more attractive terms than our own. Under
present arrangements, however, our Export-Import Bank terms are
competitive with those of other major exporting nations allowing
American exporters a reasonable opportunity to sell in the Soviet mar-
ket. If the American exgorber were to insist on a cash or gold payment
for an export to the USSR, the USSR could secure both the goods and
satisfactory credits from these other countries and the American
company would lose the export. Furthermore, since a private Ameri-
can person cannot hold gold, it would be illegal for an American com-
pany to trade goods for gold without a special Treasury license. It
would otherwise be unrealistic to expect the USSR to sell gold to the
Treasury at the official price, when the price on the free market is
several times higher.

In any event, we want to see trade with the USSR develop into a
normal pattern whereby countries pay fur the bulk of their imports
by the foreign exchange they earn through exporting. This does not
mean that trade should be balanced on a bilateral basis; a trade deficit
with one country can be offset by a trade surplus with another.

U.S. SENATE,
ComMITTEE ON FINANCE,
. March 20, 1974,
Hon. HEnry A. KIssINGER,
Secretary of State,
Department of State,
Washington, D.C.

Dear MR. SEcRETARY : In my letter of March 15, 1974, on behalf of
the Committee on Finance, I directed to you five questions with a re-
quest that you provide brief written answers for inclusion in the record
of our hearings on the Trade Reform Act of 1973,

In addition, I would now like to request that you comment on the
validity and significance of recent reports that the Soviet Union earlier
this month broadcast programming to the Middle East rging the
OAPEC nations not to lift the oil embargo against the United States.
I refer to your attention the attached clipping entitled “Soviet Radio
Beamed to Arabs Backs Those Favoring Oil Ban,” which appeared in
the New York Times on March 18, 1974, and which includes a wire
service report by United Press International containing the following -
direct quotation from the Soviet broadcast :

“If today some Arab leaders are ready to surrender in the face of
American pressure and lift the ban on oil before those demands are
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~ fulfilled, they are taking a chance by challenging the whole Arab
~ world and the progressive forces of the whole world, which insist on
the continued use of the oil weapon.” :
I would appreciate receiving your comments on this matter at your
earliest convenience.
With every good wish, I am
Sincerely, ‘
Russert B. Lona,
Chairman.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, D.C., May 1, 197}4.

. Hon. Russerr B. Long,
Chairman, Committee on Finance, U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. CHairMAN: The Secretary has asked me to respond to
your letter requesting our comments on the validity and significance
of reports that the Soviet Union had broadcast programs to the Middle
East ur%lin the oil-producing nations not to lift the oil embargo
against t e%nited States.

Soviet press and radio commentaries have supported the Arab
oil embargo, althou%il Soviet broadcasting to the West and Soviet
domestic treatment have been milder in tone than Moscow radio
broadcasts in Arabic. The most extreme rhetoric has appeared in the
Arabic language broadcasts of Radio Peace and Progress—a facility
" characterized by Moscow as “unofficial.” The material from which you
have quoted was broadcast by Radio Peace and Progress on March 7.

Although the USSR has given public support to the Arab oil
strategy, there is no evidence to suggest that it had a hand in plan-
ning or implementing the oil embargo, which was an Arab initiative
undertaken by the oll-producing states themselves. Several of these,

articularly Saudi Arabia, do not have diplomatic relations with the

oviet Union. Additionally, I might note, the USSR actually in-
i:;%aésed its own exports of petroleum products to the US during late

In the broader context, while we do not approve of all Soviet actions
in connection with the Middle East crisis, the fact remains that the
Soviet Union has demonstrated responsible behavior in the Middle
East on several occasions—in working with the United States to
achieve the cease-fire and to establish the Geneva Conference and in
contributing to a positive atmosphere at Geneva when the Conference
opened. Secretary Kissinger has indicated that we will deal with the

oviet Union in the Middle East as long as its actions contribute to the
stabilization of the situation in that area.

I hope that this information has been responsive to your inquiry.
However, if you have any further questions, please let us know.
Sincerely yours, - :
Linwoop HovroN,
Assistant Seoretary for Congressional Relations.
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Office of the Special Trade Representativé for Trade Negotiations

Question 1. When the European Common Market was changed from
gix to nine countries, we claimed they owed us $1 billion in compensa-
tion; they offered us $130 million. When do you expect this issue will
be settled ?

Answer. There are various ways of assessing the trade coverage value
of U.S. exports which are harmed due to the entry of the United King-
«om, Denmark, and Ireland to the EC. The EC claims that the beneflt
to U.S. exported Eroducts on which tariffs will be lowered by the en-
largement more than offsets that of products on which tarifls will be
raised to conform to the EC common tariff schedule. The U.S. has a
different view and demands compensation under the provisions of
Articles XX1IV:6 and XXVIII of the GATT. The parties are not in
agreement either as to the interpretation of the relevant GATT obli-

- gations in this case, or as to the amount or quality of “compensation”

which is due. Nevertheless, the differences have been substantially
narrowed during the course of the negotiations. At their meeting of
April 2, 1974, the EC Council of Ministries has approved further ne-
Eotiationswhich could lead to some additional compensation. We will

now more about this in a few days. Hopefully this matter can be re-
solved in the near future. More than this would be inappropriate to say
publicly at this time. We will be happy to give you a report as develop-
ments occur.

Question 2. Given the current international crisis facing the Euro-
pean Common Market, do you think it is possible to carry out long-
range ne%)tiations? How do you think the resurgence of the Labor
Party in Britain—with its relatively negative Common Market bizs—
will affect the situation ?

Answer. The Common Market has on several occasions indicated its
desire for international trade negotiations. For example, the EC Coun-
cil declared in December, 1971 : “the Community is ready . . . to take
part in overall negotiations on the basis of mutual advantage and
reciprocity and requiring an effort from all the participants.’

Similarly, in their “Joint Declaration” of February 1972, the Com-
munity and the United States confirmed that it was their intention
“to begin, and give active support to, wide-ranging trade negotiations
of GATT . .. conducted on the basis of mutual advantage and a
mutual commitment involving overall reciprocity.”

The Community position was confirmed at the European Summit
Conference held in g)ctober 1972 by the heads of state or government
of the nine EC member states, The Community subsequently gave
full support to the Tokyo Declaration in September 1973 and is now
an active participant in the program of preparatory work underway
in Geneva.

Concerning the policy of the United Kingdom, that country has
traditionally been a strong supporter of multilateral trade negotia-
tions. The new British government, in its policy pronouncement, has
emphasized the desirability of finding multilateral solutions for prob-
lems, the im];{)ortance of the Atlantic relationship, and trade liberaliza-
tion. I think we can count on the new government as a strong sup-
porter for the forthcoming negotiations.

[
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.. As the EC Commission indicated in a statement issued by its Pres-
ident on January 381, the European Community is greeently facing
& number of serious problems in its efforts to make further progress
towards economic unity. The new Labor Government in Great Britain
has increased the problems of the Community because of its announced
intention, during the election campaign and earlier, to renegotiate the
terms of British entry once it took office.

The nine members of the Community are making a determined effort
to meet their problems cooperatively, however, and we do not at
present see any likelihood that the Community would become unable
to function eflectively in international economic negotiations such as
the multilateral trade negotiations under the GATT.

In his opening speech to the House of Commons on March 19 and at
the EC Council meeting of April 1-2, new British Foreign Secretary
Callaghan made it clear tliat Britain is not seeking a confrontation
with the other member states, and will try to achieve its objectives by
working within the EC institutional framework.

Question 3. (a) Can you tell us who will be the top three on the U.S.
negotiation team?

E,?b) What prior experience do these people have in industry ¢
¢) What in your view is the role of representatives of private indus-
try and agriculture in the U.S. negotiating system ¢

Answer. (a) The chief trade negotiator would be the President’s
Special Representative for Trade Negotiations, as provided under
section 141 of the Trade Reform Act and as he is currently under sec-
tion 241 of the Trade Expansion Act. He has two Deputies with the
rank of Ambassador. These three persons will head the team for
U.S. trade negotiations. At the present time, William D. Eberle is
the President’s Special Trade Representative and Harald B. Malm-
gr?}il}li:d one of his Deputies. The other position of Deputy is currently
u .

(b) With respect to prior experience in industry, Ambassador
Eberle was President and then Chairman of American Standard,
Inc. from 1966 until his government appointment in 1971. From 1960
to 1966, he was Vice President of the Boise Cascade Corporation. He
was also formerly a director of PPG Industries and Hewlett Pack-
ard, Inc. He was a partner in the law firm of Richards, Haga and
Eberle in Boise, Idaho from 1950 to 1960. He was a member of the
Idaho House of Representatives from 1953 to 1963, servin%{ as a
Majority Leader in- 1957, Minority Leader in 1959 and Speaker in
1961. He received an A.B. degree from Stanford University, an
M.B.A. from Harvard University Graduate School of Business, and
an LL.B. from Harvard Law School. Since his appointment, Ambas-
sador Eberle has participated directly in numerous domestic and for-
eign trade policy issues involving specific industries and agriculture.
As provided under section 135 of the Trade Reform Act, he will be
the Chairman of the Advisory Committee for Trade Negotiations and
has already held, in conjunction with the Secretary of Commerce, sev-
eral meetings with industry representatives in the context of the in-
dustry-government liaison mechanism established in preparation for
the trade negotiations.

Ambassador Malmgren, an economist, has engaged in many indus-
try-related activities, including as an economic consultant from 1971
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to 1972, as a consultant to the President’s Council on International
Economic Policy, the President’s Commission on International Trade
and Investment Policy, and the National Association of Manufac-
turers. He was also a_member of the Business-Industry Advisory
Committee to the OECD and the Trade Policy Committee of the
U.S. Chamber of Commerce. As a former Assistant Special Repre-
sentative for Trade Negotiations from 1964 to 1969, he was involved
in many issues relating to slixeciﬁc industries and to agriculture, par-
ticularly in conjunction with the Kennedy Round of trade negotia-
tions, and led several U.S. delegations in international trade meetings.
(¢) Close liaison between the government and the private sector is
critical. The Administration intends to Ket the necessary inputs from
each industry and agriculture sector. A great deal of thought has
already gone into structuring the liaison program and there appears
to be overwhelming support from the private sector for this effort.
Besides ensuring that the negotiators are aware of the desires and
concerns of various individual sectors, the liaison function will include
effective communication by the negotiators back to the private sector
during the trade negotiations so that the progress of the negotiations
as they relate to particular industrial and agricultural interests is
well understood, including the problems and counterproposals neces-
sary in any negotiating process. The final approaches are still being
discussed with the various sectors as to how best to assure our common
objectives.
owever, final decisions concerning the negotiations must be made
by the government in pursuit of the overall objective of the Act and
the national interest of the United States. Under section 135 of the
Trade Reform Act, the Special Trade Representative must explain

‘to the advisory committees and to the Congress why any particular

recommendations or advice from the private sector advisory groups
were not accepted. We intend for there to be a close relationship in
our liaison efforts 8o as to obtain the understanding of the industries
affected as the negotiations proceed.
%uestion 4. Have any studies been conducted projecting the impact
of litlt; V on our balance of trade and payments? If so, what were the
results . .
Answer. In early 1973, the State Department estimated—necessarily
on the basis of various assumptions—the overall effects of generalized
tariff preferences (GSP) on the U.S. balance of trade. The results
suﬁlgast that these effects are likely to be quite small.
o study assumed that the three major systems of generalized
references—those of the U.S., the European Community of 6, and
apan—had been in operation throughout 1971, The product coverage
of the U.S. system was assumed to be all manufactures and semi-manu-
factures except textiles, footwear, watches, certain steel articles, pe-
troleum and petroleum products. The competitive need ceilings were
taken into account. Potential beneficiaries most likely to be affected.
by our “reverse” preference condition were excluded (e.f;., Spain,

reece, Turkey, Israel and Portugal). All other potentially eligible
countries were assumed to benefit from our GSP for the pur of
these estimates. The study was a short-run static analysis and it did
not take into account new productive facilities which might be estab-
lished in beneficiary countries.
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It was agsumed that three things will happen when tariff reductions
are granted to some but not all U.S. tmdin? partners: (a) U.S, imports
will increase overall because tariffs are lowered; (b) some imports
from the beneficiary countries will displace imports from other devel-
oped countries because of the new price relationship ; and (¢) increased
earnings by beneficiary developing countries from each of the GSPs
will tend to flow to a substantial degree back to this country in pay-
ment for U.S, exports, ‘

These effects are shown in the table below :

Overall effects of major generalized mfﬂ‘ﬁ %referenoea systems on the U.8. balance
of trade

[ Millions of 1971 dollars}

1, Additional U.8. Imports Due to Lowering of Tariffs. ~218
2, U.8. Exports Replaced by LDC Bxports Due to G8Ps of Other Countries — 88
3. Bxpanded U.8. Exports to Developing Countries 4206
4, Overall Effect on U.8, Balance of Trade..._- —~ b5l

The benefits derived by the developing countries from generalized
tariff preferences include not only the overall addition to U.S. imports

estimated above at $218 million) but also those U.S. imports from

eveloping countries which would have come from other developed
countries but for the preferences (not shown above but estimated at
$206 million). In the latter case, only the source of U.S. imports not
the lével would shift and there would be no change in the U.S. balance
of payments. The existence of the other GSPs, however, mean that
some U.S. exports to Europe and Japan are being displaced by exports
from the developing countries (estimated above at $38 million). When
calculating the amount by which U.S. exports to developing countries
can be expected to expand (estimated above at $205 million), the over-
all benefits in terms of increased foreign exchange earnings to develop-
infg countries—both new trade and displaced trade—from the GSPs
of the EC and Japan were taken into account as well as U.S, general-
ized tariff preferences.

There are several additional points which should be considered when
looking at these results:

Current statistics on the EC and Jasanese systems of generalized
tariff preferences which would be needed to update these estimates are
not available. The EC promised to make such data available to the
OECD later this year. We have no indication of when Japanese data
will become available.

The 1971 and 1973 world-wide currency realignments probably low-
ered the share of manufactured exports which enter the U.S. market
from developing countries and should, therefore, reduce any adverse
effects of generalized tariff preferences on our balance-of-trade.

- The EC has changed the base year of its GSP tariff quotas from
1968 to 1971 with the result that the ceilings limiting preferential
imports from GSP beneficiaries are on the average 40 percent higher
than they would have been under the old method of calculation. Thus,
more LDC goods should flow to the'EC increasing the amount of for-
eign exchange available to LDCs for purchases in preference-giving
countries including the U.S.

Many developing countries face substantially higher energy costs
and thus they will tend not to spend as much of their increased export
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earnings in the industrialized countries. This is likely to have an ad-
versehbatljagce-of-trade effect on all preference-giving countries includ-
ing the U.S.
here are other long-term effects which can only be considered in a
qualitative way. To the extent additional investment is stimulated by
neralized tariff {)references, both U.S. exports (of capital goods) and

.S. imports will increase. On the other hand, over time, as LDCs
develop, the competitive necd ceilings will probably trigger a return
to ordinary rates of duty with increasing frequency.

While there is no way to estimate precisely the effects of these addi-
tional factors, it is likely, however, that the overall balance of trade
effecltis of generalized tariff preferences on the U.S. will be relatively
small, \

Question 5. Uinder Title V, duty-free treatment would not be ex-
tended to the country if more than $25 million of the products were
imported into the United States or if they exceeded 50 percent of the
value of the today imports of such articles into the.United States dur-
ing any year. Does this so-called competitive need test have any mean-
ing when one considers the number of article classiﬁcations——runninﬁr
into the thousands—in the Tariff Schedule of the United States? Al
an importer would have to do is make minor alterations in the nature
of his product in order to avoid the application of the competitive
need formulas in the bill. Should not the term “article,” therefore,
be more broadly defined or should not the Congress actually legislate
a list of those articles or sectors which could receive preferential treat-
ment under this Title in order to solve this problem ¢

Answer. Generalized tariff preferences (GSP) will not be granted
initially or would be withdrawn subsequently with reslgect to only a
particular article from only a purticular country which supplies $25
million of that article or 50 percent of the total value of U.S. imports
of that article during a calendar year. However, the competitive need
test is designed for all articles designated eligible for GSP, however
defined. Consequently, if an importer made minor alterations in a
product to avoid applicationof the formula with respect to one article,
such imports would count toward the ceilings applicable to the modi-
fied article.

If an article is broadly defined, then it will be easier to trigger the
$25 million limit, but less likely to trigger the 50 percent of total im-
f)orts criteria. Likewise, if an article is narrowly defined, it will be less

ikely to trigger the $25 million limit, but easier to trigger the 50 per-
cent test. For purposes of easier administration as well as to avoid dif-
ficulties in defining articles, the House Committee on Ways and Means,
a8 indicated in its report on H.R. 10710, thought it best to rel, on the
five-digit tariff line items of the U.S. Tariff Schedule, with some ex-
ceptions allowed if necessary to ensure that an article is a coherent
product category.

In this connection, in the great majority of cases, it is not possible
to change the five-digit classification of an article simply by makin
minor alterations. Efforts were made when drawing up our tari
schedule classifications to reduce such possibilities to a minimum.

The possibility of minor alterations in the nature of products would .
not necessarily be avoided by Congress legislating the list of articles
which could receive GSP. Furthermore, as in the case of MFN tariff
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reductions in the context of international trade agreements under sec-
tion 101, it will be useful to have, as provided in the present bill, the
advice and information ({)rovided under the prenegotiation procedures
(Tariff Commission and Departmental advice, public hearinﬁe) cur-
rently applicable under Title V in order to assess the potential effects
on domestic industries prior to the designation of specific articles for
GSP treatment. .

Question 6. Would it be possible under Title V of this bill for the
United States to grant tariff preferences to China ¢
. Answer. One of the specific conditions under Title V' for designat-
ing countries as beneficiaries of generalized tariff preferences (GSP
is that the country must receive nondiscriminatory (MFN) tari
treatment from the U.S, in order to be eligible. Since the People’s
Republic of China (PRC) does not receive MFN treatment, it would
not currently be eligible for GSP.

If the PRC were to receive MFN treatment sometime in the future,
the criteria under section 502 of the bill to be taken into account in
designating any beneficiary country would then also apply in deter-
mining whether to grant éSP to the PRC. These criteria include a
desire by the country to be designated a beneficiary, its level of eco-
nomic development, whether or not other major developed countries
are extendix(llg GSP to the country, and whether or not the country has
expropriated U.S. property. Countries granting “reverse” preferences
to developed countries are ineligible unless they provide satisfactory
assurances to eliminate such preferences before January 1, 1976. To
date, the PRC has not reqll)lested beneficiary status from the U.S. and
has not been 7granted GSP by any other donor countries.

Question 7. Why is the authority of the President to act against un-
reasonable actions to be taken only with respect to the particular coun-
try maintaining such foreign practices whereas the President would
be required to act on an across-the-board basis against the products
of ail countries where the offending country was maintaining unjusti-
fiable import restrictions which would be considered illegal and would
likely be more serious than unreasonable import restrictions. In other
words, if a country acted illegally with respect to the United States
the President would be required to retaliate against all countries{
This does not make much sense. .

Answer. Under section 301 of the Trade Reform Act as drafted,
U.S. reaction against unreasonable foreign trade practices must be on
a selective basis; U.S. reaction to unjustifiable foreign trade practices
may be either on a selective or on a nondiscriminatory basis. There
is no strong reason to differentiate between unjustifiable and unrea-
sonable foreign trade practices for the purposes of U.S. retaliation.
In both cases, it would be preferable to allow retaliation either on a
nondiscriminatory or selected basis, provided that the U.S. considers
and gives due weight to its international obli%ations. (This latter stip-
ulation does not impose a limitation on the legal scope of the Presi-
dent’s authority to take action in the national interest; it does,
however, indicate a marked preference for action consistent with U.S.
international obligations). An amendment to section 301 providing
for such a solution has been proposed by the Administration and sub-
mitted to the Committee in Ambassador Eberle’s testimony for the
Senate record.



X

528

There are persuasive reasons for allowing the President to retaliate
either on a selective or on a_nondiscriminatory basis in response to
both unreasonable and unjustifiable trade practices. On a nondiserim-
inatory basis, retaliation can be tailored to materially affect only the
offending country by withdrawing or suspending concessions on arti-
cles of particular interest to such country. While this might entail a
minor impact on other countries, it would greatly simplify customs
administration and preserve the pattern of nondiscriminatory treat-
ment which lies at the heart of an open world trading system. More-
over, authority for retaliatory action under U.S. international obliga-
tions may, in certain cases, re(éuire nondiscriminatory withdrawals or
suspension. On the other hand, in certain cases, effective retaliation
mi%ht require action limited to the offending country. The authority
to fit the U.S. response to the particular case should be available,

It should be pointed out that the question posed misstates the effect
of the present section 301(b) of the Trade Reform Act, Contrary to
the implication in the question, in response to an unjustifiable foreign
trade practice, the President is not required to act on a
nondiscriminatory basis, but may do so.

Question 8. Section 124 of the bill would give the President author-
ity to negotiate and implement duty reductions in order to compen-
sate countries whose trade was adversely affected by import relief
actions taken under Title II of this bill. Import relief actions under
the bill could only remain in effect for five years, or for seven years if
extended. However, duties reduced under this section would remain
at the lower level. Should there not be a provision re(“ﬁring that such
duty reductions bounce back up to prior levels as the import relief
actions are phased out and/or terminated ¢

Answer. There is no objection to inclusion in the Trade Reform Act
of a provision requiring that any compensatory duty reductions be
restored to prior levels as the import relief is phased out or terminated.
Authority to restore prior duty levels would exist under the termina-
tion authori:iy of section 126 of the bill, however, but is not manda-
tory. Some exibility would be advisable for the following reasons:

Compensation claims can be very simple or very complex and on
occasion two or more can be under negotiation at the same time, When
selecting items for compensation, two criteria have been followed in
the past: First, to select items which are supplied entirely or chiefly
by the countries due compensation so that unrequited benefits are not
bestowed on other countries; second, to select items which are not
currently or in the foresccable future subject to severe import
competition. ‘

After such items are selected, it is in the best interest to get the most
mileage out of the reductions being offered as compensation. Thus,
there 18 a need for flexibility as indicated in the following examples:

1. If the U.S. is negotiating on two separate claims which arise
from two escape-clause actions of differing duration, then it would
not be possible to make the maximum use of the compensation until
both escape-clause actions had terminated. . .

2, The ¢ircumstances may be such in a compensation claim that it
is difficult if not impossible to determine the amount of compensation
which is owed or even claimed. On occasion such complex cases might
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be settled by the %mnting of permanent compensatory concessions
on noncontroversial items, under other authority in the statute.

3. The U.S. could transfer the compensation granted in one case as
complete compensation of a new case, thereby avoiding the procedures
of entering and concluding a negotiation.

Question 9. The bill would give the President broader authority
to retaliate against foreign import restrictions and export subsidies
than he currently has under the Trade Reform Act. Under the bill,
the President could act under a nondiscriminatory treatment or other-
wise. Yet, the President would also be directed to consider the relation-
ship of actions under Section 301 to an international obligation of the
United States. Does this mean that if the GATT required most-
favored-nation action, the President could not act .against specific
countries?

Answer. Under the present law (section 252 of the Trade Expan-
sion Act) the President must have “due regard” for international
obligations in taking retaliatory action against “unreasonable” re-
strictions. Under section 301 of the Trade Reform Act the President
must “consider” the relationship to international obligations in all
cases in determining what retaliatory action to take. As the provision
is currently drafted, in the case of “unjustifiable” foreign trade prac-
tices or acts, the President could act either on a most-favored-nation
basis or only aﬁainst imports from the offending country. In the case
of “unreasonable” but not “unjustifiable” restrictions, the President
must act only against the offending country.

The requirement to “consider” U.S. international obligations is not

a limitation on the legal scope of the President’s authority to act in
the national interest. A GA’F’I‘ determination would not be required
before the President could act, nor would the President be prohibited
from acting inconsistently with such a determination and U.S. inter-
national obligations. However, to act inconsistently or in non-
compliance with international obligations is a very serious matter,
dictating that as a matter of practice the President would resort to
inconsistent action only on a matter of important principle and in the
national interest, for example, only if effective international proce-
dures to deal with the problem are not available or after he determined
that all other possible measures consistent with international
obligations would be inadequate to remedy the problem.
- Question 10. If the Congress is to carry out its role in shaping trade
agreements and implementing language, do you think that a provi-
sion should be made for Congressional participation well in advance
of the date of entry of the particular agreement? There is a provision
for consultation with the Senate Committee on Finance and the House
Ways and Means Committee, but there are no requirements as to the
timing of such consultation or the subject matter thereof.

Answer. The Trade Reform Act contemplates Congressional par-
ticipation in shasling trade agreements and their implementing lan-
guage. By providing for Congressional representatives to the trade
negotiations (section 161) and for consultation with both the House
Committee on Ways and Means and the Senate Finance Committee
before any trade agreements under section 102 is entered into (section
102(d)), the framework for a continuous and ungoing process of con-



tw

530

sultation between Administration officials and the relevant Congres-
sional committees and their staffs has been developed.

No formal time limit requirements have beén included in section
102(d) because a mandatory lengthy period between consultations
with the committees and entering into an agreement might unneces-
sarily delay negotiations. In a case where there were no substantive
differences between committee views and Administration views, it
would be in nobody’s interest to have such a delay; where differences
existed, consultations would necessarily be more involved and by
operation of the consultative procedures the result might very well be
a longer period between the beginning of consultations and entering
into an agreement. Moreover, because of the scope of the negotiations
the Administration envisions a more or less continuous process o
consultation as the various agreements are considered, which would
not be easily subject to specific time limitations. ~

The veto procedure, when utilized for implementing a nontariff
barrier agreement, also contains a requirement that at least 90 days
before entering into such agreement the President must notify the
House and Senate of his intention to enter into an agreement and
publish a notice of such intention in the Federal Register.

Reference is also made to the answer to Question No. 11, which
describes the purpose of the consultation requirement. :

Question 11. There is much concern in the Congress asto the degree
of authority which would be delegated to the President with respect
to nontariff barrier trade agreements. Part of this concern is due to
the uncertainty as to how and when the authority to negotiate non-
tariff barrier trade agreements would be utilized. Would you indi-
cate the circumstances under which the President would negotiate
nontariff barrier trade agreements not requiring a change in U.S, law
which would, therefore, not be subject to the Congressional veto pro-

cedure under Section 102 of the bill?

Conversely, would you also indicate the type of nontariff barrier
trade agreements which would require a change in U.S. law and
which would be subject to the Congressional veto procedure? In this
regard, are there not many U.S. nontariff barriers which could be
amended simply through a change in regulations without amending
the current statute? In other words, could the procedure under Title
I of the bill be used in such a way as to eliminate Congressional re-
view with respect to the reduction or elimination of U.S. important
nontariff barriers negotiated thereunder?

Answer. It is contemplated that Section 102 of the bill would not
change in any way the question of what authority now exists in the
Executive Branch to negotiate or implement nontariff barrier agree-
ments. If there were no bill, there would be some, albeit limited, au-
thority to negotiate and implement NTB agreements.

To attempt to define with any degree of particularity those areas
in which the President could now negotiate and implement an agree-
ment on nontariff barriers would require an exhaustive study of exist-
ing legislation and regulation, and would undoubtedly introduce diffi-
cult legal questions. In certain cases, a reasonably straightforward
identification of the type of agreement that would not require further
Conl%ressanal action can be made (e.g., an agreement related to paper
work requirements of customs or other areas resulting from adminis-
trative procedures). Likewise some that would require Congressional
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action can be identified (e.g., international agreement on the wine
allon/proof gallon basis of assessment, on the American Selling
rice system of valuation, or on standardization of marks of origin
ret}uirements). On the other hand, in many cases, the answers may
only become apparent as negotiations proceed and the nature of pro-
vosed agreements becomes clear, For this very reason, a provision has
n included in the Trade Reform Act requiring consultations with
the House Ways and Means and the Senate Finance Committees under
section 102 is entered into (Section 102(d)). As noted in the Ways
and Means Committee report on H.R. 10710 (pages 22-23) :

“The ]principal purpose of these consultations is to assess the ways
in which domestic statutes or regulations would be affected by an
agreement and consequently whether or not further Congressional
action will be required before the agreement can be implemented.”

Because, under such procedure, determination will be made upon
concrete proposals, it has clear advantages over any attempt to define,
in the abstract, which types of agreements may be subject to the veto
procedure or other Congressional action and which may not. As a final

oint, it should be noted that any decision to try to implement an

TB agreement in domestic U.S. law will be subject to judicial review
through normal court processes.

Thus, it can be categorically stated that the procedure under Title
I of the bill cannot be used in any way to eliminate Congressional
review with respect to the reduction or elimination of U.S. impor-
tant nontariff barriers negotiated thereunder. ‘

v Question 12. What is your view of the provisions of the House bill
ghi_c}; requires that negotiations be conducted on a sector-by-sector
asis

Answer. The Administration views on this provision are summar-
ized on pages 87-43 of the testimony submitted by Ambassador Eberle
for the Senate record. Our basic concern is that the provision or its
possible interpretation, particularly with respect to the method for
conducting the negotiations, could limit the scope of the negotiations
and their achievement of the overall goals of the Trade Reform Act
under section 2. This Administration would welcome an opportunity
to discuss and work with the Committee on possible revisions.

?uestion 13. To what extent will other parties to the GATT be
willing to engage in reformation of the rules of the agreement as con-
templated by section 121 of H.R. 107107

Answer. In a number of cases, particularly relating to conditions
of trade not presently covered in GATT or relating to other nontariff
barriers (e.g., government procurement, subsidies), it should be pos-
sible to work out codes or other se%arate su Xlemental understand-
ings which would be subscribed to by ke, Gp TT countries but not
necessarily the full GATT membership. Prospects are also good for
developing an improved international safeguards mechanism and pos-
sibly a revised provision racognizing import surcharges as a means
by which industrial countries may handle balance-of-payments defi-
cits. However, in view of the international procedures involved and
the mixed composition of GATT membership, it will be difficult to
write and get ratification for changes in the provisions of the General
Agreement itself. We believe it would be advisable for section 121 to
be cast in flexible terms, giving guidance to our negotiations on what
should be achieved as far as possible in the netgotiating situation.
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Appendix B

Summary and Analysis of H.R. 10710—The Trade
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SUMMARY AND ANALYSIS OF HR. 10710—~THE TRADE
REFORM ACT OF 1978

Introduction

The Trade Reform Act of 1973, passed by the House of Representa-
tives by a vote of 272 to 140 on December 11, 1978, would delegate to
the President greater tariff and trade authorities than the Congress
has ever delegated before to any President. Under Article I, Section
8 of the Constitution, the Congress has the plenary constitutional au-
thority to “lay and collect taxes, duties, imposts,” etc., and to “regu-
late trade with foreign nations.” Since 1984 Congress has periodically
delegated specific and limited trade agreement authority to the Presi-
dent for the purpose of negotiating reciprocal tariff and trade con-
cessions with foreign nations. The last major delegation of authornty
to the President to negotiate trade agreements was contamed in the

Trade Expansion Act of 1962.

Six long rounds of multinational negotiations have taken place in
the post World War II era. Without question, these negotiations
have whittled down tariff barriers to the point where, in most com-

 modities and for most countries, tariffs are not considered to be the

most sngniﬁcant form of protectlon A companson of tariff levels
among major industrial countries is provided in Appendix A.

Since the end of the Kennedy Round the term “nontariff barrier”
has been very much in vogue. A “nontariff barrier” or “distortion,” as
the more sophisticated experts term it, literally refers to any trade
barrier or trade distorting device other than a tariff. Thus a quota

" would be a nontariff barrier (NTB). But the term is so broad, it can

be construed to include automobile emission standards, healbh and
safety codes, licensing and distribution systems, investment restric-
tions, competitive bidding procedures and restrictions, discriminatory
taxes and a whole host of government or private actions which affect
trade and investment. Each nation literally has thousands of practices
which other nations consider “nontariff barriers.” A summary of

. major tariff and nontariff barriers appears in Appendix B.

The Subcommittee on International Trade, following the lead of the
full Committee in the stillborn Trade Act of 1970, requested the Tariff
Commission to do a complete study on nontariff barriers by sector.
That study is now available. It appears to be the most thorough study

“of its kind ever undertaken in this country.

“The next round of multinational GATT negotiations are intended

“to attack nontariff trade barriers. Unquestionably, this is an am-
‘bitious undertaking as the negotiations are bound to get-into the
domestic laws and regulations of major nations which bear little:orno

" relation to international trade. Any law or regulation which may affect

trade (even though they might deal with an environmental or health
1)

30-238 O - 74 - pt.2 - 12
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matter) could be an object for negotiation, Thus the House bill grants
authority to the President to modify U.8. laws and regulations as part
of any trade agreemont, subject to a congressional veto procedure. -

As of this daie, there scems to be little consensus among the major
trading nations as to what the major nontariff barriers are or how
they should be negotiated. The GATT secretariat has completed an
inventory of nontariff barriers based on each member country’s sub-
mission of complaints against other members. There was an attempt
to categorize the complaints into five broad areas— (1) government par-
ticipation in trade; (2) customs and administrative entry precedents;
(8) standards; (4) specific limitations on trade; and (5) charges on
jmports., Each category is so broad it covers a multitude of practices
desmed to be non-tariff barriers. Negotiating in sensitive areas will
be slow and difficult.

The European Community still seems preoccupied with internal
problems and has not shown much enthusiasm for the GATT talks.
The French have suggested that the trade negotiations should await a

 satisfactory renegotiation of the IMF' rules, a twist on the U.S. posi-

tion that a change in the monetary rules would be incomplete without
a change in the trading rules, Thus, the negotiations may be very slow

in getting off the ground. Based on previous rounds, one can expect & '

long period of jockeying for positions in the inner councils of govern-
ments with the critical tradeoffs coming in the last hours of the nego-
tiations. There was an original hope that the round may finish by 1975
but few feel this is still possible. B

In the two or more years that have transpired since the Trade Re-
form Act was conceived by the Executive and considered, amended, and
passed by the House of Representatives, the world economy has suf-
fered severe shocks. There have been two official devaluations of the
American dollar, a new international monetary system (or nonsystem)
of fluctuating exchange rates and an energy crisis that threatens the
oconomies of the western world as well as the political cohesion of the
major nations. :

Traditional trade problems have usually been associated with rising
imports and their effect on industries, firms and jobs. Such “tradi-
tional” problems often were caused by oversupply. Current trade prob-
lems are more typically due to shortages—food and fiber, energy,
metals and many others. Wo have moved into an era of resource
scarcity and accelerated inflation—an era in which producing countries
are incmasinfly tempted to withhold supplies for economic or politi-
cal reasons, It’s a totally new ball game, which was not envisaged in
the planning and conception of t_lée Trade Reform Act. . -
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STRUCTURAL CHANGES IN WORLD ECONOMY

The U.S. and world economies have passed through several phases
since the lact large grant of trade negotiating authority was delegated
to the Executive in the Trade Expansion Act of 1962. During the early
1960’s the U.S. economy moved from stagnation to respectable growth
without significant inflation. Beginning in 1965 a deep rooted infla-
tionary trend developed which has not abated. Indeed inflation in the
United States has reached unprecedented proportions in peacetime.
Underlying this inflation have been the largest budget deficits since
World War II. The endemic inflation led to extraordinary balance of
trade and payments deficits between 1970 and 1972 which in turn
created massive runs against the dollar. After the U.S. could no longer
maintain a fixed parity between the dollar and gold, the fixed exchange
rate structure collapsed on August 15, 1971. Several dollar devalua-
tions have occurred since that date. By making imports more expensive
and exports relatively less expensive, the dollar devaluations probably
added significantly to the inflationary pressures in the economy, cre-
ating shortages of raw materials and leading to the imposition of ex-
port controls on those products for which we had the largest compara-
tive advantage (e.g. soybeans). Unquestionably, the imposition of such
controls complicates the U.S. negotiating position in the forthcoming
round of trade negotiations, While the last returns on the effects of the
dollar devaluations are not yet in, there are some signs that the U.S.
trade performance is improving. In 1978, U.S. exports buoyed by large
agricultural sales reached $70.8 billion while U.S. imports (f.0.b.)
were $69.1 billion. Since the second quarter of 1973, the dollar has
gained strength in the foreign exchange market in relation to the
yen, the deutche mark, the French franc, and the British pound. It
is now valued at close to the parities established at the Smithsonian
agreement. A historical statistical overview of the U.S. trade and bal-
ance of payments performance is provided in another staff briefing
document.

As the U.S. economy underwent significant internal changes during
the 1960’s and early 1970’, the U.S. economic position in the world
economy declined vis-a-vis Western Europe and Japan. The European
Commiunity, born in 1958 under the Treaty of Rome, has become the
world’s most important trading bloc, with exports and imports ex-

ceeding $300 billion. The Community’s share of world GNP, world

trade and world regerve assets has grown markedly since the 1960’ and
this trend has accelerated in the 1970’ R h
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~ Japan’s growthi on all fronts has even outstripped that of the Euro-
pean Community. Real growth in Japan grew at the phenomenal rate
of 10.5 percent a year for the period of 1960 through 1972, as com-
pared with 5.0 percent in Italy, 4.5 percent in West Germany, 4.1 per-
cont in the U.S. and 2.7 percent in the United Kingdom. In almost
overy international economic indicator of growth, Japan has been the
leader. In terms of military or tax burden, however, Japan is at the
bottom of the list. Yet the achilles heel of the Japanese economy—its
overwhelming dependence on foreign oil—may rupture the record of
remarkable growth of the Japanese economy. Japanese economic
planners are now forecasting a real economic growth rate of only 2.5
percent for the coming year.

Less developed countries as & whole have done fairly well in terms
of economic growth, and trade and balance of payments performance.
Botween 1960 arid 1972 real economic growth in the “LDC’s” averaged

over the b percent target set for the “decade of development.” By the = -

fall of 1973, these countries had accumulated $40.6 billion in inter-
national reserve assets compared to $10 billion in 1960. Of course, these
overall figures mask wide divergence in performance. Some so-called
LDC’s—the Arab oil producing nations—are now in effect holding
the Western economies at bay through selective boycotts and massive -
price increases. One of the most serious and challenging facts facing
the world is that at present consumption levels, world imports of
stroleum will jump from $45 billion in 1973 to about $115 billion in
1074, or by about $70 billion. Oil exporting countries’ revenues: will
‘increase in 1974 to nearly $100 billion or three-and-a-half times the
1973 levels. Other LD(’s sitting on other important mineral resources,
may be tempted to form their own producers’ cartel to seek & maxi- .
mum rate of return on their assets. This bill does not deal with the
problem of raw material shortages, export embargoes and price
gouging by producer cartels. Rather, it grants LDC’s “general tariff
concessions” to improve their competitive position in manufactured

goods. |
INTERRELATIONSHIPS: TRADE, AID, INVESTMENT, MILITARY

There is a large body of opinion in this country, as well as abroad, '
that trade issues cannot be divorced from monetary, energy, and in-

vestment issues which have been considered by various gubcommittees

of the Senate Committee on Finance. For example, “multinational
"~ corporations” are the largest and most powerful force in the interna-
tional movement of goods, services, money, technology. In short, they
generato national wealth. Each nation seeks to maximize the advan-
tages of having these corporations operate within its borders and mini- -

4
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mize any dislocations created by the shifts of capital, goods and tech-

* nology or the alleged disadvantages of foreign ownership and control. -

Such corporations are both coveted and condemned according to .
whether they meet the goals and rising expectations of the multiple
nations in which they operate.

National conflicts have occurred and are likely to continue to occur
when the multinational corporation satisfies the demands of one nation
at the expense of another, or when the national policies of the sovereign
nations themselves are at variance. For example, the United States
forbids any of its citizens—including U.S. corporations operating from
2 U.S. base or a foreign subsidiary—from trading with certain nations,
such as Cuba. We also have certain restrictions over the ex-
portation of technology which is considered important for our national
security. A conflict will develop when a U.S. foreign subsidiary, which
may be jointly owned by a foreign person or state, has to satisfy U.S.
laws and foreign laws when the laws themselves are in conflict. This is
but one of the many issues raised by multinational corporations oper- -
ating in a nation-state system. This document does not pretend to
describe the other oomplex issues arising out of multinational corpora-
tions. That has been done in other documents published by the Senate
Finance Committee and its subcommittees.! The salient point raised

‘by H.R. 10710 is that the ground rules established as a result of a new

multinational trade negotiation will determine how the players of the
game will operate, and that means jobs, money flows, balances of trade
and payments et al. for all countries.

Trade flows cannot be realistically divorced from money
flows and investment. Nor can they be totally separated from
military and aid burdens. Some would suggest that the assymetry
between economic and trade growth on the one hand, and military
and aid burdens on the other has been fundamentally responsible for
the persistent structural imbalance in the world’s monetary and trading

- system, The net government account deficit in the U.S. balance of
payments since 1950 has been $135 billion, about equal to the growth

in foreign country monetary reserve assets over this period. Thus,
tradé reform, monetary reform and burden sharing of aid and defense

- costs are interrelated issues which must be dealt with in a coordinated
. and comprehensive manner. The Trade Reform Act is interided to give
- the Executive authority to negotiate structural changes in the world
trading system, which will be related to negotiated changes in the
 international monetary system. Presumably, there is, or will be, high-

level planning within the Administration on the coordination of

. trade, monetary aid, investment and military goals.

10, B enate Finance Committes, Subcommittee on Int {onal de, ** \{ ->
national Corporation and fhe World Economy, Washington, D. b rae a0, 10ra o
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DIFFERING PERCEPTIONS OF U.S. AND WORLD ECONOMIC STRUCTURE

At the heart of the disagreoment between the Administration
and large segments of organized labor concerning the nature of trade
legislation is a fundamental divergence of views as to what changes
are needed in the present structure of world trade and investment.

The views of the Administration and of organized labor, respec-
tively, are best characterized by the Trade Reform Act on the one
hand and the Foreign Trade and Investment Act (Hartke-Burke)
on the other.

The Administration’s view, which is by and large reflected in the
House bill, is that the President needs broad-scale authority in the
trade field to negotiate for an “open and equitable” world economic
order. This view recognizes that major structural changes have taken
place in the world economy which have made existing institutions
somewhat inequitable and outmoded, but is optimistic in its outlook
that trade and monetary negotiations can right the inequities that
exist.

Organized labor’s view, as reflected in the Hartke-Burke proposal,
appears to b that, through the encouragement of & transfer of capital
and technology by multinational corporations and through erroneous
trade policies, we are responsible for the structural distortions in the
world economy as well as for our own domestic employment and in-
flation problems. Since we are responsible for our own problems, their
golutions, according to this view, lies in changes in our own trade and
tax laws. Thus, this view is pessimistic in its assessment as to whether
trade negotiations, without changes in U.8. laws governing trade and
investment, can right inequities that exist in the world economy.

Bofore analyzing thisbill, it may be useful to consider what the goals
of a iew round of trade negotiations should be.

Should it be simply another tariff cutting exercise like the
Kennedy Round? If not, what should be the objectives of the
new negotiation? -

Has the time come to negotiate a reform of the GATY—the
institutional framework for trade relations which many feel is
outdated and ineffective? * If so, how should institutional reforms
be negotiated? 7 . '

How should non-tariff barriers or “distortions” be dealt with
in a trade negotiation? Is the sector approach to negotiations

. feasible? - , o

o V staft document pob-
M&‘W?ﬁ?ﬁ?ﬁm a8 ”:::lx’&nﬂ Committee ocument pul
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Should the Congress grant the Executive authority to
negotiate changes in U.S. law, subject only to a Congressional
veto procedure?

Should there be changes in U.S. tax laws governing trade and

" investment? It so, what changes and how can they be brought

about without placing U.S. interests at a competitive disadvan-
tage vis-a-vis their torelgn competitors?

How should the Congress provide temporary protective rellef
to those industries, irms and workers which are injured or
threatened by rising imports? Who should decide these questions
and under what criteria? Should such decisions be solely up to
the discretion of the President even after a fact finding agency
has determined that serious injury exists?

What constitutes “untalr” foreign trade pracﬂcea and how
should they be dealt with?

Should the Congress extend most favored nation treatment to
goods of nonmarket economies (the new phrase for communiat
nations), and if so, under what conditions?

Should the United States continue to adhere to an “uncondi-
tional” most favored nation principle in the face of gross viola-
tions of that principle by other nations? Under what circum-
stances should deviations from this principle be permitted? How
can the U.S. persuade other nations, particularly those of the
EC, to eliminate discriminatory preferenttal ‘trade arrange-
ments and reverse preferences?

Should the United States provide tariff preferences to the goods
of less developed countries and, if so, under what safeguards?

How should the Congress oversee these negotiations?

What role should business, labor and consumer organizations
have in the negotiations?

How should the current problems of raw material shortages
and export conirols be dealt with in a trade negotiation?

Should there be international sanctions against countries

which use their economic wealth as a political weapon against

other countries? ,
Does the United States itself have a consistent policy in this
regard?
Answers to these questions will enable members of the Committee

- on Finance to make their own judgments on H.R. 10710.

7
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General Description of the Bill
TITLE 1. NEGOTIATING AND OTHER AUTHORITY
A. Trade Agreement Authority (Chapter 1)

The bill would provide the President with five year authority to enter
into trade agreements with foreign countries for the purpose of modi-
fyi&% tariffs and nontariff barriers, within specified limits and subject
to Gongressional veto in the case of changes in nontariff trade barriers
requiring legislation,

1. Tarier AvrHorrry (Seorions 101 anp 108)

Section 101 would authorize the President to enter into trade agree-
ments with foreign countries and to proclaim modifications in duties -
pursuant to such agreements whenever he determines that existing.

~ duties or other restrictions of any foreign country, or of the United

States, are burdening and restricting U.S. foreign trade. ’
The President would be authorized to negotiate and proclaim
decreases in rates of duty below the July 1978 level, within the follow:
ing limitations:
If existing duties are: -

(i) 5% ad valorem or below--no limitations;

(ii) between 5% and 25% ad valorem—60% reduction;

(iii) more than 2% ad valorem—75% reduction, except that
no duty currently above 25% ad valorem could be reduced to rates
below 10% ad valorem. : . '

Pursuant to negotiated trade agreements, the bill would permit the
President to inorease rates of duty to a level 50% above the rates exist-
ing on July 1, 1934 (50% above the column 2 rate) or 20% ad valorem
above the rate existing on July 1, 1973, whichever is higher. Section 101
would provide the President with gimilar but broader authority than
he had under the Trade Expansion Act, where both Quty increases and
decreases were generally limited to 50% above 1934 rates and 50%

~ below 1962 rates, respectively.

Staging Regquirements—Negotiated duty reductions could not be im-
plemented at & rate exceeding the greater of 3% ad valorem or 1/15th
of the total reduction per year, except that no staging would be
required in cases of total reductions amounting to less than 10%.
Furthermore, no reduction would take effect more than 15 years after

the date of the first proclaimed duty reduction.

(9)
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* Negotiating_Agreement Authority

{. Limits on tariff decreases
If existing duty is—  Tariff may be cut upto—

75%
(but not below
10% tariff mte)
2.Limits on tariff increases

Tariffs may beincreased tothehnéherof— |
®150% of 1934 rates, or

*20 percentage points above
1973 rates

10
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Staging Requirements

Annual tariff reductions may not
exceed the greater of—

3 percentage poihts inthe
tariff rate, or |

o Y15 of the total reduction

No staging requirement where
existing tariff isreduced
10% or less

11
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2. Avrmoriry Wrrnt Resreor 7o NoNranwer Barrims (Szortox 102)

General Authority—Section 102 would authorize the President,
during the five-year period beginning on the date of enactment of the
bill, to negotiate trade agreements with other countries providing for
the reduction or elimination of nontariff barriers and other distortions
of international trade. The President would be urged to achieve equiv-
alent rediictions in each product sector for manufactured goods and
within the agricultural sector as a whole. The President would be
required to report to the Congress on the extent to which the objective
is achieved. '

No specific limits would be placed upon the President’s authority to
negotiate modifications in nontariff barriers and, in fact, no such bar-
riers are delineated anywhere in the bill. It is understood that, except in
those areas where the President has inherent international as well as
domestic authority to negotiate and implement changes in nontariff
barriers without legislation, any trade agreements negotiated under
this section would be submitted to Congress along with any imple-

- menting proclamations and orders. What is not .clear is precisely

which alleged U.S. nontariff barriers would the President feel he has
authority to change without submitting any agreement to Congress.
Most alleged U.S. nontariff barriers are laws or regulations drawn
to implement congressional intent. Under this bill, the President

«could negotinte changes in these laws and regulations subject to a

congressional veto procedure described below.. ,
Oonwersion Authority.—It ig contemplated that in most cases the
nontariff barrier agreements would directly reduce or modify the non-
tariff barriers concerned. However, section 102 would also authorize
the President to convert nontariff barriers into rates of duty which
provide substantially “equivalent” tariff protection and to negotiate
the reduction of these “converted” rates of duties independently from
the reduction limits on staging requirements applied to tariff agree-
ments under section 101. The Tariff Commission would be vested with -
the responsibility for determining the rate of duty which affords “sub-
stantially equivalent protection” to the barrier being converted.
Oonsultation Procedures—The President would be directed to con-
sult with the Senate Finance Committee and the House Ways and
Means Committee before entering into any trade agreement for the
reduction or elimination of a nontariff barrier. According to the House

_ report, the purpose of the consultation would be to determine whether

or not legislation would be necessary to implement the reduction of the
nontariff barrier. However, the bill would leave the final authority to
determine whether legislation is required with the President. In cases
where legislation is required or in cases where the President, decides to
submit the agreement before the Congress even when not required,
the bill would establish a specific procedure which must be followed
if such agreement and implementing otders are to take offect.
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Nontariff Barriers
; eCongressional intent:
~ = --President should take all steps to
: reduce or eliminate trade barriers
~To extent feasible, balance should
be sought for major product sectors
within industry and mining
*Where no change in US.law is
required (as determined by President)
President could negotiate and,implemem:
- nontariff trade agreement
*Where change in U.S. law is required
(as determined by PreStdent) -
~ Congressional veto procedure followed
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Veto Procedure—The President would be required to submit, not
less than 90 days before the day on which he enters into any such trade
ment affecting nontariff barriers, notification to the Senate and
ouse of Representatives of his intenton to enter into such an agree-
ment, There i8 no requirement in the bill that the notice include a sub-
stantial desoription of the proposed agreement itself. After he enters
into the agreement, the P‘l)-emdent would be required to deliver to
the Co: for appropriate referral, a copy of the agreement, a
copy of the implementingﬂproclamations and orders with-an explana-
tion of how they would affect existing law, and a statement as to how
the agreement serves the interests of the United States and why each
implementing order is required to carr{ out the agreement.

e agreement, along with any implementing orders, would enter

. into full effect, with respect to U.S. domestic law as well as internation-
ally, 90 days after submission to Congress, unless within the 90 day pe-
“riod either House adopts by an affirmative voté of the majority of those
present and voting, a resolution of disapproval with respect to the
agreement. Sections 151 and 152 sti(rulate the procedural rules ac-
~ cording to which such resolution would be introduced and dealt with in-
- aach House of Congress. The rules would be quite strict. If the commit-
tee to which the resolution had been refemg has 1.0t reported it at the
end of 7 days, it could be discharged of the resolution or of any other
resolution which has been refe to the committee. Thers would also

be strict limits on debate and amendments to the resolution.

- Congressional Veto Procedure

Notification of Congress 90 days
prior to entering agreement.
Agreement signed and sent to
‘ Congress |
I
90days

Agreement becomes effective
unless rejected by resolution

of either House

! .
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The anthority to negotiate and implement agreements on nontariff
barriers would be by far the greatest delegation of authority which the

- Congress has ever made to any President in the trade area. Although

the President did have the authority to negotiate agreements on import
restrictions other than duties under section 201 of the Trade Expan-
gion Act, it was never utilized, nor intended to be utilized, to the extent
contemplated under section 102 of the proposed bill. Under this section,
the President could negotiate agreements with respect to any and all
nonduty measures affecting trade, Such measures could include, for
example: (1) ASP; (2) marking provisions; (8) standards codes; 4)
wine gallon/proof gallon; (5) final list; (6) health and sanitary
requirements; and (7) customs classifications; ete.

3. OrmEr AvTHORITY—CHAPTER 2 (SroTroNs 121-198)
. GATT Reform (seotion 181) —Section 121 of the bill provides that

* the President would, as soon as practicable, take action necessary to

Hring trade agreements into conformity with principles promoting/the

evelopment of an open, nondiscriminatory, and fair world economic
system. Specific reference is made to reform of the General Agreement .
on Tariffsand Trade (GATT) in the following areas: (1) the revision
of decision-making machinery; (2) the revision of the safeguard

GATT Revision and Authorization
President shall renegotiate GATT articles

__ dealing with:

¢ decision-making machinery (weighted voting)
eimport relief

o unfair trade practices

sinternational fair labor standards

eborder taxes )

ebalance of payments measures

Authorizes appropriations for existing

GATT ... 5
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provision, Article XIX to take into account all forms of import re-
straints used in response to injurious competntxon (8) extending the
articles to cover matters not presently covered in order to move to-
ward more fair trade practices; (4) the adoption of international fair
labor standards; (5) revision of the GATT"s treatment of direct and
indirect taxes with specific reference to border tax adjustments; and
(6) revision of the balance-of-payments provision of the GATT so as
to sanction the use of surcharges, during periods of balance-of-
payments difficulties.

Section 121 (b) would authorize for the first time the appropriation
of funds to pay the United States share of the expenses of the con-
tracting parties to the GATT. There is no provision requiring annual

cotitributions to the GA'TT to be submitted to Congress for its authori-
_ zation and approval.’

Balance-of -Payments Authorzty (8ection 128) ~—This section would
authorize the President to impose temporary surcharges (not-ewceed-
ing 16% ad valorem) or quotas on imports in order: (i) to deal with
large and serious United States balance-of-payments deficits; (ii)
to prevent imminent and significant depreciation of the dollar-in
foreign exchange markets, or (iii) to cooperate with other countries
in correcting international balance of payments disequilibria. In the
latter case, such measures could only be taken when allowed or recom-
mended by the IMF. It is contemplated that joint actions against
noncooperating countries maintaining unreasonably large or persist-
ent surpluses would be sanctioned by the IMF in the latter cases.

Quotas would be imposed only where permitted pursuant to inter-
national trade or monetary agreements (e.g., Article XII of the
GATT) and only to the extent that the fundamental imbalance can-
not be dealt with effectively by a surcharge, In other words surcharges
would have to be used first, and only if other nations agreed formally
under GATT proceedings, would quotas be used for balance-of-pay-
ments purposes.

Import restricting actions would be applied on a nondiscriminatory
basis (MFN), except where the President determines that the purpose
of this section would be best served by selected action against one or
more countries having large and persistent surpluses. Quotas would be
applied on a basis which aims at a distribution of trade with the United
States approaching that which foreign countries could havo expected
in the absence of such restrictions. Under section 122, the President
would be urged to seek modification in international agreements pro-
viding for the use of surcharges instead of quotas as a balance-of-pay-
ments adjustments measure.

16
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" Balance of Payments Authority

1.When U.S. has large deficit:

- eImpose importsurcharge of up to15%
and/or impose temporary quotas (only
with IMF approval) -

0150 day limit

2.When U.S. has large surplus:

®Reduce duties by not more than
5 percentage points

*Reduce or suspend other import
restrictions |

150 day limit

17 |
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Import restrioting actions would also be required to bé applied on s -

| broad and uniform basis with respect to product coverage except whore

the President determines that certain articles or groups of srticles

: : should be exempted due to the needs of the U.S. economy. Quotas would _
- have to permit the importation of & quantity of articles equal to that
. imported during the most recent period which the President deter-

“ . mines to be representative of such imports, taking into account any
 increase in domestic consumption since the end of the representative

period. , .
* The bill would also authorize the President to reduce duties (by not
more than 5% ad valorem) or to increase quotas on imported articles
in order: (1) to deal with large and persistent United States balance of

_psyments surpluses or (ii) to prevent significant appreciations of the
.dollar in-foreign exchange markets, Whenever the President deter- -
thines that such measures could cause injury to firms and workersina - -

domestic industry he would be given authority to exclude articles of -
commerce from actions under section 122, . o
Balance of payments measures implemented by the President could:
not remain in effect longer than a period of 160 days unless such mess- -
ures were.extended by an Act of Congress. The President would have
the authority to suspend, modify or terminate any balance of payment
measure in effect-during the initial 150-day period or during any sub-

-soquent period when extended by

Section 122 would prohibit the President from using his authority to |

" terminate trade agreement proclamations in order to impose sur-
. charges. The President, in the proclamation imposing the 1971 sur-
- oharge, relied in part on the termination provision of the Trads Ex-

pansion Act of 1962 as authority to impoee the surcharge. L
Authority to Suspend Import Barriers to Restrain Inflation

 (seation 193) —The bill would provide the President with authority to

reduce duties and increase quota restrictions when he determines that

supplies of articles subject to such import measures are inadequate to

meet domestic demand at reasonable prices. Measures taken under this

- section could not affect more than 30% of United States imports during
-any one period. No limits on duty reductions or quota increases are

provided. Provision is made to exclude the application of measures

" taken under this section to any articles where such action could result
- in injury to firms or workers or to any articles subject to proclama-

tions under section 22 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act. (The
President currently has authority under section 22 to modify import
reitrictions imposed thereunder, but according to standards different

-~ than those specified in section 128 of the bill.) Actions taken under ‘
‘i:o . thissection with respect to any artiole could not remain in effect longer .
“ - than 150 days, unless a longer period is specifically authorized by an . -

L beconvaiclegmbjwtwauch,wﬁM could not be made the - }

' ibject of eubsequent. sotion under this act until one year bas expired o
| sfter the termination of the lat prioraction. © .

18 -
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Antu Inflatlon Authorlty -

. o Author'lzes Presudent to reduce or
- suspend duties and/or increase level
. ofimports subject to quotas
oCovemgclimﬂ'nd to'30% of U. S
 imports during aﬂ)' 150- dﬂY P"" jod

¢ Excludes articles.subject to sec.ZZof
the Agricultural Ad;ustmentAct |

G .(egricultuml relief prowslon)or wect
. toimport restrictions under natnonal o
R sew"'ty provisions orsulz;ect to mport’ ‘
relief actions - -

ST
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i Compensation Authority (seotion 124).—The President’ would be
;. suthorized to enter into compensation agreements with foreign coun-
.. tries whose imports to the United States are restricted by import relief
... measures taken pursuant to section 208 (b) of this bill. This authority

- .~ could not be utilized until after the expiration of the five-year period
.- _'provided for the negotiation of trade agreements. Nor could any rete of
g . duty be decreased %o a level lower than 80% below existing rates when

;. .such authority becomes exorcisable. No provision is made for reversing

i, - compensatory ‘duty reductions once the import relief. measures—

"~ which cannot remain in éffect more than 7 years—are terminated,

T Countries imposing import relief measurés are required-under Ar-
7 tiele XIX 'of the GATT to offer compensation: inﬁ}ie‘ form of tariff
! concessions-to countries whose exports are adversely affected by the
- import relief meastive.. Such foreign cotintries afe arthorized to: take
© - "retalistory-measures-of their own if the country imposing import re-
"~ “Hef measures was not able to, or did not, offet concessions to balance
. out any injury. cavsed by.the increase in tariff or nontariff vestric-
tions made for the purpose of import relief. ' e
~ The practical effect-of section 124.is to give statutory -recognition
- -to & procedure which has existed for many years under GATT, ie,
.. whenever import reliéf is granted any industry threatened: or injured
" by-increased “imports on & product boiind by a negotiated sgreo-
- ... ment, the country must offer compensatory tariff reductionsof roughly -

P

equivalent valué.toithe countries whoss products are affected. In other -

‘words, any. action increasing duties or. other, impott barriers on behalf
-of ‘ohie fridistyy migh' require the lowering of such barriers on prod-
... vuctssffecting other industries; = e b L e

;i - Renegotiation Authority. (section 195) —This provision of ths bill.
.. would provide'the President with: limited, “clean-up™ authority to
7" negotiate and implement trade agreements for a two-year period fol-
“lowing the termination of the primary-five-year period during which

- agreements may be entered into under section 101. Agreements nego-.

. during which it will be in effect. No duties-could be decreased more than; - -
*20% under this section, nor could they be reduced to.s rate lower-or.
""" higher than that which-could have.been accomplished:through the use -
7" of the maximum authority granted ndet section 101 of the'bill: -

. than 2%of ‘United Statesimportsin either of the two one-year.periods. . -

« tisted under. this.section. could. not affect items. amointing: to. move- -
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Permination and Withdrawal Authority (seotion 198).--Pars-

graphs (a) and (b) of this provision are identical to section 256 of

. the Trade Expansion Act. Pamgr%)h (&) would provide that trade
. ts entered into under thig Title shall be subject to termination
or withdrawal upon due notice at the end of & period (not longer than
three years from the date on which the agreement becomes eoffective)
specified in the agreement. Following the end of this initial period,

© any such agreement shall be subject to withdrawal or termination
upon not more than six months’ notice. Paragraph (b) would authorize -
the President to terminate, in whole ot in part, any proclamation made

" under this Title. . et -

~ Paragraphs () and (d) of section 196 represent new law. Para-

graph’(c) would provide the President with authority to raise dutiesin
order to exercise the rights-or fulfill the obligations of the United -

" States whenever it witAdiwmnos or suspends any obligation with respect

to the trade of any foreign country pursusnt to its rights under that -

~ trade agreement. Duties may not be increased to a level of 50 percent
above 1984 duties or 20 percent ad valorem above 1973 duties, which-
ever is higher. It is not clear whether it it intended under the bill that _
the President have the authority to impose rates at any intermediate

_level between the concessionary level and the upper limits specified in

* paragraph (d). . e
" Paragraph (d) would provide that upon the termination of any
trade agreement, duties or other import restrictions proclaimed pur-

. suant to that agreement shall remain in effect for a period of one year -
following such termination, unless the President specifically proclaims
that such rates shall be restored to the level they would have reached
were it not for stich agreement (i.e. the statutory column 2 rate),

Within 60 days of any such termination, the President would be re-
 quired to transmit to the Congress his recommendations for the estab-
~ lishment of new appropriate rates, which would then have to be estab--

lished pursuant tolegislation. ‘ R - ‘

© : - Actions taken to terminate trade agreements rates under paragraph

(b) or to increase duties in connection with the exercise of United

States rights under any trade agreement under paragraph (6),.could

only be taken after public hearings had been provided. :

R . The withdrawal authority provided under paragraph (c) igintended

~ the GATT to modify or eliminate practices which the United States
felt violated our rights under this agreement, = . O
‘ ‘ ' ] 21 ' [

to give the United States leverage to persuade contracting parties ‘o

] ;
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Other Authorities Delegated to President

Compensation for import relief measures
__*Authority available after 5, years

o Tariffs may be cut up to 30%

oNo provision for increasing tariffs once
import relief measures are terminated

Renegotiation of duties (¢lean-up”

authority)

o 2-year authority after 5-year trade
agreement authority expires

20% tariff reduction permitted, subject to
general trade agreement. limits

o Coverage limited t02% of U. S imports

National security provisions

o Articles excluded fromany action reducing duties

or other import restrictions where such action
would threaten national security

eArticles subject to national security or
import relief actions excluded from
" negotiations and anti-inflation and

compensation actio;s
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Termination and Withdrawal

oTrade agreements must include provision
c  ~ permitting termination or withdrawal within
3years, and thereafter upon & monthe’ notice
o President may at any time terminate tariff
reductions proclaimed pursuant to negotiated
trade agreement
*In order to exercise rightsand obligations
* under any trade agreement, President given
specific authority to suspend application of
trade agreement and proclaim duty increases
*Trade agreement tariff rate may remain in
effect 1 year following termination of trade
agreement; President submits recommendation
for new tariff rates to Congress within 6
days after terininatzison 0
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Nondisoriminatory T'rade (seotion 187).—This section of the bill is
essentially identical to the MFN provision contained in section 251
of the Trade Expansion Act. It would provide that, except as otherwise
provided, all actions taken under Title I of the bill would have to be
applied to the products of all countries, i.e., on a MFN basis, The term
“nondisoriminatory” trade has been used synonymously with the term
most favored nation (“MFN”) treatment. The United States extends
MFN treatment (i.e., column 1 or conceesionary rates negotiated pur-
suant to trade agreements) to all of its trading partners,.other than
most communist countries (Poland and Yugoslavia do receive nondis-
criminatory treatment). Thus, MFN treatment is presently the norm
for the United States and does not constitute preferential tariff treat-
ment. It is not, however, the norm for common markets, free trade
areas and other regional trade-bloc arrangements. Specific excep-
tions from the nondiscriminatory treatment requirement would be
provided at the discretion of the President in the bill in such areas as:
nontariff barrier agreements negotiated under section 102, balance of
payments measures, retaliation against unreasonable and unjustified
foreign trade restrictions, and for countries which might qualify for
preferential tariff treatment under Title V.,

Reservation of Articles for National Seourity and Other Reasons
(seotion 188) ~Paragraph (a), which is equivalent to existing lan-
guage in section 232 of the Trade Expansion Act, would provide that
no proclatiatinns may be made pursuant to the provisions of this Act,
reducing or eliminating the duty or other import restriction on any
article if the President determines that such reduction or elimination
would threaten to impair national security.

Paragraph (b) of section 128 is also comparable with existing law
and would provide that articles subject to national security or import
restrictions shall be reserved from negotiations contemplating the re-
duction or elimination of any duty or other import restriction. The
President is also authorized to reserve any other articles Which he
determines to be appropriate after taking into account information
and advice made available by the Tariff Commission, Executive De-
partments, and through publio hearings.

Paragraph (c) would require the President to submit to the Con-
grees an annual report-on section 232 of the Trade Expansion Act
(‘mport actionsto safeguard national security) and to notify Congress
within 60 days of the taking of any action under that section. No com-
plsint procedure or time frame for a.decision on a petibion made under
the nstiom'l security program are provided,

P2
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4, HreArings AND AnvicE CoNCERNING NecortaTioNs—CHAPTER 8
(8eorrone 131-188)

Tariff Commission Advice.—~Section 181 of the bill would require
the President to publish and submit to the Tariff Commission a list of
articles for which duty modifications may be put into effect pur-
suant to his authority to negotiate trade agreements, as well as un-
der his compensation and renegotiation authorities. Articles to be
made the subject of nontariff barrier negotiations would only be
submitted to the Tariff Commission where the particular NTB was
to be converted into a rate of duty affording substantially equiva-
lent tariff protection, The Tariff Commission would be required to
submit to the President within 6 months its advice as to the effect
of such duty modifications on the major U.8. economic sectors, in-
cluding consumers, The Tariff Commission i& directed to study speci-
fied foreign and domestic factors influencing the effect of duty modi-
fications on the U.S. economic sectors and to hold public hearings,
The President, ¢f he ohooses, could also request the Tariff Commis-
sion to investigate and report on the effects of modification of non-
tariff barriers (not involving conversion to rates of duty) on do-
mestic manufacturers and purchasers, .

Eweoutive Department Adwice.~Section 182 is comparable to exist-
ing law and would provide that the President shall seek advice from
appropriate executive agencies and other sources before entering into
- any trade agreement, The Special Representative for Trade Nego-
tiations is included in the list of agencies for the first time,

Publio Hearings.—Section 188 would require the President, through
public hearings, to provide an opportunity for the presentation of
views by any interested parties concerning any matters relating to
- proposed trade negotiations or compensation agreements.

Prerequisite for Offlcers—Under section 184, the President would be
prohibited from entering into any trade agreement or making a com-
pensation offer affecting duties until after he has received the Tariff
Commission report under section 181 and a summary of the publio
hearings under section 188, These prerequisites would not apply with
respect to offers in nontariff agreements not affecting duties.

Advisory Oonunittes (Private Seotor Advice).—Section 185 would
provide for the establishment of various private advisory groups rep-
resenting labor, industry, agriculture, consumers and the public, which
are to provide policy and technical advice on the trade negotiations.
Specific provision i made for the creation of an overall Advisory

25
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Committee, appointed by the President and chaired by the Special
Trade Representative, composed of not.more than 45 individuals rep-
resenting the Government, labor, industry, agriculture, consumer
interests and “the general public”. Technical advisory groups in par-
ticular sector areas would also be established upon the President’s
initiative or upon that of representatives of the various sectors them-
selves, Informal opportunities for the submission of views from any
other private organizations or groups would also be provided.

8, Orrice or THE SPROIAL Rnpnmxﬂm yoR TrADE NEGOTIATIONS—
Crarrer 4 (SpoTioN 141)

The bill would continue the existence of the Special Representative
for Trade Negotiations, and two Deputies, all of whom would be given
the rank of Ambassador. The bill would provide a statutory listing of
responsibilities for the office of the Special Trade Representative, and
would guarantee the existence of this office as a focal point for the plan-
ning and implementation of trade policy. It does not deal speoifically
with the relationship between the office of Special Trade Representa-
tive and the Council on International Economic Policy whioh also has
statutory authority and recognition.

8. ConaresstoNaL VeTo PRoCEDURE—CHAPTER 8 (SzoTrons 151-152)

The bill would provide rules governing the consideration of resolu-
tions disapproving the entering into forco of trade agreements on non-
tariff barriers negotiated pursuant to section 102, The 90-day Con-
gressional veto procedure would also be made applicable to:

(1) the imposition of quotas and orderly marketing agreements to
provide import reliof (section 203),

(2) the imposition of tariff increases or quotas in response to un-
fair trade practices restricting U.S. exports (section 801), and

(8) the initiation or continuation of nondiscriminatory treatment
to countries not currently enjoying such tariff status (section 408).

There are no Congressional overrides when the President refuses to
grant any import relief after an mdustry has been found to be seri-
ously injured by imports.

Sections 151 and 152 stipulate the procedures which would be used
for Committee referral, consideration, and discharge, as well as Floor
consideration of the resolutions of disapproval. The bill would put
severe time limjts on Committee consideration of a resolution (7 days)
and on debate (10 hours), and would establish a closed rule (no amend-
ments) on the resolutions after Committee consideration.

26
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.Congressional Veto Procedure Applies:
o to non tariff barrier trade agreement
~ submitted to Congress

*1o escape clause, quota, or orderly
marketing relief

o to retaliaticn against unfair trade
practices

o to extension or continuation of
nondiscriminatory tariff trestment

14
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CONGRESSIONAL DISAXPROVAL PROCEDURES
OPERATIONAL FLOW CHART

N President transmits proclamation or agreement
to House and Senate.

House or Senate

1

Introdaction of a
resolution of
disapproval.

Resolution of disapproval is |
referred to appropriate committee
i

299
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After seven calendar days any member who favors
the resolution of disapproval may move to discharge

the committee of its consideration.

Floor debate and vote on motion to discharge in
either body. . )
] t

rx&b - 4 Yles

Debate and vote on
resolution of disapproval

Resolution of disapproval
remains in Committee --
motion of discharge cannot
.be renewed.

No Yes
In no action is taken by either House If either House approves
within ninety legislative days, the resolution of disapproval,
agreement or action takes effect. agreement or action does
not take effect.

99%



567

7. ConoresaronaL Lia1soN AND Rerorrs—Cuarran 6 (Srorions 161~
168)

Oongressional Advisors—Section 161 provide that 10 members of
Congrees (five members from the Finance Committee and 5 from the
Ways and Means Committee) would be acoredited as “official advisors”
to the United States delegation to international conferences and ne-
gotiations with respect to trade agreements, The delegates would be

selected by the President of the Senate and the Speaker of the House
of Repreeentatives. Since the President of the Senate is actually the

Vice President of the United States, the bill would have & member of
the Executive branch choosing the Senate delegates to the trade nego-
tiations,

Delegate would be chosen to serve during each regular session of
Congress, and individuals could be reselected to serve for more than
one session. No provision is made for Committee staff oversight of the
negotiations or their accreditation to the negotiations.

Transmission of Agreements and Reports.—Section 162 would re-
quire the President to transmit trade agreements to Congrees ag soon as
practical after they have entered into force with respect to the United
States, The President would also be required under section 168 to sub-
mit annual reports to the Congress on the Trade Agreements Program,
covering essentially all major actions taken under the authority of the
bill. The Tariff Commission would also continue to submit annual re-
ports to the Congress giving a factual account of the operation of the
Trade Agreements Program.

80
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TITLE 1. RELIEF FROM INJURY CAUSED BY IMPORT COMPETITION

A. Import Relief (Chapter 1)

The bill would make major changes in the import relief measures
provided in the Trade Expansion  Act of 1062. Under the TEA, in-
creased imports have to be in major part the result of trade agreement
concessions. Under the Trade Reform Act, no link. to concessions is
required. Furthermore, under the Trade Reform Act increased imports
would have to be a substantial cause of serious injury or the threat
thereof (“substantial cause” is defined to mean a cause which is “im-
portant” and not less than any other cause) and no longer the major
cause (generally assumed to mean a cause greater than all other causes
ciombined) of such injury, as currently required by the Trade Expan-
sion Act, '

1. InvesTioaTION BY TaRIFF CoMMissioN (Smorion 201)

The bill parallels existing language with respect to the initiation
of Tariff Commission investigations. The Tariff Commission would
undertake such investigations following receipt of import relief peti-
tions by industry and labor groups representative of an industry, or
requests by the Committee on Finance or the Ways and Means Com-
mittees a8 well ns the President, the Special Representative for Trade
Negotiations (new provision) or the Tariff Commission itself, Specific
economic factors would be taken into account by the Tarift Commission
in making its determination as to whether increased imports are a sub-
stantial cause of serious injury or the threat of serious injury to domes-
tic industries producing like or directly competitive articles, With
respect to serious injury these factors would include:

(a) significant idling of productive facilities;

(b) inability of a significant number of firms to operate at a
reasonable level of profit ; and )

(c) significant unemployment or underemployment within the

industry. o1
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ImportRelief: Criteria for Finding of Injury
Current law
Tariff Commission finding within 6 months; increased

_ imports must be the major cause of serious injury and

must result in major part from tariff concessions

Trade Reform Act '
Industry. =Tariff Commission finding within 6 months;
increased imports musta substantial cause of serious
injury (i.e.not less than any other cause)
Workers,— Secretary of Labor determination in 60days that
°a signmc&:';umber or proporﬁr:t:e:f workers have
become or partially , ‘
egales or producﬁogahr;ve d:g:med, and
eincreased imports contributed to declineinsales or
production and to separation of workers

Firms.— Secretary of Commerce determination in
60 days; same criteria as worker injury
32
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With respect to the-threat of serious,injury the Commission would
consider whether there has been :

(a) & decline in sales;

(b) a higher and growing in inventory ; and

(o) a downward trend in production, profits, wages, or employment
in the domestic industry conceived.

With respect to substantial cause, the Tariff Commission would take
into account whether there has been :

(8) an increase in imports (either abeolute or relative to domestic
production) ; and

(b) o deoline in the proportion of the domestic market supplied by
domestic producers,

New provisions in the “escape clause” section of the bill would re-
quire the Tariff Commission to investigate and report on efforts by
firms and workers in the industry to compete more effectively with
imports and to determine whether or not increased imports may be
attributable to circumstances under the Antidumping Act of 1921,
the countervailing duty law, or under other remedial provisions deal-
ing with unfair trade practices. In the latter case the appropriate
agencies which administered the relevant provisions would be notified. _
1f the Tariff Commission does find injury, it shall include in its report
the amount of duty increase on imposition of other import restrictions
necessary to prevent or remedy such injury.

2, PResinENTIAL AcTION ArTER INVESTIGATION (SEOTION 202)

After receiving an afirmative finding from the Tariff Commission,
the President (1) ‘must consider the extent to which adjustment as.
sistance has been or could be made available and (2) may decide to
provide import relief. He would be required to make this decision
within 60 days after receiving the Tariff Commission report. In decid-
ing whether or not to provide import relief, the President would be
required to take into consideration many factors, including the poesi-
ble effectiveness of import relief as a means to promote adjustment,
the effect of import velief on consumers, the impact of such relief on
industries which might be affected as a result of international obliga-
tions to provide compensation, and the economic and social costs
which would be incurred by taxpayers, communities, and workers, if
import relief were or were not provided.
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ESCAPE CLAUSE -- IMPORT RELIEF PROCEDURES

Petition by firm, union,
or trade association

Tariff

Commission

l Investigation

‘znblic Hearings l

Or:

Regquest by President, the
Special Trade Representative or
by resolution of Committees on
Ways and Means or Finance or
by the Comumission on its own
motion.

Determination
{(within 6 months
of petition).

Beport to Pr:-esi.deﬂt.
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President decides whether to grant
import relief (within 60 days of T.C.
| Report).

Notice and opportunity
to be heard for adversely
affected persons.

Report to
Congress |

Relief: (in order of preference)
1. duties

2. tariff rate guotas

3. quantitative restrictions

nts
5. any combination of above

Report to
Congress

Subject to disapproval by
ither House or Senate.

{Reduction, termination or extension of relief)

l Review by Tariff Commhnio&lr

[1ovestigation and public hearing

Petition for extension by
interested party

[ Advice to President |

[Decision by President]

oLe



573

Once the President determines to provide import relief, he would
be required to proclaim such relief within 15 days after the date of his
determination. The nature of the relief would be at his discretion. 1f
within that period the President announces his intention to negotiate
one or more orderly marketing agreements, the taking effect of any
other import relief measures would be withheld for a period of 180
days or until the entering into effect of such orderly marketing agree-
ment. While such agreement is in effect, the other proclaimed import
relief measures may remain in a suspended status.

Unlike current law, the Congress would have no authority to over-
ride a Presidential determination no¢ to provide import relief in the
face of an affirmative determination by the Tariff Commission. In such
cases, the present bill would require the President only to submit a re-
port to both Houses 6f Congress stating the conclusions on which his
. decision was based.

8. Imrorr Rerier (Secrion 208)

The bill would authorize the President to impose one or more of the
following import relief measures in a preferred order of preference as
follows:

(a) duty increases;

(b) tariff-rate quotas; :

(¢c) quantitative restrictions,and \ -

(d) orderly marketing agreements. .

' The authority to impose duty increases would include the authority to
suspend items 806.30 and 807.00 of the Tariff Schedules of the United
States. The President could also exclude articles from recsiving prefer-
ential treatment granted under Title V of the bill to imports of less-
developed. countries. These latter two measures could only be used to
provide import relief when the Tariff Commission specifically recom-
mends such action.

Whenever the President selected a method or methods of import
relief, he would be required to report his action to the Congress. The
report would include a statement as to why he selected a particular -
method of import relief rather than adjustment assistance and rather
than each method of import relief which ranked higher in preference.

Duty increases under this section could be imposed up to 50% ad
valorem above the existing rate, a higher ceiling than under existing
law. Quotas and orderly marketing agreements would have to allow
the impo:tation of a quantity or value of the article not less than
that imported into the United States during the most recent period
which the President determines is representative of imports of such

* article, )
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4. ConaressioNAL VETO oF Quoras (Seorion 204)

_ The imposition of orderly marketing agreements and quantitative
restrictions (quotas) would be made subject to the Congressional veto
procedure, Thus, either measure would cease to be effective, if within 90
days from the submission of the proclamation of such measure to the
Congress, either House adopts & resolution of disapproval. No such
procedure exists if the President decides to do nothing after a Tariff
Commission finding of serious injury. ,

5. Limrrs oN Inéon'r RevLer

The bill would provide a 8-year time limit on the duration of such
_relief on the theory that import relief should be a temporary measure
aimed at providing time to adjust to increased imports. Import relief
measures shall normally terminate after 8 years, but could be extended
for one 2-year period. Under present law, import relief measures
remain in effect for 4 years, but may be re-extended for any number of
additional 4-year periods. Provision would also be made for the phas-
ing down of import relief measures which are initially proclainidd
for a period longer than 8 years,

B. Adjustment Assistance for Workers (Chapter 2 of Title II)
(Sections 221-280)

1. DETERMINATION BY SECRETARY OF LABOR.

The bill would simplify the procedures for applying for worker ad-
justment assistance and would also apparently liberalize the criteria
conditioning the provision of such assistance. Under section 221, peti-
tions for worker adjustment assistance shall be filed directly with the
Secretary of Labor, who has full authority to determine whether or not
such assistance should be extended. The Tariff Commission would no
longer be directly involved in adjustment assistance determinations.

Under section 222 a group of workers would be certified as eligible
to apply for adjustment assistance if the Secretary of Labor deter-
mines:

(1) that a significant number or proportion of workers in an affected
firm have been or threaten to become totally or partially separated,

(2) that sales or production or both of such firm have decreased

-absolutely, and

(8) that increased imports have contributed importantly to such
total or partial separation or threat thereof and to such decline in
salesor production. , \ '
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These tests, particularly, paragraph 2, may not be as easily met as its
drafters may have intended. However, unlike the Trade Expansion
Act, the separations and the decrease in sales or production would not
have to result from increased imports caused in major part by trade
agreement concessions. The present bill would eliminate the require-
ment that there be any causal link between tariff concessions and
increased impacts, Increased imports would only have to “contribute
importantly” to any separation or decline in sales or production.
Under present law, increased imports must be the major cause of un-
employment or underemplcyment of the workers.

Section 223 of the bill would require the Secretary of Labor to reach
the decision on eligibility not later than 60 days after the date the peti-
tion is filed.

2. SECRETARY OF LABOR STUDY ON ADJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE IN RELA-
TION TO EscAPE CrAuse Cases (Skorion 224)

The general preference for adjustment assistance as opposed to im-
port relief consistently maintained in the bill is reinforced by the
provision in section 224 which would require the Tariff Commission to
notify the Secretary of Labor any time it begins an investigation under
the import relief sections of the bill. Whenever the Secretary is so noti-
fied, he would immediately begin a study of employment conditions in
the industry and the extent to which such import competition may be
facilitated through the use of existing programs, The Secretary would

_be required to report his findings to the President not later than 15 days

after the Tariff Commission reports its import relief determination
under section 201 of the bill.

8. SuscHaPTER B ProgrAM Benerrs (Seorion 281-238)

.The bill generally -follows the framework for worker adjustment
assistance contained in the Trade Expansion Act of 1962, However,
qualifying requirements for workers would be slightly liberalized and
the weekly trade readjustment allowances would be increased from 656
to 70 percent of the worker’s average weekly wage for the first 26 weeks
of assistance. The percentage would be reduced to 65 percent, as under
existing law, for ths subsequent weeks (generally 26) of entitlement of
trade readjustment allowance. Provision would also be made for em-
ployment services, training, and health insurance, as currently pro-
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vided by existing legislation. New provision would be made for job
gearch and relocation allowances to facilitate efforts made by workers
to obtain new employment within the United States when such op-
portunity did not exist within their commuting areas.

4. Susonarrer C GENERAL ProvVISIONs, COOPERATION Wit StaTE
Acencies, EstapuisuMeNT oF A TrusT Fuxo

Worker adjustment assistance would be carried out where possible
with cooperating State agencies, a8 provided in existing law. Pro-
grams carried out under the bill, either on the Federal level or by
cooperating States, would be funded from a new adjustment assistance
trust fund (sec. 245) to be financed from customs revenues. The bill
would also establish an Adjustment Assistance Coordinating Commit-
tee consisting of the Deputy Special Trade Representative and appro-
priate officials from the Departments of Labor, Commerce, and the
Small Business Administration. This Committee would coordinate
adjustment policies and programs in an effort to promote the efficient
and effective delivery of adjustment assistance benefits. :

C. Adjustment Assistance for Firms (Chapter 8 of Title Il)v (Sections 251-264)
1. DETERMINATION BY SECRETARY OF COMMERCE

The bill would simplify and liberalize the current provisions of the
Trade Expansion Act dealing with adjustment assistance for firms.
The Secretary of Commerce would be given total authority to
make determinations concerning assistance under this chapter of the
bill. Petitiuns for firm adjustment assistance would be sent directly to
the Secretary of Commerce. The Secretary, and not the Tariff Com-
mission would make, within 60 days after & petition i8 received, deter-
minations as to certification of eligibility for adjustment assistance.
Firms would be eligible for adjustment assistance, under the same cri-
teria as that applied to workers with respect to worker adjustment
assistance. Accordingly, increased-imports would not have to be linked

"to trade agreement concessions and would only be required to con-

tribute importantly to worker separation.and decline in sales ox pro-
duction, S L
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TRADE ADJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS PROPOSED
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2. APPROVEMENT oF ADguUsTMENT Prorosars (Seorton 258)

After a firm is certified eligible for adjustment assistance, it would
have two years in which to file an application for adjustment assist-
ance. Thus, even if certified, a firm would not automatically receive
adjustment assistance. The firm must submit an application containing
a viable adjustment proposal. Furthermore, a firm’s application would
only be approved if the Secretary of Commerce determines that the
firm has no reasonable access to financing through the private capital
market and that the firm’s adjustment proposal is reasonably calcu-
lated to contribute to the economic adjustment of the firm, provides
adequate consideration to the interests of the workers in such firm,
and demonstrates that the firm will make all reasonable efforts to use
its own resources for economic development. The Secretary of Com-
merce would be authorized to terminate a-firm’s certification of eligi-
bility for adjustment assistance whenever he determines that the firm
no longer requires assistance under the bill,

3. TEOHNIOAL AND FINANCIAL AssISTANCE (SeorioNs 288, 284, 255)

Adjustment assistance for irms would include technical assistance in
developing and implementing proposals for economic adjustment, as
well as financial assistance, subject to limitations somewhat more lib-
eral than those in existing law. Financial assistance would be extended
in the form of loans and guarantees, for acquisition and modernization
of plants, equipment and facilities and for such working capital as may
be necessary. As indicated arlier, no adjustment assistance of any kind
would be provided unless the Secretary of Commerce determines that
a firm does not have reasonable access to private financing, Further-
more, no finanoial assistance of any kind would be provided unless the
Secretary determines that the funds required are not available from
thefirm’s own resources and that there is reasonable assurance of repay-
ment. In other words, the firm would have to be nearly broke but with a
reasonable chance of recovery if the'loan is to be made, a difficult com-
bination. The Trade Expansion Act provisions for tax assistance in the
form-of extended loss carrybacks have been eliminated since they were
found to be of little value to the types of firms applying for adjustment
assistance,
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The Secretary of Commerce could delegate his functions under the
bill to the Administrator of the Small Business Administration with
respect to any firm considered to be a small business within the mean-
ing of the Small Business Act. The bill also provides for the admin-
istration of financial assistance, and contains sections on protective
provisions, definitions, penalties, lawsuits, and other provisions com-
parable to the Trade Expansion Act.

The Tariff Commission would be required to notify the Secretary of
Commerce whenever it begins an import relief investigation under sec-
tion 201 of the bill. Upon such notification, the Secretary of Commerce
would be directed to make a study of the number of firms which have
been or are likely to be certified as eligible for adjustment assistance
and the extent to which adjustment of such firms to import competition
may be facilitated through the use of existing programs. The Secre-
tary would be required to report to the President concerning its study
not later than 15 days after the Tariff Commission makes its injury
determination report to the President.

4
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TITLE IIL RELIEF FROM UNFAIR TRADE PRACTICES

Whereas Title II deals with providing relief from injury caused by
“fair” albeit injurious import competition, Title IIT deals with “un-
fair” and “illegal” trade practices affecting U.S. export.s or foreign
imports into the United States.

A, Foreign Import Restrictions and Export Subsidies, Chapter 1 of Title III
(sections $01-302)

1. RETALIATION AUTHORITY

The bill would broaden existing aiuthority to retaliate against “un-
reagonable” or “unjustifiable” foreign import restriétions adversely
affecting United States exports. The authority would continue to be .
wholly discretionary in the hands of the President. There is no com-
plaint procedure, with time frames, to force a decision on any unfair
foreign trade practice of foreign governments described in section 301
of the bill. But, if the President decides to act against unfair foreign
- trade practices he would have to hold a hearing for any interested per-
son. In general, section 801 would authorize the President to suspend
concessionary trestment for, and to impose duties or other import
restrictions on, the imports of any foreign country which maintains
unjustifiable or unreasonable tariff or other import restrictions, dis-
criminatory or other acts or policies or subsidies on its exports to third
countries which burden or discriminate against United States exports.
Under the TEA, the President has full authority to imposee duties and
other import restrictions only when acting against “unjustifiable”
(which has been interpreted by the Executive to connote an illegal act,
i.e, & violation of GATT articles) foreign import restrictions aimed
at U.S. agricultural exports. Section 801 of the proposed bill would
extend this authority to cover unreasonable as well as unjustifiable
foreign acts which adversely affect any U.S. export, “unreasonable”
acts are not defined. ,

The President would also be given authority to act against countries
which provide subsidies on imports to the United States, which have
the effect of substantially reducing sales of competitive U.S. produd:s
in the United States. However, the President could only act in such
cases if: (1) the Secretary of the Treasury finds that the country does
provide subsidies, (2) the Tariff Commission finds that the subsidized
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imports do reduce sales of competitive U.S. products, and (3) the
President finds that the Antidumping Act of 1921, and the Counter-
vailing Duty law are inadequate to deter such practices.

In acting under this authority, the President would be required to
consider the relationship of such action to the international obligations
of the United States. Actions must be undertaken on a non-discrimina-
tory treatment basis (MFN), except that the President could act
selectively with respect to specific countries which maintain unreason-
able as opposed to unjustifiable restrictions.

Section 801 would require the Pregident to provide an opportunity
for the presentation of views concerning the kinds of import restric-
tions dealt with in this section. The bill also contains a new require-
ment that the President provide an opportunity for the presentation of
views and for appropriate public hearings prior to the taking of any
action under section 801. The President could also ask for the views of
the Tariff Commission a8 to the probable impact on the U.S, economy
of the taking of any action under this section.

2. ConoressioNaL VEro Pxocmm

Section 302 would subject any measure taken under section 801 to the
Congressional veto procedure. Thus any such action would remain in
effect only if, before the close of the 90-day period following receipt
of the Presidential document setting forth such action, neither House
of Congrees by an affirmative vote of a majority of those present and
voting has adopted a resolution of disapproval with respect to such

sction.
B. Antidumping Duties, Chapter 2 of Title III (section 321)

1. Tixe Lixrrs AND Proceoures

Section 321 would make several significant procedural changes in the
present antidumping statute. In the first place, the Secretary of the
Treasury would be given a time limit in which to make his findings as
to whether there have been sales at less than fair value (generally sales
at prices below those in the home markets of the exporting country).
The Secretary would make such findings within 6_months or, in more
complicated investigations, within 9 months after the question of
dumping has been raised or presented to him, in accordance with
regulations to be issued by the Secretary.

As under existing law, the Secretary upon making an affirmative
finding of sales at less than fair value, would be authorized to order the
“withholding of appraisement” of merchandise entered or withdrawn
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¢rom warehouse not more than 120 days before the question of dump-

ing was raised by or presented to

him. The bill would allow the Secre-

tary, even if his initial determination were negative, to order the with-

holding of appraisement within

3 months of his published notice of

negative determination, if within that time period he had reason to
believe that there might be sales at less than fair value.

New provision would also be

made in the bill for the holding of

hearings by both the Secretary of the Treasury and the Tariff Com-
mission, which must make s finding of injury following the Secre-
tary’s finding of sales at less than fair value. Any interested party
may be allowed to appear. However, only foreign manufacturers,
exporters, and domestic importers of the foreign merchandise in
question would have an automatic right to appear at such hearings. —
Thus, U.S. manufacturers of the articles in question would be required
under the bill to show good cause before they could present their

views. Any determinations made

by the Secretary of the Treasury or

the Tariff Commission at such hearings would be published in the
Federal Register together with a at%tzment of findings and conclusions
b .

and reasons thereof.

9, DeriirrioNAL CHANoES

-Certain substantive changea in the, antidumping statute would also
be made by the bill. Under the 1921 Antidumping Act, sales at less
than fair value are defined as occurring when the purchase price (in
the United States) or this exporter’# sdled price i less than the foreign
market value (genersUy defined as the price in the domestic market of
the country of export). 1f the purchase price or exporter’s sales price
is less than the foreign mprket value, and if the Tariff Commission
finds that the importation of such product results in injury to, or pre-
vents from being established, a United States industry, an antidump-
ing duty shall be levied in an amount equal to the difference between
the foreign value and U.S. price (dumping margin). The bill would
make certain amendments with respect to the gsections of the Anti-
dumping Act which define purchase price and exporter’s sales priceso -
that the.dumping margin, if any, will not be. artificially reduced or

indirect taxes affecting such'prod
coordinate this section with the

-distorted through an.improper treatment of foreign export taxes and

ucts. Provision would also be made to
countervailing duty law so that im-

ports which have aiready been made subject to countervailing duties ;
28 a result of a finding of export subsidy would not be doubly pemlized

under this Act.

In order to determine the foreign market value of & particulsr prod-

.uct, the Secretary of the Treasury is directed to consider the price at
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which that product has been sold in its home market or in the repre-
lanuhvethudconntrymukets. Hmver,xfsmnuhehuerwemto
maks foreign sales at prices below the cost of production, it would be
inappropriate to use such prices as a measure of foreign value. Aoccord-
ingly, the bill would direct the Secretary, where he determines that
sales have been made at prices less than the cost of producing such
merchandise and that certain other requirements are met, to construct
the foreign market value according to section 208 of the Antidumping
Act. Under Section 206, the foreign market value is constructed by
addir.z together the estimated costs, expenses and profits which wou!d
be incurred in producing such merchandise. A similar provision would
be added in the case of State controlled economies (i.e., the communist
countries). If the Secretary determines that the economy of a country
is state-controlied to such an extent that sales of merchandise do not
permit a determination of foreign market value, he would determine
such value either on the basis of the prices at which such or similar
merchandise is sold by s non-state-controlled economy country for
home consumption or to third countries, or on a eonstructed value basis.
Section 321 of the bill would also make eertain other technical
changes in the 1921 Antidumping Act relating to the comparison of
foreign and U.S. prices of the same manufsacturer and would provide
mdprmsmgulmngthephmngmoﬂhe.nndmuw
this Act.

C. Countervailing Duties, Chapter 3 of Title ITI (soction 331)

Bection 803 of the Tariff Act of 1930 requires the Secretary of the
Treasury to impose countervailing duties upon imported merchandise
whoso manufacture, production, or export has been benefitted directly
or indirectly by a bounty or grant (subsidy). Section 831 of the bill
would make major procedural as well as substantive changes in the

.. countervailing duty law.

1. Tiax Lnars

Under subsection (a) of the revised countervailing duty statute,
the Secretary of the Treasury would be required to make determina-
tions as to the existence of bounty or grant within 12 months after
the date on which the question was preseated to him. No time limit is
coatained in the present law.
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Relief from Unfair Trade Practices
Foreign imp;rt restrictions or export subsidies
Authorizes resident toretaliate against unjustifiable
or unreasonable tariff or other import restrictions of
*no time limitation

*6 month time limit (9 months in complicated cases)
«Guaranteed hearing for foreign manufacturer or importer
oFrovides for finding of dumping for below-cost sales
Countervailing duties ;
of-year time limit
eallows for findings on duty-free articles if injury exists
*Permits Secretary not toapply provision during
*Provides judicial review
Unfair import ices
oPermits Tariff Commission to foroe exclusion orders
ifimports violate LS. patent laws
*No time limits
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2. ExteNsioN 10 NoN-Duriasre ITems

Furthermore, under subsection (b) the countervailing duty law
would be extended to cover non-dutiable items. However, in the case
of such items, the bill would require an affirmative determination by
the Tariff Commission that a United States industry is being, or likely
to be, injured or prevented from being established as a result of the im-
portation of the subsidized non-dutiable merchandise. The injury re-
quirement would not apply to dutiable items. In the case of non-
dutiable items, the injury requirement would be required only so long
as the international obligations 6f the United States (GATT Article
XIX) require such a determination.

If the Secretary made an affirmative finding that a bounty or grant
exists with respect to & non-dutiable import, he would be authorized to
order the suspension of liquidation with respect to such merchandise
entered or withdrawn from warehouses on or after the 80th day after
publication of such determination in the Federal Register. If the Tariff
Commission then made a positive injury determination, it would take
effect as of the date of the original subsidy determination by the Sec-
retary of the Treasury, as in the case with dutiable imports.

* 3. ArTicLES SUBJEOT TO QUOTAS

Under new subsection (d), the Secretary of the Treasury would be
authorized to refrain from applying countervailing duties, even if a
subsidy were found to exist, to an article already subject to import
quotas or to voluntary restraint agreements if he determined that such
limitations were an adequate substitute for the imposition of such a
duty.

4. D1scRETIONARY MoRATORIUM WHILE NEGOTIATIONS ARE IN PROCESS

Subeection (e) would add a wholly new concept to the unfair for-
eign trade statutes. During a 4-year period following the date of en-
actment of the bill, the Secretary of the Treasury would have discretion
to refrain from imposing a countervailing duty where he detér-
mined that such action would seriously jeopardize the satisfactory
completion of trade negotiations contemplated under Title I of this
bill. The Secretary’s discretion would only remain in effect for
one year following enactment of the bill in the case of articles -
produced in facilities owned by or controlled by a developed country
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where the investment in, or operation of, such facilities was subsi-
dized. This whole subsection appears to say the law does not mean what
1t says while we are negotiating, It may bte considered an open invita-

tion to subject U.S. industry to injurious subsidized imports.

Apparently, the discretion provision was designed to provide the
Executive Branch with the opportunity to negotiate internationally
agreed-upon rules with respect to export subsidies during the 5-year
period of trade agreements authority (5 years discretion is provided by
adding the 4 years of discretionary authority to the 12-month period
in which the Secretary must make his determination).

8. Juprotar, Review Ricurs

Section 331 of the bill would also amend section 516 of the 1980
Tariff Act in such a way a8 to provide American manufacturers, pro-
ducers, or wholesalers, the right to seek judicial review of negative
countervailing duty determinations by the Secretary of the Treasury.
Under existing law, judicial review can only be had after the Secre-
tary makes an afirmative finding of bounty or grant and lévies counter-
vailing duties. Thus, the present review system is only of benefit to
importers and others adversely affected by countervailing duties. The
bill would amend section 516 of the 1980 Tariff Act so that manufactur-

-ers and others could petition the Secretary of the Treasury to recon-

gider his determination that countervailing duties should not be levied
in a particular case. There would be no time frame for the Secretary to

. reach a decision on the merits of the complaint by the petitioner.

However, if the Secretary decides that his negative countervailing
duty decision is correct the petitioner could serve notice that he will
contest in the Customs Court and thereby initiate the process of judicial
review. ~

D. Unfair Import Practices, Chapter 4 of Title III (section 341)

Section 837 of the Tariff Act of 1930 authorizes the Tariff Com-
mission to investigate alleged unfair methods of competition in the
importation of artizles or in the sale of imported articles in the United
States, It has been most often applied to articles entering the United
States in violation of U.S, patent laws. If the Tariff Commiseion finds
the effect of such methods is to destroy or substantially injure an indus-
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try efficiently and economically-operated in the United States, to pre-
vent the establishment of an industry or to restrain or monopolize trade
or commerce in the United States, the articles involved may be excluded
from entry into the United States by the Secretary of the Treasury
at the direction of the President.

1. Tarrer Commisston Power To ExcLupE AXTICLES IN PATENT
INFRINGEMENT CASES

Section 841 of the bill would amend section 337 of the Tariff Act
of 1930 to authorize the Tariff Commission, itself, to order the exclu-
sion of articles involved in unfair methods of competition based upon
violations of United States patent laws. In the case of patent viola-
tions, the President would be removed from any responsibility under
section 837, The bill would not alter the existing roles and authorities
of the President and the Tariff Commission with respect to unfair
import practices not involving patents.

"Under the proposed amendments to section 337 of the Tariff Act,
whenever the Commission has reason to believe that any article en-
tered into the United States in violation of United States patent laws
would, in the absence of exclusion, result in immediate and substantial
harm, it would so notify the Secretary of the Treasury. The Secretary
would then exclude such articles from entry until an investigation by
the Commission could be completed. Such articles, however, would
be entitled to entry under bond. If the existence of such unfair method
were established to the satisfaction of the Commission, such article
would be excluded from entry into the United States until such time as

the Commission found that the conditions leading to such refusal
of entry no longer existed. No lesser remedies than outright exclusion

would be provided. [An exclusion order is equivalent to a cease and
desist order with respect to articles entered or sold in violation of
patent laws.]

2. -‘HeARINGS AND JUDICIAL REVIEW

Any order entered into under this section would be made on the
record after opportunity has been made for a full hearing. Any person
adversely affected by an action of the Commission or the refusal of the
Commission to act would have the right to seek judicial review.
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~ TITLE IV. TRADE RELATIONS WITH COUNTRIES NOT ENJOYING

NONDISCRIMINATORY TREATMENT (SECTIONS 401-407)

* Title IV of the bill would authorize the President, under specified
conditions, to extend nondiscriminatory or columh 1 concessionary
tariff treatment to countries whose imports into the United States do
not currently receive such treatment. The term “nondiscriminatory”
has been used in the bill as a substitute for the térm “most favored-
nation” treatment. The only countries not enjoying nondiscriminatory
treatment today in the U.S. market are the Communist nations, with
the exception of Poland and Yugoslavia whose products do receive
such treatment.

1. AorHoriTy To Extenp NONDISCRIMINATORY TREATMENT

Under section 231(a) of the Trade Expansion Act, the President is
precluded from extending nondiscriminatory or column 1 treatment
to Communist,countries not currently enjoying such treatment. The
Trade Reform Act would authorize the President to extend this treat-
ment to any such country which enters into a bilateral or multilateral
trade agreement (The GATT) with the United States. Since Czecho-
slovakia, Romania, and Hungary are already members of the GATT,
they would be automatically eligible for column 1 treatment under
this Title. Nondiscriminatory treatment would remain in effect only so
long as the relevant trade agreement remained in force with respect to
the United States and the country concerned. The President, how-
ever, would have the authority to suspend or withdraw the application
of column 1 treatment to any country at any time.

If the President chooses to enter into a bilateral agreement for the
purposes of this Title, he would be required to determine that the
agreement would promote the purposes of the bill and would be in
the national interest. Any bilateral agreement would be limited to an
initial period not exceeding three years. Thereafter, an agreement
could be renewed for additional periods, each of not more than three
years, providing that a satisfactory trade balance had been main-
tained and that U.S. reductions in trade barriers had been reciprocated
by the other party.

Bilateral agreements would be required to include provnexons 1or;
(1) suspension or termination for reasons of national security, (2)
safeguards against disruption of domestic markets, (3) protection of
patents if the other party is not a member of the Paris Convention
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for the Protection of Industrial Property, (4) settlement of com:
mercial disputes, and (5) consultations for reviewing the operation
of the agreement and relevant aspects of relations between the United
States and the other party. Bilateral agreements could, in addition,
include arrangements for the protection of industrial rights such as
copyrights, promotion of trade, and other commercial arrangements
promoting the purposes of the bill,

2. FreEpoM oF EMIGRATION IN EaAsT-West TRADE

Title IV would lay down several conditions with regard to the
extension of nondiscriminatory treatment, which are aimed most
directly at the Soviet Union. Section 402 would provide that no
country shall be eligible to receive nondiscriminatory tariff treat-
ment or U.S. Government credits, credit guarantees or investment
guarantees if the President determines such country:

(1) denies its citizens the right-or opportunity to emigrate,

(2) 1mposes more than & nominal tax for emigration or on visas
ou other documents required for emigration, for any purpose or cause
whatsoever,
or . . .
(8) otherwise imposes more than a nominal tax, levy, fine, fee or
other charge on any citizen as a result of his or her desire to emigrate.

A country would become eligible for nondiscriminatory treatment
under this title only after the President determined that it was not
violating any of the above conditions and submitted a report to that
effect to the Congress. Any country which was found to be denying its
citizens the right to emigrate would also be prohibited from receiving
any U.S. government credits, credit guarantees, or investment guaran-
tees, This prohibition would have the primary effect of cutting off
U.S. Export-Import Bank credits and guarantees to the Soviet Union.

Under section 403 the application of nondiscriminatory treatment
with respect to any country which had entered into an agreement
with the United States concerning the settlement of lend-lease debts
would be limited to periods in which the country was not in arrears
on its obligations under the agreement. The U.S.-Russian lend-lease
sottlement agreement, on the other hand, conditions Russia’s fourth
and all subsequent lend-lease settlement payments upon the extension
of MFN treatment by the United States.
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8. Manker Disrurrion (Secrion 405)

Section 405 applies the concept of market disruption Lo imported ,
articles receiving column 1 treatment under this Title. Under this
provision, the President could impose import relief measures if the
Tariff Commission determined that imports from a Communist nation
were causing market disruption and material injury to industries
producing like or directly competitive articles. Market disruption
would be deemed to exist whenever such imports were substantial,
increasing rapidly, absolutely and relative to domestic consumption,
and were being offered at prices substantially below those of com-
parable domestic articles. If the Tariff Commission finds in the
affirmative, the President could impose any import measures under
section 208 (duty increases, quotas, ete.) with respect to only those
products coming from the country in question. The President could
also impose import relief measures with respect to the products of
all countries under the market disruption formula, providing that any
portion of the products receive column 1 treatment as a result of
Title IV.

4. Prooebure For CONGRESSIONAL DisAPPROVAL OF EXTENSION OR
CONTINUANCE OF NONDISCRIMINATORY TREATMENT

Under section 406, before a proclamation extending nondisorimina-
tory treatment to any country can enter into effect, the President would
be required to submit to the Congress the proclamation along with the
agreement pursuant to which such treatment is to be extonded, as well
a8 his report stating that the country does not restrict emigration in
violation of section 402. The proclamation would not enter into effect
if, within 90 days from the receipt of the proclamation, either House of
Congress votes to disapprove it by the affirmative vote of a majority
of those present and voting.

The President is required to report on a semi-annual basis concern-
ing the emigration policies of any country receiving nondiscriminatory
treatment pursuant to this Title. Congress, following receipt of the
December report, could apply the congressional veto procedure to dis-
continue nondiscriminatory treatment for any country receiving such -
treatment pursuant to this act.
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TradeRelations with Communist Countries

1.President authorized, under specified conditions,
to grant most favored nation treatment
countries not currently receiving MFN treatment

2.Country must enter into a bilateral or multi-

lateral trade agreement |
3.MFN treatment would remain in effect only so long
as trade agreement remained in force

4. Bilateral agreements would include:
*suspension or termination for national security reasons
osafeguards against disruption of domestic markets
eprotection of patents
osettiement of commercial disputes
econsultative procedures

5.Freedom of emigration.—No country would

be eligible to receive MFN treatment, U.S.

Government credits or investment guarantees

if the President determines that the country
«denies its citizens theright to emigrate,

*imposes more than a nominal tax for emigration, or
*otherwise imposes more than a nominal tax or
other charge on any citizen as a result of his
desire to emi -
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Trade Relations with Communist Countries @nt.)
6.Market disruption provision.—President
could impose import relief measures if the Tariff

Commission determined imports from Communist

countries were causing market disruption and
material injury. Market disruption would be
deemed to exist whenever imports were:
osubstantial, | .
sincreasing rapidly, absolutely and relative to
domestic consumption, and '
ebeing offered at prices substantially below
those of comparable domestic articles
7. Proclamations and trade agreements under
these provisions are subject to Congressional
. veto procedure
87
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TITLE V. GENERALIZED SYSTEM OF PREFERENCE
(SECTIONS 501-805)

Title V of the bill would provide the President with general au-
thority to extend duty-free treatment to products imported into the
United States from eligible developing countries. The authority would
be complémentary to that already exercised by Japan and the EC
countries pursuant to the 10-year GATT waiver authorizing goneral-
ized preferences for developing countries. The Japanese and European
preference schemes, however, are wholly different from the plan pro-
posed in the House bill.

In determining whether or not to provide duty-free treatment to
any product from any country, the President would be required to have
due regard for the effect of such action on the economic development of
the countries, the extent to which other developed countries have
extended comparable preferences, and the impact of such action on
U.8. producers of like or directly competitive products.

1. Benericiary Deverorine Country (Srorion 502)

Beneficiary developing countries would be designated by Executive
order under section 502 of the bill. The President could terminate the
designation of any country as a “beneficiary developing country”, but
only after he notifies both Houses of Congress of his intent at least
thirty days before such termination goes into effect. The bill lists 27
specific developed countries which would be prohibited from being
designated as beneficiaries under this Title. Countries which do not
receive nondiscriminatory tariff treatment (Title IV) and vountries
which do not agree to eliminate reverse preference to other developed
countries would also be precluded from receiving duty-free treatment.
It is not clear whether, once communist nations not now receiving
MFN treatment were granted such treatment under Title IV authority,
they would be.eligible for tariff preference treatment. Conceivably the
People’s Republic of China could qualify for tariff preference treat-
ment under this bill if it were granted MFN treatment.

In determining whether to designate any country a beneficiary under
this Title, the President would be directed to take into account the
country’s expreesion of desire to bécome a beneficiary (self-election
procedure), its level of economic development, whether it receives
preferential treatment from other developed countries, and whether
it has expropriated property owned by U.S. citizens without provision
for prompt, adequate, and effective compensation. '
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Genenalized Tariff Preferences
o Authorizes President to extend duty-free
treatment to products imported from
developing countries
*Beneficiary developing countries
by Presudent s 27 countries spectfncally

'To be eln%om ble, articles must beimported

directty the developing country; the value
addedinthat country must beatleast a

minimum percentage of the value of the article
(to be set at from 35% to 50%) |

*Excludes articles subject to escape clause relief

*Excludes an article imported fromany one
country if the imports of the article from that
country exceed $25million or 50% of total

- US.imports of that article

* Provision limited to 10-year duration;
complete report to Congress after5 years
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2. EruremsLe ArricLes (SeorionN 503)

Title V would lay down no specific guidelines as to the product or
class of products which may or may not be given duty-free treatment
pursuant to Title V. The administration bill originally specified manu-
factured and semi-manufactured articles, but did not preclude the
extension of duty-free treatment to other products. However, the bill
does require that in order to be eligible, the article must be imported
directly from the beneficiary developing country into the customs terri-
tory of the United States and that it satisfy certain local cost require-
ments. Specifically, the cost of materials and processing originating or
carried on in the particular country would be required to equal or
exceed a specific percentage of the total value of the article at the
time of its entry into the U.S. customs area. This percentage, which is
to be determined by the Secretary of the Treasury, must be greater
than 35 percent but not more than 50 percent. In practice, a 50-percent
requirement would mean that a country would have to double the
value of any product introduced into its territory for processing.

Articles which were the subject of import relief actions under Title
IX of the bill, would not be eligible for duty-free treatment. Upon the
specific recommendation of the Tariff Commission in a Title IT (im-
port relief) proceeding, the President could also terminate duty-free
treatment for any product otherwise eligible under Title V. Under
section 504, the President would be required to terminate the eligibil-
ity of an article imported from any one country if the imports of the
article from such country exceeded $25,000,000 or 50 percent of the
total U.S. import of such article in any one calendar year. However
he could continue to designate any country as a beneficiary if deter-
mined it was in the national interest to do so. It is not clear how the
President would define “article.”

3. Trax Linar; CoMmpreHENSIVE Review

Duty-free treatment extended pursuant to Title V would cease to be

- in effect 10 years after the date of enactment of the bill. This time
period coincides with the 10 year duratioh of the general GATT
waiver on generalized tariff references. The bill would require the
President to submit & full and complete report on the operation of

this title within five years.from the date of enactment of the bill.
- - 81
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TITLE VI. GENERAL PROVISIONS

Title VI of the bill contains standard general provisions covering
definitions, relations to other laws, changes in the tariff schedules to
reflect actions taken under the bill and separability.

Section 603 would authorize the Tariff Commission to take certain
procedural actions—such as preliminary investigations and considera-
tion of proceedings—in order to facilitate the carrying out of its func-
tions under the bill.

Section 806 would direct the President to embargo trade and invest-
ment, public and private, with any nation which does not take adequate
steps to prevent narcotics and other controlled substances from un-
lawfully entering the United States. Any suspension of trade and in-
vestment would continue until the President determined that the gov-
ernment of the country had taken adequate steps to carry out the
purposes of this section.
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APPENDIX A-

COMPARISON OF TARIFF LEVELS AMONG MAJOR INDUS-
TRIAL COUNTRIES: A REVIEW OF THE PROBLEMS OF
COMPARISON AND OF RECENT DATA ON TARIFF AVER-
AGES

There is no simple, straightforward method for comparing tariff
levels among countries. Even a direct comparison of duties on.individ-
ual items may be ambiguous, due to differences in product specifica-
tion, methods of valuation, preferences, ete. This ambiguity is com-
pounded when we attempt to compare tariff levels for groups of items,
or to calculate a single figure which can meaningfully represent a whole
tariff structure. Tariff level comparisons must prooeed from an under-
standing of these ambiguities. They must include several kinds of
tariff averages, with full cognizance of the limitations on the meaning
of each average. This paper will initially address itself to some of the
pitfalls of tariff level comparisons, and summarize some of the results
of & major comparative tariff study undertaken by the GATT
secretariat.

1. CUSTOMS VALUATION

The first problem of comparing tariffs concerns customs valuation.
An ad valorem tariff is levied on the value of an imported item. There
are, however, several ways for determining this value. A major study
of this problem, with recommendations for adoption of a uniform sys-
tem, has been published by the U.S. Tariff Commission.! In consider-
ing very broad tariff level comparisons we may ignore most aspects of
valuation practices. But one variation in customs valuation must be
considered. It is important to know whether tariffs being compared
g;;.levied on a f.o.b. (frec on board) or a c.i.f. (cost, insurance, freight)

is, e

Neither f.0.b. nor c.i.f. are unambiguous concepts, but the main dis-
tinction between them can be clearly stated, The former decrees that
the value of an import on which a duty is levied shall be the value of
that good at the point of exportation, exclusive of subsequent costs
incurred in tmnsportinf it to the point of img:rtation. According to
the c.i.f. method, the value of an import shall be its value at the point
of importation, inclusive of insurance, freight, and transportation

The Tariff Commission supports the f.o.b. method, though neither
method is obviously superior, and good arguments can be made on

1.8, Tarif Commission, Customs Valwation. Published t
Senate Pinance Committee, $3d Congress, 1st Session, u:rcb lg.s 1375‘.”““ tee print of the
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behalf of each.! It is desirable to have trade statistics based on both
methods of valuation, as each method is appropriate to different kinds
of economic analyses. A comparison of tariff levels should, ideally, be
based on the same method of valuation, either f.o.b. or c.i.f. o
countries may have the same nominal tariff rate, but the country with
c.i.f. valuation will exact a tariff payment higher than that demanded
by the country with the f.o.b, valuation. Direct comparison of nominal
tariff levels will suffer from this distortion unless the nominal rates are
adjusted to reflect the actual tariff burden. .
order to transform U.S. trade statistics from an f.o.b. to a c.i.f.
basig, the International Monetary Fund adopted the rule of adding
10 percent to the value of U.S. imports. This estimate of the average
cost of freig{‘xt and insurance was generally sugported by past studies
of the U.S. Tariff Commission. The Office for Special Trade Negotia-
tions reports that a sample of imports in 1971 revealed an upward
adjustment of about 6 percent would be required to transform the
f.0.b. values into c.i.f. valueg. Any direct comparison of U.S. nominal
tariff levels with those of c.i.f, countries implicitly assumes, therefore,
that the duties.actually paid on U.S. im are around 8 to 10 percent
higher than they mSl are, that is, by the margin by which c.i.f.
uation exceeds f.0.b. To render average U.S. nominal tariffs directly
comparable to the tariffs of c.i.f. countries, the U.S. tariffs should be
reduced by about 5-10 percent.
. There are, however, some %unliﬁcations to this adjustment rule. It
is required only when the U.S. valuation is substantially f.ob, It
could not be invoked for those tariffs levied on the “American Selling
Price.”* And it would be justified only for average tariff levels cal-
culated for very broad groups of imports. The 5-10 percent upward
adjustment required to switch from f.o.b. to c.i.f. valuation is the
average additional cost of freight and insurance for all imports. This
average permits no conclusions about the degree of adjustment required
for individual items, or for narrowly defined groups.
The GATT comparative tarifl data reported below are not adjusted
to remove the distortion inherent in a comparison of ¢.i.f. with f.0.b.

* tariff levels, (The tariffs of the U.S. and of Canada are levied on

an f.o.b. basis, in general, while those of the other countries are gen-
erally on a c.i.f. basis.) The magnitude of the distortion is not serions
enough to warrant the considerable effort required to achieve ter
precision, at least not for the purpose of comparing entire tariff strue-
tures. It could, however, assume greater significance in the comparison
of tariffs on items whose transportation costs substantially exceed the
5-10 percent average differential between f.0.b. and c.i.f. valuations.

II. WEIGHTING AND AVERAGING

A more serious problem in comparing tariffs arises with the selec-
tion of an appropriate weighting method for calculating tariff aver-
ages. We are concerned not with a comparison of tariffs on individual

SFor & summary of these ugm see pgt. 187-148 of Custems Velwation. At
gmut the TR, rn,u“an the f.0. nett)'r’od. with the variation that the dutishle value
taken to he the “prinet market” value witbin the couatry of exmrt. vat at the
port of export. In pract the “principal market” valwe means the. cont of the
Pduiteat IS TSIt dSNEIT A T evied Soeieiio to TS KAT
» ] u we vied su ng to ¢ 8P, on
less than 1 percent of imports. (p. 71) . _ ¢
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items, but with the comparison of tariff structures for large groups of
imports. It is necessary to calculate an “average” tariff to represent
the entire tu;%ﬂ' stancture. Even ifigtuhe c?lculation ofi “thel‘l’ swerai
poses no problem, to use just one re for interpre the si -
cance of a whole array of ﬁ%ures is inherently agxbiglt:%us. 'I‘hgndi&
ersion of the figures about the Wera%e the value of the highest and
owest—such considerations may inval iéabe the use of “the” average -
for different kinds of comparisons. This is a quite familiar ’&roblem,
however, as it pertains to the analysis of all forms of data. The prob-
lem peculiar to the analysis of trade data arises at an earlier stage,
namely, the choice of methods for calculating various kinds of aver-

ages.

The first choice is whether or not to weight the tariffs. If each
tariff within a tariff structure is of equal importance, “the” avers
may be calculated in the straightforward manner of summing all
tariffs and dividing by the number of tariffs. But we generally want
to accord greater importance to some tariffs; namely, those which have
greater impact on trade. Tariffs which fall on items of great impor-
tance to a country’s trade should obviously have greater weight in the
calculation of “the” average than tariffs on items of trivial importance.
We must, therefore, select a factor by which to weight the tariffs.
The value of imports under each tariff is the obvious candidate, A

Weighting b{' value of imports raises further problems. The ideal
procedure would be to weight each tariff by the value of goods that
would have been imported in the absence of any tariff, Weighting by
the value of goods actually imported is potentially subject to distor-
tions as severe as those connected with non.-weiﬁhting. The more effec-
tive tariffs are in curtailing trade, the less weight they will have in the
calculation of the average. Weighting b};; the value of actual imports
could produce the absurd conclusion that, if the tariffs were high
enough to prohibit all trade, the average tariff would be zero! Since
the purpose of tariffs is protection against imports, we need a tariff
average that conveys some notion of the actual restrictive impact.
This requires at least an estimate of the amount of trade that would
have occtirred without tariffs. Such estimates are usually difficult to
make, especially when tariffs have been in place for some time. None
of the averages reported below are weighted by the trade that might
have flowed, ‘

IIl. THE GATT STUDY

Faced with the necessity of using actual trade data, the only recourse
is to calculate severnl averages, each designed to correct the most pro-
nounced distortions of the other. The most ambitiocus and comprehen-
sive effort at computing and comparing tariff averages has been under-
taken by the GATT secretariat, The President’s Office for Special
Trade Negotiations has furnished the Economics Division of the Con-

ressional Research Service with one of the documents resulting from
this study. Accordin%tt: that Office, the data in this document ¢ reflect
the tariffs in effect after completion of the Kennedy Round, but they
are weighted by 1967 trade figures. Averages weighted by more recent

—————

¢ The document is entitled Basio Documentation for the Tariff Btudy, Supplementary
Tables, GATT, Gensva, July 1970. r 0 Study, Sups the
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trade figures have rgportedl% been compiled by GATT, but, accord-
ing to the Office for Special Trade Negotiations, they are restricted to
the membevli‘%‘overnments and are not yet to be released to Coniress.

The GATT study contains four kinds of tariff averages. They are
calculated for each item.in a comprehensive list of import categories,
and for very broad grou?infs of categories, Averages for the broad-
est groupings, defined as “all industrial products,” “finished manufac-
tures,” “semimanufacturers,” and “raw materials” are calculated on
the basis of all items within the group, and on the basis of dutiable
items only. The results are: ‘

TARIFFS

[Definitions and explanations of aversges are found on pp. 12-14 in text]

On all items (average) On dutiable items
All industrial products No.1 No.2 No.3 MNo.4 'No.1 No.2 No.3 No.4
8.7 6.7 5.3 65 105 9. 9.6 %2
6.9 6.0 3.9 6.0 7.5 8.¢ 8. .1
10.9 7.1 6.1 2.2 1.9 9. 8, 8.2
9.2 6.4 6.4 .9 152 13 ", 12.6
10.1 9.7 5.7 9.6 1.1 11 10. 1.6
10.1 8.6 134 8.6 120 10. 10. 10.3
1.8 8.7 8.0 8.6 8.0 9. . 9.0
12.8. 81 8.4 1.2 12.4 9. 3 8.1
10.6 9.2 6.6 9.9 161 15 " 14.7
L4 120 120 125 1.7 12 12, 12,8
1.9 7.1 5.4 6.6 9.3 9. 3 8.9
6.7 6.2 4.7 6.3 .1 7. . .1
9.5 8.3 5.1 6.9 10.4 10.4 3 .5
.5 6.2 9.4 2.4 133 113 14 1.4
9.5 93 62 82 104 10 1. 9.9
2.5 2.5 14 2.1 6.3 4.0 . 2 3.7
1.6 .6 .3 .4 3.9 1.3 .4 1.4
F R I (A
25 55 32 52 80 95 12 84
Note: The GATT & sof nclude den, D Norway, Finland, Switzarland, Austria, and

of fud gos for S 3 K,
the United Kingdom. Denmark and the Uni'ed Kingdom are now harmonizing their tarifts with those of the EEC.

Tariff averages calculated on the basis of all imported items will
always be lower than those calculated only on the basis of dutiable
items, as long as some imports are duty free. While tariff averages on
all times are the best reflection of the tariff structure as a whole, since
recognition should be given to zero tariffs, it is necessary to compare
them to the averages on dutiable items only. A large discrepancy can
call attention to the possibility of a significant degree of tariff protec-
tion despite rather low averages on all imported items. Effective pro-
tection often requires tariffs which exceed some critical level, below
which a tariff may be a nuisance to foreign producers, may somewhat
reduce their profits, but will not reall Frevent them from penetrating
the domestic market. If low tariffs ofy this nature are abolished, while
tariffs high enough to afford effective protection are retained, the aver-
age tarifl on all imports may be very low, but the degree of meaningful -
protection, as reflected in the averages on dutiable items, can still be
rather higi). )

Thess aversges are not easy to inbex})ret. Average No. 1 is simply
the unweighted average: cach tariff is of equal imnportance in its caleu-
lation. Goods imported at low tariffs, as are many raw materials, tend
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to fall under a few com%gehensive tariﬂ‘s),‘whereas high duty goods are
covereci by a larger number of tariffs, each covering an imqort category
of much finer definition, The summation of all tariffs will likely con-
tain &'large number of high duty tariffs, even though the bulk of trade
may flow under the lower tariffs. If this is the case, average No. 1 will
be significantly inflated. It could be expected to be the highest of the
avera . - :

Avgfe:'ge No.. 3, on the other hand, could be expected to contain a
strong downward bias. It is calculated by weighting cach tariff by the
value of imports entering under it, High tariffs which effective { re-
duce imports do not, therefore, receive a weight proportionate to their
im.Portance. One could expect average No. 3 to be the lowest average.

hese %ml expectations are not, however, uniformly satisfied by
the data. When they are, the difference between average No.1 and No.
8 is often not striking. Averages calculated for each of twenty-three
industrial product ca%egories also refute the general expectation: in
40, nt of the cases, average No. 3 exceeds average No. 1. This can
oceur only when a dispropomonatel{ large amount of trade is flowing
under tariffs which are higher than the average, unweighted tariff for
that product category. In these cases, larger trade is associated with -
hi%her tariffs. Analysis of these cases, as reported in an addendum
to the Basic Documentation, produces two general explanations. A ten-
dency for average No. 8 to exceed average No, 1 18 associated with
labor-intensive products, and with the most specialized or technologi-
cally advanced products. These are complementary, not contradictory
generalizations. In the first instance, it appears that the industrialized
countries are at an increasing disadvantage in the production of labor-
intensive goods, so that the most labor-intensive items within a general
category of products will be imported in disproportionately large
amounts despite duties on them higher than the duties on other items
in the ca . Despite higher tariffs, these goods can still be price-
competitive. The second explanation refers to goods that do not com-
pete on the basis of price with equivalent products. Because of their
exceptionally high quaht%, or very advanced international specializa-
tion in their production, they do not face much competition for equiv-
alent products of similar l:Tuuit or special refinement. These are
goods of which there are only a few suppliers in the world, or, if the
neral good is widely produced, a few particular suppliers dominate
the high quality, specialized variations on the general good. High
tariffs will not neeessari}iy impede their importation.

Averages No, 2 and 4 ‘were calculated to moderate the distortions
normally characteristic of averages No. 1 and 8. They employ a two-
stage weighting procedure. The GATT study utilizes the BTN (Brus-
sels Tariff Nomenclature) system for clagsifying traded commodities.
The BTN system consists of a list of tariff “headings”, each of which
groups together a set of individual tariff “lines.” In the first stage, an
average is calculated for the tariff lines within a BTN hea,dinlg, produc-
ing an average tariff for each BTN heading. For average No. 2 there
is no weighting of the tariff lines. It corresponds, at this stage, to aver-
age No. 1. For average No. 4 each tariff line is weighted by the value of
the nation’s imports under that line. It corresponds, at this stage, to
average No., 3. In the final stage an average for the entire group is
ealenlated from the averages for the BTN headings within the group.
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Both averages No. 2 and 4 employ, in this final stage, » common weight-
in§ scheme, The tariffs for each BTN heading are weighted bg the
value of world imports under that heading. Weighting by worl im-
ports in the second stage should, for average No. 2, tend to remove the
distortion of no weightinﬁ in the first stage. Weighting by world im-
rts should, for average No. 4, tend to remove the distortion of weight-
ing by national imports in the first stage. Asa {)air they should rep-
res(imt a better measurement of “the” tariff level than averages No. 1
and 3.
Weighting by world imForts is not, however, without its own dis-
%he rationale for averages No. 2 and 4 is that the dis-
tortions of the second stage offset the distortions of the first stage. But
some skepticism concerning such beneficial offsetting is warranted.
Weighting by world imports implicitly assumes that, in the absence
of trade barriers, the composition of each nation’s imports would
roughly conform to the composition of world trade. Were that true,
this method would be the best practical procedure. But it cannot be

.

true, for it would contradict the basic rationale of trade; namely, that
different countries have comparative advantages in the production of
different goods, so all can benefit by each exporting those goods it pro-
duces most efficiently, and importing those it can only produce at a dis-
advantage. With international sg(ecializqtion, the composition of each
country’s imports would be markedly different from the corposition
of world imports. Weighting by world trade is distorting because it
places undue emphasis on tariffs covering goods which other nations
import-in large amounts. The virtue of w’eightm%‘lbv world trade is
to restore a meeded emphasis on those tariffs which are genuinely

IV. INTERPRETATION

Since no tariff average is very satisfactory, the only recourse is to
examine several of them, keeping in mind their limitations, and to
venture generalizations about comparative tariff levels only when a
consistent pattern can be discerned. Fhese figures can support several
generalizationsi In the industrialized world, tariffs on raw materials
are, as one would expect, very low. (The difference between tariff
levels on manufactured t%;mds and raw materials assumes considerable
significance when one attempts to compare “nominal” with “effective”
tariff levels, as discussed below.) Tariffs on finished manufactures
tend to be higher than those on semimanufactures. Among countries,
Canada’s tariff structure is not, as & whole, exceptional, but it clearly
emerges as the highest structure when only dutiable 1tems are con-
sidered. Japan has the highest tariff level on all finished manufactures,
but is second to Canada on dutiable finished manufactures, Despite her
lack of domestic raw materials, Japan has higb tariffs on dutiable raw
materials, though the discre;f)ancy between dutiable and all items in-
dicates that a large portion of Japanese raw material imports are duty
free. The U.S. apg;earp to have somewhat higher tariffs than the EEC,
though some of this difference would disappear if the comparison were
adjusted to remove the f.o.b.—¢.i.f. distortion. This would leave the USs.
at approximate equality. with the EEQC in industrial goods, though
U.S. tariffs on raw materials would remain higher. ,

Tariff averages of this nature can provide a useful overview, and
point to any gross differences among countries, One must stress, how-
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ever, their limited validity. Aside from the difficulties of calculating a
meaningful average, any average can conceal the impact of very higlh
tariffs on a few strategic items. The larger the dispersion of very high
and very.low tariffs.around an average, the less reliable that average
as & meaningful intex})mm.ion of the tariff structure. In addition to
ure averages, thercfore, one should have some measure of this

. 1s¥emion. .
fad . The GATT study contains data on the frequency distribution of the
‘ individual tariff lines. We can construct a comparison of the per-

centage of tariff lines within vartons taviif ranges:
. DUTIES:

Lessthan  Stel0  10fo1S5 151020 Over 20
All fndustrial products S percent percent percent petcent percent
2 28 " 9.0 7.0
3 % 1 1.6 .8
32 3 1] e 120
2 3 16 4.0 50
18 9 22 7.0 A0

This reveals that 32 pereent of all U.S. tariff lines carry duties of less
than 5 percent, 30 percent of the tariff lines have duties between 5 and
10 percent, ete. The United States and Canada have the larger portion
of tariff lines in the higher ranges, where tariff protection is more
effective. European and Japanese tariff show less variance from their
“average” tariffs. This evidence suggests that, although U.S. tariff
averages are, on the whole, very close to those of our major partners,
the more dispersed American (and Canadian) tariff structure may
be more restrictive of trade.

The divergence of tariffs can also be judged from data on the highest
and lowest uverage tariffs (weighted by OECD trade) in each of
twelve industrial sectors accounting fot 83 percent of OECD non-

_agricultural imports. These averages, as published in the Report of
the President’s Commission on International Trade and Investment

_ Policyfare:
[in percent}
i Highest Lowest Polg
average aversge - L]

n‘l” :ig i :
37,8 138 ¥
- 16, %1 2.4

2 210, 1, 9
s %og 12 z:
210, 158 33

111§ 17, 3
e 15.0 | 9.0
:231‘ ‘ 1'13'2 15’5
m.g ) 9.0

$John C. Renner, “National kutﬂcﬂonl on International Trade,”
y Compen
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Consideration of this spread, in conjunction with data on tariff dis-
tribution similar to those we presented, tends to confirm the view
expressed by John C. Renner, that “The close grouping of the general
average tariff rates of the major industrialized countries disguises
considerable differences in the sectoral tariff rates . . . the level of tariffs
is higher and the spread is greater than generally supposed.” ®

V. NOMINAL VERSUS8 EFFECTIVE TARIFFS

The difficulties in interpreting the restrictive impact of tariff levels
do not lie solely in the computation of ap‘?ropriate' nvemges. A real
measure of the effective protection afforded national in ustries by
tariffs should take account of the difference between tariffs on imports
used in the manufacture of finished products, and tariffs on finished

roducts. Domestic industries utilize raw materials, and semi-manu- .

actures, in the production of finished manufactures, Some of those
raw materials and semi-manufactures are imported. Tariffs on these
imports increase the cost of production for domestic industr%, and
thus influence their competitiveness with foreign industries. Tariffs
on imports may operate to offset the nominal protection afforded by
tariffis on finished manufactures. Effective protection could be con-
siderably reduced. : ,

In practice, however, tariffs on raw materials are usually much
_lower than tariffs on finished manufactures. In this case, “effective”
Rrotecyion is tly enhanced. To understand the difference between

effective” and “nominal” tariff rates one must understand just what
is being protected. A tariff ona finished manufacture is protection for
the “value added” in the process of transforming imported raw (or
semimanufactured) inputs into finished outputs.

An example can clarify the explanation. Assume a simple case in
which a domestic industry imports all the materials it uses in the
manufacturing process. These imports are doty-free, but there is a 10
porcent tariff on the finished product. Assume the competitive world

rice of the materials required to. manufacture one unit of output is
§50. ‘Assume the competitive world price of the finished good is $100.
Businesses in foreign countries which export the raw materials face a
choice: to export the raw materials for $50, or to manufacture the
finished product themselves and export it for $100, The raw materials
will be duty-free, but the finished good will bear a duty of $10. Assum-
ing that, to compete with the domestic manufacturer, the foreign
manufacturer cannot raise the price of his export, his revenue from
exgorting the finished good will be $90. compared to a revenue of
30 from exporting the raw materials. He has earned $40 from the
«yalue added” by his manufacturing Frocess. But the domestic manu-
facturer, who bears no tariff on the $100 price of the final good, earns
50 from the value added in the domestic manufacturing process.
The “effective rate of protection” enjoyed by the domestic manufac-
turer is the ratio of $10 to $50. or 20 percent, not the nominal tariff
rate of 10 percent. The “effective rate of protection” can be defined as
“the maximum proportion by which the value added per unit of out-
put by primary resources employed in the domestic industry can exceed

@ 1bid.
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the value added per unit of output by primary resources employed in
the foreign competitive industry.” *

This example illustrates the theory of effective rates in the simplest
form, In practice the calculation of effective rates can be very difficult.
It requires accurate data on the value added in the manufacturing
process, and on the proportions of various material inputs into the
manufacturing process.

Des%ibe these difficulties, a meaningful comparison of tariff levels,
with the pur of judging the relative degrees of protection they
afford manufacturing industries, should be based on effective, not
nominal, tariff rates. This is particularly true when the question con-
cerng preferential treatment to less-developed countries, The nominal
tariff rates on finished goods in which they might wm to: develop
an export competitivencess may appear deceptively low;&vhile the effec-:
tive rate which provides the real barrier against their exports is none-
theless prohibitive.

We have not been able to uncover any recent attempts to calculate
effective tariff rates. The most recent figures at our disposal are caleula-

" tions of nominal and effective rates in 1962. Though these obviously

have no validity today, we include a few examples solely to illustrate
the degree of divergence possible between nominal and effective rates;

NOMINAL AND EFFECTIVE TARIFF RATES, 1962

us. £EC Japan
Commodity Nominsl  Effective  Nominal  Effective Nominsl Effoctive
2.1 50, 1. “a 19.7 48,
BB o8 OB B
X ] 5.1 132 5. %.8 Bl 5.1
THE 1962 OVERALL WEIGHTED TARIFF AVERAGES
Country Nominal Effective
1.6 .0
15.5 2]
13.9 18.6
16.2 .5

1 9%‘5’;"“: Bela Bolassa, “'Tarilt Protection in Industrial Countries: An Evaluation,” Journal of Political Economy (December

T Glorgio Basevl, “The United States Tariff Structure: Estimates of Effectiv: Rates

of Protection of United States Industries and Industrial Labor.” The Review of Eco-

nomios and statistios (May 1968). :
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VALUE OF U.S. IMPORTS FOR CONSUMPTION, DUTIES COLLECTED, AND RATIO OF DUTIES 0 VALUES, UNDER THE

TARIFF ACT OF 1330, 1930-72

{Dollar amoun.Qs in thousands|

Duties collected
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Ratio to values
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Free
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VALUE OF U.S. IMPORTS FOR CONSUMPTION, DUTIES COLLECTED, AND RATIO OF DUTIES TO VALUES, LRDEs
SPECIFIED TARIFF ACTS, 1891-1330—Continued

[Dollar amounts in thousands}
. Ratio to values
PR A,
Free Dutiable Free and
Dutiable  dutiable

Fiscal years 1891-1918;

calendar years 1919 Percent Percent imports imports
and succeeding years Amount oftotsl  Amount  of total Total Amount (percent) (percent)

FORDNEY-McCUMBER
LAW

Effective Sept. 22, 1922 :
1923, $2, 165,148 58.0 $), 568, 621 42.0 $3.731,769  $566, 664 36.2 15.2
1928... 2,118,168 59.2 1,456,943 40.8 3,575,111 532,28 3.5 14,9
1925... .. 2,708,828 64.9 1,467,390 35.1 4,176,218 551,814 3.6 13.2
19%.. .. 2,908,107 66.0 1,499,969 3.0 4,408,076 590,045 39.3 13.4
2,680, 059 64.4 1,483,031 35.6 4,163,090 574,839 38 13.3
1928 2,678,633 65.7 1,399,304 34.3 4,077,937 542,210 3.8 138
2,880,128 66. 4 1,458 444 33.6 4,338,572 584,837 4.1 135
1,102,107 64.6 603,891 35.4 1,705,998 269,357 M6 15.8

Anrnu:l avenage,
ordney-
Mccummb«hw... 2, 565, 490 63.8 1,458,080 36.2 4,023,570 561,615 3.5 4o

' The Emmg%'mm Act became effective on certain agricultural products on May 28, 1921, and continued in effect
until Sept. 22, 1

No\c:mnﬁoolMipseol!ectodhmnlunHmpom(M‘ i forred to as the * ad valosem equive
atent’") should be used with great reservation as a maasure of the ““height’’ of a country’s tariff or of the tarifi’s restric-
tiveness of imports, Such a ratio for the schedule of duties as whofe (of even a ratio for most individual tariff categories)
is heavily weighted by imporis that enter sither free of duty or at low unrestrictive rates; itis weighted less by imports
that enter at high restrictive rates and sot st all by imports that ad"n.pududod from entry. Moreover, an upward or down-
ward trend inthe ratio” of duties collected may reflect altarnatiofls in the ratesof duty applied, changes in the composition
of imports from yeat to year, of changes in the prices of imported commodities.

Source: U.S. Tariff Commission,
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APPENDIX B

A SUMMARY OF THE PRINCIPAL TRADE BARRIERS*

This summary is based on an extensive study of trade barriers made
by the U.S. Tarif Commission in which U.S. producers, exporters
and importers were requested to report obstacles which they encoun-
tered in international trade. Ranked in the order of-the number of
their responses to the Commission, the areas of concern to U.S. traders
are: Quantitative restrictions and similar specific limitations on
trade, nontariff charges on imports, government participation in trade,
tariffs, requirements on product and other standards, and customs
pmceéures and administrative practices. -

Complaints submitted to the Commission named most countries of
the world, but were almost evenly divided between developed and
developing nations, although less than one-fourth of U.S. trade is
with the less-developed countries.

The eight countries makin%\ up the former European Free Trade
Association (EFTA) were the object of about 13 percent of the
complaints against. tariffs. The European Community (of six coun-
tries as constituted before enlirgement) received about 9 percent of
the comglaints; Canada and Australia, each about 5 percent; and the
United States and Japan, each about 4 percent. Less developed coun-
tries (a large number were named) were the object of 58 percent of
the complaints against tariffs. .

With respect to nontariff trade barriers, the European Community
(of six nations) drew 14 percent of the complaints. Countries for-
merly making up the EFTA drew 12 percent; the United States 8
percent, Japan about 6 percent, and Canada about 2 percent. Less de-
veloped countries in Latin America drew 22 percent of the complaints;
in Asia, 9 percent; in Europe, 10 percent, and in Africa, about 9
percent, .

About 80 percent of the complaints were concerned with practices
affecting industrial products, 20 percent with agricultural products—
a division that roughly corresponds to the distribution of U.S. trade.
In industrial products, the largest number of problems seem to be
encountered in the following product sectors: Transport equipment;
chemicals, nonelectrical machinery; electrical machines and appara-
tus; ores, metals, and metal manufactures; and textiles. The largest
number of complaints in the agricultural sectors were in beverages
and spirits, foodstuffs, and animals and animal products.

Tariffs

Customs tariffs of the large trading nations are extremely complex.
It is virtually impossible to summarize them meaningfully in any
manner that correctly reflects the actual impact of the various duties

*Prepared by the Tariff Commission at the request of the Senate Committee on Finance.
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upon the flow in trade. When comparing national tariffs, the basic
difficulties are further compounded by differences in product defini-
tion and methods of customs valuation.

Calculating average duty levels for aggregations of different prod-
uct classifications is the only practical method for making such com-
parisons, even though it is almost universally conceded that there
is no satisfactory method for averaging rates of duty.

When the GATT contracting parties set out to assemble data on
the post Kennedy Round tarig Fevels of the larger members, they
realized agreement could never be achieved on a single type of aver-
age as the “fairest” indicator of a country’s tariff level. Thus, four
averages were calculated :

1. A simple arithmetic average;

2. Anaverage weighted by “world” imports; *

3. An average weighted by each country’s own imports: and

4. Average number 3 weighted a second time by “world” im-
ports.!

Tt is generally assumed that the simple arithmetic average (average
number 1) has the strongest bias upward, since it gives equal weight
to each line provision and national tariff nomenclatures usually are
more detailed in competitive product areas, where higher rates are
found, and less detailed in noncompetitive products which frequently
are duty free. The average weighted by a country’s own imports
(average number 3) is assumed to have the strongest bias downward
becanse it minimizes the importance of high rates which deter trade
and emphasizes the importance of large trade items which are likely
to bo products with lower rates of duty. The purpose of weighting
is to moderate the bias of the two extremes: so presumably. averages
2 and 4 could be expected to fall between the levels of the arithmetic
and own-trade-weighted averages. The averages which were caleulated
were found not always in conformance with these assumptions.

AVERAGE MFN INDUSTRIAL TARIFFS

Average MFEN tariffs on industrial products are shown in table
1-A for the European Community and 12 other industrialized na-
tions. The rates of duty used in calenlating the averages were MFN
rates scheduled to be in effect after Kennedv Round concessions wers
implemented. .Japan, Australia. and Canada have made further tem-
porarv reductions in manv of their rates in the nast two vears which
would significantly lower averages shown for those countries. Find-
ings from a comparison of the averages are quite different. depend-
ing upon whether all items in a tariff are under consideration or only
dutiable items, as well as which method of averaging has been
employed.

1 “World” imports in this instance were total imports of the 18 develo countries for
which tarift ai'i'a’." were being assembled. po . ped
78
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TABLE 1-A.~INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS: AVERAGE MFN TARIFFS FOR SELECTED COUNTRIES {

1}

Averages weighted by—
o t 3
ka Warld Country's m
-Country average ! frade own trade world trade
All products

9.0 1.3 5.9 1
1. 13 6. [
9, 6.8 6 7.
10. 10.1 6. 10,
6. 6.4 4 6.
B g 1
10. 10.4 S 1%.
[y 5.4 4, S
3 55 4 5,
S, 4.4 4 4,
4. 3.2 3 3
18 15.5 13 14,
25, 2.1 14.6 18

Dutiable products

10.7 L4 9.8 [ 81
12 81 8 1

15 1.5 . 11.0
11, 10.8 1L 10,
1. 67 |3 [
10. 85 10. 'y
8 43 8. B X
13 1.4 16. 12,
13 6.4 S [
i1 1.6 1L 7.
2.1 4.8 1. 4,
4.4 35 3. 3,
2.5 21 A0 20,
2.3 a1 2.4 20,

1 The m;%mm were calculsted using 1970 import data and MFN tariff rates scheduled to be in effect atter imple®
mentation of Kennedy round tariff concessions. Sinca these averages were caicy! W Japan, Australia, and
Canada have made signihcant {urther temporary reductions in their tarifts. For Japan, about 80 percent of the rates were
udueoed.x 20 percent, about 2 percent were made duty free, and about 6 percent were cut by amounts ranging from 10 to
95 per Australia has reduced all rates by 25 percent. Canada has made reductions on 3 wide rangs of products, partic-
viarly consumer goods, by an sverage of 5 percentage points. .

' implicit weight contained in a simple average is the number of tariff lines in the schedule; thus, the average is in
fact weighted by the degree of delail within the tanif schedules, ) .

] Avm&a for Canada, Japan, and Australias were calculated from rates higher than those being applied in 1974 (see

footnote
Source: Basic documentation for the tariff study, GATT.

AVERAGE MFN AGRICULTURAL TARIFFS

Similar calculations were carried out for agricultural product tar-
iffs of the United States, Canada, Japan, the European Communrity,
and the United Kingdom, and the results are shown in table 1-B. It
was not possible to reflect in these calculations the variable levies
applied on a wide scale by the European Community and on & much
smaller scale by the United Kingdom. Consequently, these two aver-
ages (and especially that of the Community), are not really satis-
factory indieators.
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DISCRIMINATORY TARIFF TREATMENT

Customs unions and other regional trade groups and preferential
trading arrangements have proliferated throughout the world in the
past 15 years and created significant discrimination against products
of countries outside those arrangements. Even a modest duty can fore-
close participation in a market 1f other competing foreign suppliers
are permitted free entry. In 1955, almost 90 percent of imports by
GATT contracting parties paid MFN rates of duty; by 1970, this
figure had declined to only 75 percent.

TABLE 1-B.—AGRICULTURAL PROODUCTS: AVERAGE MFN TARIFFS FOR SELECTED COUNTRIES!

i
i

M o b ied in 1974 (see footnote 1),
«mm&«m:«wcmﬁnmwmmm—ammm n»ﬁcah)‘

g
™

wide agricelturasl prodects. If dats were availabie Yo reflect the variable chargas, the rates would be
substantislly hi than indicstod here. et

1The rates shown e the United Kaydom reflect fized tariffs only and do net refiect varisble levies applicable to s Bmited
aumber of products in the year for which te averages were calcuisted.

Sourca: Compited from nationsl tariffs aad trade statistics.
TARIFF DISPARITIES

A common complaint received by governments from domestic
producers seeking to export their products is that higher tariff rates
are encountered in foreign countries than are charged on imports into
the producer’s own domestic market. U.S. producers have made snch
complaints most frequently against tariff rates of Canada and Japan.
This is a common complaint heard in the European Community against
the United States.

Significant tariff disparities are most likely to be found when a
country has a wide range of rates applicable to a category of products.
This situation occurs more commonly in the T.&, tariff than in the
schedules of most other nations. A study of dutv rate ranges and
own-trade-weighted averages for leading itéms of exnort from the
T'nited States to Canada and .Jaran and leading items of imports from
these countries into the United States indicates that characteristically
the U"nited States has the greater rance of dutv rates and the greater
likelihood of having the disparate high tariff. On own-trade-woighted
averages, U.S. and Canadian rates divide fairly evenly between higher
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and lower; but in the case of Japan, there are more situations where
U.S. rates are higher than Japan’s than vice versa. L

In an exhaustive study of “possible” disparities at a more disaggre-
gated product level and without regard to whether trade is occu
under the particular categories. Canada has markedly more dispari-
ties vis-a-vis the United States than the United States vis-a-vis Can-
ada, but the United States has more disparities vis-a-vis Japan and
the European Community than vice versa.

Quantitative Restrictions and Similar Specific Limitations
on Trade

Quantitative import and export restrictions, the most obvious and
easily identifiable nontariff barriers to trade, appear in three basic
elemental forms: Embargoes, where trade 18 prohibited; absolute
guotas, where a specified maximum amount of trade is permitted in a

iven period ; or Zicensing systems, under which administrative officials

ave discretionary authority to permit trade. Other indirect, .more
sophisticated and subtle quantitative restrictions include: Ewchange
controls, where foreign exchange to pay for imports is limited and al-
located by kind, quantity, and source of goods; local content and miw-
ing regulations, where specified amounts of local products are required
with consumption of a unit of & foreign product; minimum or maxi-
mum price controls, permitting trade only, above or below stipulated
prices; restrictive business practices, under which cartels or similar
arrangements control market access; and discriminatory bilateral
agreements, where two countries agree to purchase specified amounts
of given products from each other before purchases are made from
third countries. -

Nearly one-third of the complaints against all trade barriers sub-
mitted in the Commission’s investigation dealt with these types of
restrictions, and the three basic elemental forms draw two-thirds of
the complaints in this area. 7 ‘1e largest number were against licens-
ing requirements, while embargoes and quotas were next in number
of complaints,

U.S. quantitative restrictions drew more complaints than those of
any other single nation, but less than the total of complaints against
either the European Community or EFTA countries. Over 60 percent
of the complaints were against developing nations. Complaints against
developed countries primarily concerned quotas, while licensing prac-
tices were the object of most of the complaints against LDC’s.

The pattern of actual restrictions contrasted sharply with the dis-
tribution of complaints received by the Commission. For example,
the countries of the European Community represent about half of the

“counted restrictions but received only 27 l;:emnt of the comphints.
The United States and Japan, on the other hand, each had about 5 per-
cent of the restrictions, but accounted for about one-fifth (each) of the
complaints. About 80. percent of the complaints were in the industrial
sector ; only 20 percent concerned agricultural products, where some
of the more significant restrictions are found.

. Conclusions reached from an analysis of quantitative restrictions
in 16 major trading countries indicate that Frrance exhibits the heaviest
use of such measures, followed by (in this order) Italy, the United -
States, West Germany, the United Kingdom, Japan, Netherlands,
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Belgium-Luxembourg, Canada, Austria, Norway, Portugal, Switzer-
land, Denmark, Ireland, Sweden, and Australia. The study indicated
that among the countries, quantitative restrictions tend to be found
on similar products. When the vestriction count is weighted by the
level of trade, the high concentration of quantitative restrietions in
agricultural products is appurent, as well as their heavy use in cer-
tain industrial arcas by some countries. The six product sectors having
the heaviest concentrations of quantitative restrictions are foodstuffs;
conl, petroleum, and natural gas; animals and animal products; grains;
beverages and spirits; and textiles. These sectors account for 70 per-
cent of the total trade-weighted restrictions.

A few countries (e.g., France, Italy, Norway, and Sweden) tend
to use quantitative restrictions to complement tariffs, but evidence
generally indicates that such restrictions do not substitute for tariffs
on a broad product sector basis.

" VOLUNTARY EXPORT RESTRAINTS AND OTHER EXPORT CONTROLS

The use of “voluntary” export restraints has become increasingly
important as a barrier to trade in recent years. Eleven countries have
registered complaints against their GATT trading partners, stating
that such limitations are resorted to only as a means of avoiding the
unilaternl application of more stringent import restrictions. Restraints
on textiles and steel have received the most publicity in recent years,
although exports of a wide variety of commodities have been re-
stricted from time to time.. . :

Exports are sometimes controlled for military or strategic reasons,
or to conserve domestic suppliss, or for political purposes. The United
States has employed major restrictions on its export trade with the .
Communist countries for over 20 years. The Export Administration
Act of 1969 began to relax these U.S. restrictions, In February 1972,
the list of items for China was liberalized and made the same as that
for the Soviet Union. Several countries have restricted exports of
products in short supply. The recent limitations on oil exports from
the Middle East has had worldwide attention.

EXCHANGE CONTROLS

Another type of widely-used trade barrier is a system of restric-
tions on the payments and/or financial cycle of a trade flow. Types
of financial barriers include: Multiple exchange rates; prior import
deposits; allocation of exchange only to holders of import licenses;:
and various other types of restrictions to conserve foreign exchange.

Under the rules of the International Monetary Fund and the GATT,
countries are generally expected to maintain convertible currencies
and no payments restrictions. If a country faces a deficit situation,
however, it is granted.a period of transition in which exchange restric-
tions are allowed while they undertake policies to eorrect the deficit
situation. Developing countries have .most often been granted this
temporary relief, the removal of which-is sometimes slow when they -
again return.to satisfactory financial positions. R

Some countries tend to exert stronger financial restrictions than
are needed, given their financial situation. There-is an indisputable
link between balance of paymerts difficulties, poor international credit
ratings, and financial barriers to trade.
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RESTRICTIVE BUSINESS PRACTICES

While attention has been focused on trade barriers erected by gov-
ernments and efforts to dismantle them, private organizations have
been creating barriers of their own. The development of methods to
deal with these problems have been of a limited nature.

International restrictive business practices are usually of two types:
(1) those engaged in by the collective restraint of competition by inde-
. pendent organizations (cartels), and (2) restrictions resulting from

concentration of économic power or control in one organization (multi-
national corporations). However, international trade may also be re-
stricted by single firms if they have a dominating position as suppliers
or purchasers of the commodity involved. Certain types of business
digz;l'lnﬁnation enﬁuad in by governments (e.g., flag discrimination
in shipping) and labor unions have also caused some concern.

DISCRIMINATORY BILATERAL AGREEMENTS

Bilateral trade agreements are frequently concluded between coun-
tries to facilitate trade between them by granting special advantages
to each other. They are implicitly discriminatory against third coun-
tries. Discriminatory sourcing is one type of bilateral arrangement
~ which favors specific countries as sources for. certain imports. Such

arrangements are often tied to economic assistance programs.

Nontariff Charges on Imports

In most countries, imports Y)ay a variety of charges in addition to a
customs duty. Some of these charges, such as the variable levies found
in Europe, are protective devices used to restrict imports, while othe;
such as U.S. excise taxes or value-added taxes in Europe, are collecte:
to equalize the tax treatment of imported goods with that of domestic
output. Some charges, such as port taxes, are levied in payment for
services. Sometimes import “surcharﬁs” are levied by countries with
serious balance of payments deficits. Among these various charges are
found some of the greatest barriers to world trade.

VARIABLE LEVIES

Variable levies are charges on imports in lieu of, or in addition to,
normal custom duties. The levies vary far more frequently than normal
customs duties, sometimes daily, and are used to raise the cost of im-
ports to stipulated minimum prices. They have most commonly been
used with domestic agricultural support programs,

Variable levies have risen to great prominence in the past decade
hecause the European Community e the variable levy an essential
element in its Common Agricultural Policy (CAP). The variable levy
thus affects a large segment of world trade and is probably the most

t amgl: measure adversely affecting U.S. exports, Variable
levies exclude imports from price competition with domestic products,
and reduce ::gorts to the position of a residual supply. Some shippers
find the variable levy even more onerous ti:' n import quotas because
of the uncertainty for traders caused by the ‘requent ch in rates
al,ld ::nsequent changes in the amounts ¢ imports which are able

enter.
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Variable levies are found in several countries outside the European
Community, including Austria, Finland, Greece, Portugal, Spain,
Sweden, and Switzerland. .

Under the Eurapean Community’s CAP, details vary by produet, .
but in general, the amount of the variable levy is the difference be-
tween the lowest offer price on the world market and an internal
Community support price. The level of the tax is determined so that
the lowest cost imports cannot undercut the highest cost producers
within the Community, and thus tends to increase prices of imports
above those for domestic goods. Examples of ad valorem equivalents
of variable levies range ashigh as 480 Feroent. . . .

Devices used under the (}FAP-—inc uding variable levies to limit or
exclude imports, support of ‘internal prices at high levels, a general
absence of production controls, and export subsidies to remove excess
production—have produced a continuing rise in EC agricultural
prices, impressive increases in EC agricultural production, and an
Increasing necessity to subsidize the disposal of excess production in
the world market. .

The impact of the EC variable levy and its companion measures has
been. significant, From 1961 to 1970, the value of U.S. agricultural

exports to countries outside the Community grew more than twice as

much as exports to EC countries. For U.S. export commodities affected
by the levy in 1971, the growth of exports from the 1959-61 period was
less than one-fourth that of commodities not subject to the levies.

For variable levy products, the U.S. share of the EC market declined
in favor of increased trade among EXC member countties. If the growth
of agricultural exports between 1961 and 1971 had followed the same
trend as in the 1954-61 period (before the introduction of the CAP),
EC imports of U.S. agricultural commodities would have increased
150 percent (instead of lessthan 50 percent).

As the CAP is extended to the new EC members (the United King-
dom, Ireland, and Denmark), the severity of the impact on U.S. agri-
cultural exports will undoubtedly increase. U.S. and other third coun-
try agricultural exports to the United Kingdom are expected to decline.
The United Kingdom could become self-sufficient in beef and veal and
might even achieve & small surplus in grains through entry in the
Community, CAP incentives could make the United Kingdom a net

BORDER TAX ADJUSTMENTS FOR INTERNAL TAXES

Border tax adjustments are any fiscal measure which enables im-
ported products to be charged with a tax charged in the importing
country on similar domestic products, and which enables exported
products to be relieved of a tax charged in the exporting country on
domestic products sold to consumers in the home market. Thus, “bor-
der” tax adjustments include taxes on imports not only at importation
but also at any subsequent point in the distribution channel, Virtually
all countries, including the United States, make some border tax ad-
justments on their imports and exports, :

Under fairly longstanding international practices, which were in-
corporated into the General Agreement of Tariffs and Trade when
it was drafted, taxes on products (usually referred to as indirect taxes
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or consumption taxes) are considered eligiblé for border tax adjust-
ments, while direct taxes such as income taxea;.(l)roﬂts taxes, payroll
taxes, and social security charges are not regarded as eligible.
Foreign countries rely much more heavily than the United States
does upon indirect (consumption) taxes for government revenue. In
foreggn tax systems, the major consumption taxes are generally types
1, W ith respect to.imports, are-collected when the goods enter the
country; rather than at later stages of distribution. Therefore, im-
ponts are immediately assessed with taxes which are both substantial !
and highly conspicuous. Moreover, products exported from these coun-
tries are shipped abroad at prices substantially below the internal

_domestio price by virtue of the fact that the consumption tax is not

collected on the exported goods. . . .

On the other hand, very few products imported into the United
States are subject to a border tax adjustment at the time of entry. Mogt
U.8. border tax adjustments are found later in the distribution chan:
nel, and oceur principally as state and local retail sales taxes.

A large percentage of U.S. businessmen regard this situation as un-
fair to them in their efforts to com with foreign producers both-
in markets abroad and in the United States. Their general: com-
plaint is that when selling abroad they bear the burden of the sub-
stantial U.S. direct taxes (corporate profits taxes, eto.) plus the sig-
nificant indirect taxes of the foreign country; when selling in th
United States, the imported product of their foreign competitors has
been relieved of a substantial part of its national tax burden through

- the border tax adjustment process, and bears none of the U.S. direct

taxes. s o
Economie analysts argue that the situation in which border tax:ad- .
justments may-discriminate against imports or act as an aid to exports-
is much more complex than indicated by the traders’ views; and so
long as the same rate is applied to imports and domestic products, any
discriminatory price effects would not equal the border tax rate ftselt
(a8 businessmen assume), but would be only a small percen of the.
rate. Moreover, the discriminatory effect would be confined to the -
short term, because in the long run other counterbalancing economic
forces come into operation and negate the discrimination. ‘

General border tax adjustments, such as those for the value-added
tax widely used in Europe; under certain economic conditions, can
affect trade in a manner similar to an exchange rate change. Changes
in tax rates and accompanying border tax adjustments can theoreti-
cally disturb trade over short periods of time. .

The U.8. proof-gallon/wine gallon system—A. special situation in
the application of border taxes which has had much attention for many
years 18 found in the manner in which the U0.S. excise tax on distilled
spirits is assessed, If distilled spirits are below 100 proof at the time -
the tax is assessed, they are nevertheless taxed as 100 proof ; if above
100 proof, & proportional incremental amount of the basic 100 proof
rate.is applied. U.S. producers. can arrange-their production process
so that the tax is alwavs assessed. when pbroof is 100 or above and
before the beverage has been cut to normal bottling strength, Foreign

1 Tn France, for example, a standard effective rate of 28.45 percent a . C] tt; meost goods; -
in West Germany, most goods are taxed at the rate of 11 percent. oo '
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goduoers may also do this if they ship their product in bulk to the
nited States and bottle it after entry. If it is bottled abroad, it will
bear the additional revenue burden resulting from tax assessment after
 the proof has been cut to bottling “m\ﬁn‘
a-effect of this so-called wme;gal /proof gallon method of tax
assessment is that imported bottled spirits pay & significantly higher
& tax than domestic products and imported bulk products. Foreign pro-
ducers of distilled spirits have described this situation as one of the

major U.S. nontariff trade barriers.

OTHER CHARGES

There are numerous other nontariff charges on imports. The better
known are consular fees, stamp taxes, statistical taxes, port charges,
and import surcharges. Some, such as port fees or import surcharges,
are levied solely on imports. Others, in effect, apply only to imports
because there is no domestic production. In complaints to the Tariff
Commission, automobiles, motion picture films, and alcoholic hever-
ages were stressed as products subjected to unusually heavy or dis-
criminatory taxes or charges in many countries.

Al ports charge fees on vessels and/or cargo using the port. In some
developing countries, the charges are found to run as high as 12 or 18
percent of the c.i.f. value of the shipment.

Prior import deposit systems require importers to deposit a percent-
age of the value of an import ( usually in a noninterest bearing ac-
count for a fixed term.) Since World War IT, such systems have been

*

increasingly used to retard the flow of imports by countries with
balance of pavments difficulties. Countries without such difficulties
have sometimes used such systems for control or surveillance of trade,
In either case, the cost of imports is increased by preventing alterna-
tive productive uses of deposited funds.

Consular fees or charges must be paid on exports to many comtvies
(vrincipally developing nations), usually-in relation to the issuance
of a consular invoice or other mquim@ documentation. Comnlaints
against such charges a8 hioh as 7 percent of the c.i.f. value of ship-
ments were raised agrinst 23 countries, largely in Latin America.

“Stamp taxes” are excise taxes paid through the purchase of stamps
which must be affixed to articles or documents before they mav be Jaw-
fully sold, purchased or used. The procedure ie a common method for
collectine taxes on tobaceo or aleoholic heveraees or assessing taxes on

z the transfer of documents. In the Commission’s survev. complaints
were received against stamn tax requirements in over 20 developing
countries, and/imh Franceand Italy. -+~ -

~ “Surcharges” on imports are taxes orlevies applied in the same man-
ner as customs tariffs, but'in addition to the normal import. duty, col-
lected as a percentage of the normal duty. Nominsl surcharges are
sometimes collected for -such- purnoses as mort fees, statistical taxes,
administrative taxes, etc. Substantial surcharges are usually applied

Cmpeme -~ optonythe flow of immorts $0-correct balance-of -payments dificulties,
Deénmark; the United Kingdom and the United States have resorted
to temporary use of import surcharges for balance of payments rea-
sons in recent years.’ o .

»
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vaernmept Participation in Trade

Governments participate directly and indirectly in trade in several
ways. Various forms of government monopolies are found in almost
every country, The significance of izovemment procurement in the
market place increases daily. Virtually all governments, to some de-
gres, give financial or other assistance to domestic industries which
may result in subsidized exports or the displacement of imports in the
local market. Some of the most significant trade distortions result
from government participation in trade. Problems in this area are also
the most deep rooted and difficult to deal with, .

Complaints submitted to the Tariff Commission listed subsidies and
other aids as the major concern in this area, followed by government
monopolies and state trading, and government procurement. Seventy
percent of the complaints were against practices of developed coun-
tries, About one-fifth-involved members of the European Community,
18 percent were against EFTA countries, 18 percent against Japan,
and 8 percent against the United States. .

The industrial area received 82 percent of the complaints, with the
largest number going to nonelectrical machinery, textiles, electrical
machinery, and transport equipment. Agricultural sectors where com-
plaints were concentrated were alcoholic beverages and grains.

SUBSIDIES AND OTHER AIDS

International trade can be distorted b governmeni aids designed
ex(;glicitly to stimulate exports, but also by general government sub-
sidies griven to domestic producers. Sub'aidxms domestic producers ob-

tain an artificial competitive advantage in export markets and are

riven o special advantage in their competition against imported prod-
glcts. In contrast to export aids, genempf‘?altlbsidis have as their prime-
objective some desirable domestic goal such as regional develo) t
or national defense; the coml;(»etitive advantage conferred upon domee-
tic producers in foreign markets or in the domestic market may be only
a secondary consequence of the subsidy program. - - - ..

Under certain eonditions subsidies may also serve to counterbalance
distortions.of international trade caused by some other factor. For ex-
ample, a country with a groesly overvalued currenoy may find it im-
possible to export without subsidies. For this reqso%:xnport gubsidies
arc:.momwida y-applied by less-déveloped countries ‘by developed
nations. - L

~ A wide range of government activity may constitute a subsidy. How-
ever, the principal forms subsidies may take ate generally:- -~ -
- (a) Explicit cash payments (cash subeidies) ~— - -+ -
b) Implicit- payments through a reduction.of a specifio tax .
lia( i)ltf (t%??m e by mes } !l; \ns 'C pretémntul intec-
-+ (e) -Jmplicit payments by means ot loana‘at: ial-m
cst rates (credit mg:ildies) y R :
ices at prices:or:
. Se) Implicit payments through government %:;rchues of goods.

d) Implicit ents throu rovisibns of goods and servs
o S es betom Tmerket vilus, (beneht-imrkind. sube
- sidies). : . P S ‘
and services nbove market price (purchase subsidies)

L g7
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Ewport subsidies—Export subsidies are designed exclusively with
- . the intent to stimulate exporta. Ag_icnltuml exports are principally
subsidized by direct cash payments on esports (cash subsidies), or -
through direct sales by the government at world market prices of prod-
ucts the government formerly purchased at higher prices from the
farmer (purchase subsidies). Such subsidies on certamn farm exports
are employed for example both by the United States and the European
Community. Governments rarely admit to the granting of direct ex-
rt subsidies on industrial products. They, however, sometimes admit
actions which, while not explicitly export subsidies, have an export-
promoting effect. ) ,

Government aids to export financing %&ar.eqit subsidies) constitute
grobably the fastest growm% area of subsidization in recent years.

uch assistance occurs principally in the provision of direct loan:

arantees of loans made by commercial banks to foreign buyers o
the country’s exports, insurance and guarantee-of ts extended
by exporters, The purpose of these operations is to finance exports that
would not otherwise be purchased. )

The United States and most U.S. trading partners have similar
arrangements for export ﬁnancin% aids. U.S. assistance is handled
through the Export-Import Bank of Washington. Concessional financ-
ing by the U.S. government of agricultural exports under various laws
is especially significant. Medium-term and long-term export credits in
France are financed by private companies but then refinanced by spe-
cial government-controlled credit institutions. The Export-Import
Bank of Japan also directly finances long-term export credits charging
significantly lower interest rates than commercialﬁnks. The Japanese
Government insures exporters against a wide range of risks; dven
against the risk of tariff increases in export markets.

In the United Kingdom, the Export, Credit Guarantee Department
(ECGD) provides credit insurance to exporters, guaranteed rates
of return to banks, and refinancing of bank credit in order to keep
export credit rates on a low level.

veral governments give special tax advantages (tax subsidies)
to exporters. ’

Coal and petroleum subsidies.—The coal and petroleum industries
are widely subsidized by governments that wish to sustain indigenous
energy resources. In the European Community, in 1967, the total
average subsidy of bituminous coal amounted to $7.56 per metric
ton, i.e., over 40 percent of the price. Under a new system of reduced
subsidization established in December 1969, the member States were
authorized to grant production aids not exceeding $1.63 per ton to
undertakings that deliver coking coal for the iron and steel industry.
“Disposal aids” on deliveries to destinations within the Communi

“far away from the coal basin were additionally authorized to be ap-
plied under specified conditions.

JIn the Federal Republic of Germany, federal and state assistance.
to coal production and consumption is substantial. Various subsidies,
including tax concessions, amounted in 1972 to approximately DM1.2
billion., Subsidies included grants to encourage the use of 1%.0: coal
instead of imported oil in the electrical industry. . )

U.S. coal exports may have been adversely affected on the markets
of Japan and the United Kingdom by subeidization of the coal
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industry in those countries, and on the Japane: mai‘keﬁlalso by the -
aids to the coal industry in Canada. Canada subsidizes the transport
costs of coal that i exported to the Far East, competing thereby more
efféctively with U.S. coal exports to J;s:gm. The Japanese govern-:
ment has aided its coal industry by providing long-term interest-free.
loans. In the United Kingdom, o program announced in December,
1972, allocated about $3 billion assistance to the coal industry over
the next five years. ' B

The U.S. government aids the getmleum industry by an oil deple-
tion allowance from the tax liability of preducers, and other write-
~ offs. The industry in other countries receives direct grants in some

countries and special tax privilegesih most.. - -+ - _

- Electronic prod subsidies—Electronics, as a growth industry
and standard bearef of technological ‘progress, receives government
aids in a number of industrial countries. In récent years France and
the Federal Republic of Germany provided low interest or interest-
free loans to firms in the industry. In 1972, the federal budget of the
FRG provided subsidies of DM 43 million for “promotion. of elec-
tronic data processing.” The United Kingdom and France support
‘their private computer industries by significant grants, and also par-
ticjpate directly in the industry, - - ‘ S

Japan’s aidsto electronics appear most. damaging to U.S. interests,
In the framework of its export promotion policy, and under laws
enacted in 1957 and 1971, the Japanese government has provided the
electronics industry, especially in.the area of research and develop-
ment for computers and sophisticated industrial products, with mae-
sive financial assistance in the form of low-interest loans, grants and
tax incentives, o ; :

The complaints of U.S. electronic manufacturers regarding Japa-
nese subei ion of the electronic industry are challenged by the
Japanese, as well as interested U.S. importers. These claim that over
the years U.S. assistance to the domestic electronics industry has been
incomparably higher than the Japanesé government’s assistance t0-
its own industry, if research and development subsidies of the. U.S.
government to U.S. producers are considered. Although a large por-
tion of the U.S. subsidies have béen allocated for defense and space
objectives, they have provided the technological foundation for many

ustrial and consumer electronié products. :

Motion pioture fillms—The film industry enjoys government aids
to production, distribution, exhibition and exports in various combina-
tions in different countries. The United States does not subsidize the
ind but all major U.S. trading partners and many other countries
do. U.S. interests are hurt pred antly by subsidies granted by the
United Kingdoni, Ttaly and France. However, American film com-
paniee frequently qualify to share foreign subeidies; therefore, the
are httracted by them (in addition to other factors), to produce abroad,
with - conéomitant adverse effects on the U.S. domiciled ﬁlm.industxg:

8hi; , shipbuilding. —Shipping and shipbuilding is widely su
sidi ' to the relationship of these industries to foreign trade,
the specific problematic nature of the shipbuilding industry, and the
fact that these industries relate to national defense. Some countries
support shipbuilding to_the point where jt can meet the demands of
a national merchant marine and navy, and make no attempt to export
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third markets. Principal examples are the United States, Canada, and
Italy. Important exporters of ships (Japan, and to a smaller extent
West Gemany) subgidize their exports mwhil’e preventing at the same

. time imports of foreign ships. S
Other industry subsidies.—In addition to the aforementioned fow,

other manufacturing industries receive government aids which may

affect international trade. A well subsidized growth industry, besides
electronics, is the aircraft industry. The best known example in this
field is the subsidization in France and the Uni

production of which the United Kingdom supports heavily, are ex-
ported at this time exclusively to the United States..

Ty some countries steel and the paper.and pulp indusiries are.sub-

i‘d‘”pmea e ey sbisins govermimei aids 1
e in e e in ins government aids in
. .sevmladvancedinzlnstrinl countries. i , 80 "
Establishments in almost any industry can obtain government aids
in some countries if they are located in so-called development areas

éﬁ)ﬁncipally EC countries and the United Kingdom). For example,.

e aluminum industry of the United Kingdom obtains massive in-

vestment grants and low interest loans on grounds of regional eco-

nomic assistance programs.

In most advanced countries several industries receive government
aids for purposes of research and develo;f:;nent. U.S. subsidies are
devoted principally to atomic-, space-, defense-related and medical
research, whereas in other countries R&D subsidies ;\:{ act as stimu-

lators to exports or import substitution in the subsidized industry.

- Agri 5 subsidies.—Subsidies are generally spplied
in agriculture. In the framework of their agricultural policies, the
governments of most industrial countries aid their domestic agricul-
ture materially, protecting it, at the same time, from import com-
petition principally by various other nontariff barriers. Subsidization
may take the form of direct payments to the farmer per unit of acre-
output or exports, or purchases by th‘:ogfvemmnt of surpluses

at supported prices, or a combination of . In addition to direct
aids; governments aid agricultural production and exports in a num-
ber of indirect ways. Heavy subsidization of production and ex;f)t‘)rts
~ -in ‘many countries has led-to worldwide surpluses in-certain farm

products such as grains and dairy products. - : -
"GOVERNMENT PROCUREMENT PRACTICES - I

- Most governments favor domestic sp;:f)liam over foreign ones in
their procurement of goods, This is evidenced by the fact that the
share of imports to total pnmhg;ﬂ in the public sector, ia much small-
er: tlm;xn&:mm seetar..Governments, are major. pyrchasers of
integnatio od commodities, hance the proferences they grant
to domestic producers constitute & mﬂ:ﬁunt,,.lmpedment'to,mhr-
national trade. In several countries, also, voernments below the ns-
tional leval are known to engage in preferentisl procurement practices,
references. accorded domestic suppliers msyk.be:}noo&pouwd in
ublished laws and regulations, but in-most conntries they.are ef-
&M through & wide variety of:practicesiand; procedures; Under
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the so-called Buy-American Act of 1933 the Federal Government of
the United States’ oﬁ::.ldy favors domestic suppliers in its procure-
ment. On the other , in Europe and Japan, laws and published
regulations providing for discriminatory practices are rare, nonethe-
lesa discrimination against foreign suppliers exists-and is practiced
in & number:of. ways Fmerally surrounded by secrecy. =~

‘The principal practices that inhibit foreign participation in gov- -
ernment_ procurement are insufficient publicity in the solicitation of .
bids snd in the disclosure of the criteria on thé basis of which con-
tracts are awarded. Most trading partners of the United States, such
as Japan, the United Kingdom and most European Community coun-
tries uge predominantly the selective and single tender ‘bid proce-
dures. It is genérally. recognized that these lend theimselves much
?etter g) rid‘i;nminatofy'pracbiees against foreign suppliers than pub-

io tendering! = ' . o T

Foreign suppliers can also be suppressed through specific conditions-
of bidding which put them:at a disadvantage; sach as certain admin-
istrative requirements or inadequate: time allowed for submission' of
bids. Moreover, purchasing authorities may specify technical mg.t‘ue:
ments in advance collaboration with domestic suppliers limiting -
by the competitiveness of the foreign bidder. In some ¢ountries only
resident firms may undertake government contracts of certain types.

~ * GOVERNMENT MONOPOLIES AND STATE TRADING -

Most governments in market economy countries maintain monopolies
of the manufacture or sale of certain goods. In several countries such
monopolies have been traditionally instituted for.fiscal p;:fmses or
social ones, such as guumntoeinqe.a steady guppli/ of a product and
keeping the prices at a desired level. Traditionsl product aress. fon
state monopolies are salt, tobacco and alcohol. State monopolics are
organized in different ways, such as branches of government; or public
orgrivatecorponﬁons. R L :

tate import monopolies may also serve the obmve of protecting
domestic producers against foreign competition. Therefore, when the
?tat'a h&ndletl;ltho :‘:%)orw of 5 produgt;lt may discriminate dgainst
oreign suppliers, restricting imports -dnﬁmnt;v ative means; or by.
chgrgg;g alx?unduly high markup on the landed price of the impo.
product. State import monopalies may also discriminate. 5t cer-
tain foreign suppliersonly, whi eﬁvoﬁnﬁ!:thurs; D S

State export monopolies may: have: the objective. of facilitating
export sales, and their g};emtions may interfere on third country mar-’
kets" with' the exports of otliercountries, which do-not maintain:ex-

']

port ingnopolies. Ergmr “iriofiopolies- may ‘siso- disstiminate against - -
certain foreign count éson]yihgﬁocgﬁngy;xpofw s 3t
'Tt.ﬁﬁorilﬁibﬂoyblias miy have bifests squantithtive testric
tiohi ‘or tariffd] dnd expbre’ Hidhopli ‘umﬁfpw,w viogoleidide,
- Listed below &t some prodiicts which come under-state trading or.
V'emg ‘ol QL \B;ﬂ T e "',4‘4’;; k.gl".‘. - 3" -
RS AR .\m"‘d‘__\_ dat: i ." ‘,z"nﬂ'{‘k'ﬂh U 9" svel ¢ !“ ,‘,.,t. oy

i ets, doal, potaghi fertilider, . v fohumer T awal Ladietde
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yhudeohbL. iy e ol Dol

L ?W“ vy y’:—' ey N "
‘ ' 91




iy

626

Japan—Tobacco, alcohol, rice, wheat, barley, dairy products.
 United Kingdom- limnmdm. ’
United States—Alcoholic beveragee.

STANDARDS AS TECHNICAL BARRIERS TO TRADE

Standards are laws, regulations, specifications, or other require-
ments with respect to the properties of products or the manner, con-
ditions, or circumstances under which products are produced or mar-
keted. These requirements usvally deal with: A roduct’s quality,
purity, component materisls, dimensions, level of performancs, or
other important characteristics; the health, sanitary, safety, tech-
nical, or other conditions or circumstances under which a roduct
is produced or marketed; and the product’s packaging or 1&11.;%;

tandards perform an extremely constructive and nece

in commerce and trade, but they sometimes impede international trade
and can be used as protective devices against import competition. Ob-
stacles to trade arise because of differences among national standards
and diverse requirements for testing, production, inspection, and cer-
tification. Inspection requirements during production are often
especially troublesome to foreign suppliers and can amount to a vir-
tual embargo. Requlations can particularly hinder trade if they are
expensive to comply with, are based on characteristics peculiar to ua-
tional production, Toster uncertainty as to the woce ility of mer-
chandise, are administered in a discriminatory fashion, or cause extra
delay. In spite of several cases of diseriminatory 1 ion, stand-
ards are not preeently classed among the serious bairiers to trade..
Nevertheless, they hold the potential for becoming one of the greatest
of trade barriers if appropriate steps are not taken internationally to
prevent such a development. )

_The types of standards which have given rise to complaints as
hindrances to trade have been: (1) industrial and product standards,
(2) labelling and marketing requirements, (3) health and sanitary
standards, and (4) pharmaceutical and veterinary standards.

INDUSTRIAL AND PRODUCT STANDARDS

Industrial and product standards relate principally to- weights,
measures, container sizes, nomenclature, quality, product content,
production processes, safety, ecology, and environment. Industrial
regulations iave been- greatly expanding in virtuslly all countries,
particularly in the areas of environment and product safety. Elec-
trical and electronic equipment and automotive products, two sectors
which are closely regulated by virtually all countries and which are
;)nf pt?ﬂ_ncnhr importance for U.S. exports, illustrate this develop-

on! : . ‘

A European organization called the Multipartite Accord for Assess-
ment and Certification of Electronic Components, including all of the
larger European countries, establishes standards and i n proce-

- dures for electrical components. The Accord is now edministered

through the European Committee for Coordination or Electrical
Standardization (CENEL). As the arrangement initially developed,
it held the probability of virtually excluding U.S. products from the
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European market. However, members of the Accord app roved a U.S.

uest for membership in 1971, but the U.S. GOVernment. has not

‘? established the necessary admmnstmﬂve nnchinery or partxcxpv
on.

Motor vehicle safety and emission laws have been ena.eted increas-

y both in the United States ahd other countries. Specifications

vng mdely, a fact which adds to production costs in compliance. For

exporters, the new. standards are often difficult to meet md inspec-

txonxs Si yroducts must
sl A E T L e

unae
.arog;umof txno‘ ustnal roddctmnﬂnrds

. . membgrs. .o , wtgi;hnteonm uqiﬂkl
beuclquv#g ex'bo rshﬁi co m% esfdi' =

ve un
saedsupproved?ed en

rtation mts? CommMy Wme stand
recently instituted inhibit U,
Com plaints of standards hinderis 'US e xports to mdmdual
members of the Community concerned the followm& products: Rold '
jewelry in France und Italy; container-board liners and. aircrs
ﬁ'rsnoe mre in Germmy and the Netherhnds'
spirits anc preasure vesels in 'Fran , and taly,
mtm% e% sment in France, Germmy, md gas apphi-
ances and hybri seedsmaneé andﬁlm,waldingsudcuthngequlp—
ment, and exientific apparatus in West Gormany.
_Oanada—Standards in Canada for electrio’ rgnges necessitate re-
engineering of US. products. The number of sizes for
o hibi ted. | e flf-mmmg\ww‘nd o ﬂ‘fcﬂdfd t S‘Qn gmd
rohibi v e8 W 0 not 1 e and.
' grom rdsofanyU marketing order capnot beé tmpomed
the United States but may. be entered from other ¢ountries .
dJUmtcd State;m —coum S.tin}i%ﬁd standprds st::?
irected princi e Department o: nsportation
ards for K;gh pmssﬂr?“ gas cylinders; Coast Guard inspeéction of safety
equipment on U.S. fla ; Wederal Housing Administration
stan for window glass, De artment of Agricylture marketing

orders on vegetables and fruit; safety and emission standards for motor -

vehicles; Underwriters I.abo tee of Won on prod-
ucts such as electrical applnnces and apparatn;, m::g
and gae and oil burning equipment, ards of pmfeemond
industrial associations cove ucts such qs plumbing, heating;, -
and, fire- ment nn&er essels, boilers, indus-
trigl-fans, bieyc or:ammtms have their
seal of & Upprogal mq local pmsdl ions, ...,

was, “criticized dqmeﬁt; manufwtmrp
for its fulure to adopt the metric system, ﬂms testnmng nceept;nm

of. U, ’oyem HESREE SR
Tﬁe fohowm%“ .S exporte 'were eud-
to meet dustrial and rodnet standards. barriers m other major
- countries;: Electrical pment or electncal &
Finland,- Norway,, e& Sweden; a. Kugdo
Switzer! apd. and Japap,.grtmles of reclous metal - t.ho mted
Kingdom, Sweden, Switzerland, and.. ;pnn; distilled spirits in the -
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Umdeingdomdeapm,iarulmuinlemd shoes in Norway;

lawn mowers in Sweden; annedfoodmAutnh; mdpoehﬁ

M‘b« e:rlmdchmultpmmdmm»dphowgup'
in Japan. :

LABELLING AND I.ARKING REQUIREMENTS

The growing concern for consumer protection is bringing an in-
ureasmg nnmber of produm under requirements and ex-
m’m rmation required on labels. The cost of compliance ma

esxgmﬁcnnt,es yxfmformtﬁonreqnnedm iled an
differs considerably one country to the next.

Most industrialized nstions and many developing countries have
extensive lists of commodities which must be touhowtho

ocountry of o “Marks of ”teqmrmum& .
vers cmm

mqmmdformrkmgtheongmmnmgmﬁc‘nﬂyuﬁed.thecﬂot
m the regulation. France, for instance, requires the
ofongmfbrmeunnedfoodstobeembouedmthomdofthe

Inman countries, ts for aleoholic be
g y bellmg.rl:qnmmany coholie mng:
with. U.8. axpottaofwmetoWestem are severely
bysppelhtaonofongm uirements which red:nd.ua
ofnumesuchu “champagne” or“chnnh”tom'!rommﬁc
areas of Europe.

HEALTH AND SANITARY STANDARDS
hnwpzoteetthehealthofhnmam,ammds,mdphnuﬁntm

. all countries. The health and sanitary standards of many countries
© (including the United ‘States) were the subject of complaint. Most

ggﬁe complaints concerned regnhpoul txonsdm ofd foodh additives,
ations govemmg try an and p! ytoamhry
requirements for agricultural products. A number of complaints con-
cerned the spmdmgh:a‘}xonthenseofl)l)’l‘ Common complaints
were that trade was £0M by different regulations among eonn-
qt;iremenm 1y mmd pmm“bfrm In

eod. L33 ve, Or nn L) s mnn-
berofre-as,therem’b‘ lanket prohibitions .gundmporhhouof

mmmmvmm

Gompkmtsngqmthebmdm phmhedndve«rmsry
standards nnc:pdly concerned mng, plant in-

- documentation, ofalpeaﬁc
~oftelal:d:nl:l"“d thoU.S.FoodmdDrm
Mww axclude

virtually pharmaceutical imports.
doanotmgnmimugnmemMngmqmmdil
from those of the United
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Both U.8. and foreign firms oomplamed aga sevoml U.S. re-
quirements, inelu eompulsory tion of plants in the country
of explommon by mpetmon in the United States
of research and

Pharmaoeutaca.l ations in developmg countries cause roblems
to traders because of language requirements for documentation, con
formancs to an of a variety of poeia, certification mqm
ments, and restrictions on. distributors, Some countries only permxt
1mport.mon of products no} prodgoed domestxeally o

" Customs Procedures and Admlnistrative Practiees ,'

Achmmstmtwe procedures and_customs matbors othsr than rates
of duty. frequ 1 impinge upon. the free flow of trade. Obstacles can
be found in teriff classification systems, customs: Valuutxon, documen-
tation requirements, consular formaliti mbldumpm%epmomees and.
other administrative practices conn with the international.ex-
change of. In the Tariff Commission survey, about one-third of
the compl in ¢his area dealt with customs valuatxon pmctioes, md
mfoutth with documentatlon mqmrements.

" CUSTOMS VALUATION |

most nations asseas oqstoms ‘duties on the o, f
value oi §orts. Five devel?ed countries (the United S tn.taesf
Austmlia ow Zealand, and South Africa) and & few 1 mmonsv

apply. dutles on the f.0. b. vglhe of im egog& Many countries uah?
el f valde operate with a.lm.,
: Other countries have thmr mdmdual valuutxon systelm,
g are more complex, than the. Brupgels gystem.
far the most nimerous comp. untngmnsb customs valuation re-
ceived in the Tarift Commission’s trade barrior survey came from U.S.
exporters who-objected to the prevalent use of ¢.i.f: values for customs -
purposes in: most. other: countriea.. Because- U.S: import duties are
clueﬂ on sn f.0.b. basis (which are lower than the-c.i.f, value because
tn? do not, include fmxght and insurance: charges);: U‘S.‘fprodmars
exporters apparently .l npon aasen-nent on: tha valm in
other countries as mherently anfexr. -
Several countries- assess duties onv the- “dnmestw nlm” of mer-
cbmdmmtheoountry otigin if it is higher thani the invoice value -
hnports being considered; This practice drev complaints- rin~ ‘
Onmd%, Australis; New Zealand; and: Sonth - :
rge number of develop: u:gamuntm wore etitieized for. u
“arbltrary” values for assessment of duties: Several of theee use “
ciu{ v:lluee’;aeb :gwﬂ:e governmlt;, mrt ther tllmn m)n:::i for;n f:f cmnmt er-
cial value, for ¢ mspurposes.axar out for oriti :
{27 £his, s Brasil, Arg m helk i Pevu,

A*gm'limneﬁm. 1 NID VAJtEbibA Eyiteita is betablishing d‘&h‘w
- 1otk msv&lue*foi‘impomwshlp” ‘ "&fmdaléngthi’ :
beweanin dent unrel p&rties. Mot countries adfist uy g
the ihvoloce' mof&uehiﬁp&sh "etablit thecustomd%ue.m_
multinationdl ‘corporations “and * & clusive rﬁbutmghipé sptvead

the woﬂd, toblemia m honi-arns-
‘ -mm pvtv)nm ddjm ‘of mvam vdﬁeé
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m in non-arms-length transactions is commonly referred to as “up-

e?ileoially in oountries using-the Brussels Definition of Value.
Japan, the United Kingdom, France, and Italy were particularly men-
tioned in complaints to the Commission concerning uplift procedures,
The American selling price valuation method used by the United
States for four products (benzenoid chemicals, rubber footwear, low-
priced wool knit gloyes, and canned clams) has long been a major
target of criticism. The complexity of the U.S. valuation system, which
operates with nine different standards, is also stmnflv criticized. Five
of these standards apply to 1015 products which have come to be
referred to as the “Final List.” Many objections have been made to
the Final List valuation standards, which employ as the primary
standard “foreign value” or “export value,” whichever is-higher.

" DOCUMENTATION REQUIREMENTS AND CUSTOMS FORMALITIES

Every country requires some form of documentation to be submitted
on products crossing its borders, A serjons detriment to trade in terms
of costs to the exporter or importer is recognized to exist in the cost of
complying with documentation requirements which are excessive in *
terms of quantity, complexity, formslity, and the- time consuming

rocedures associated with obtaining or clearing the documents, A re-
cent study found that an average international shipment requires 46
different documents in about 360 copies requiring 64 hours of prepara-
tion and processing time. ‘ . .

Several nations, among which are Canada, Australia, New Zealand,
South Africa, the United States, and a number of South American
countries, require a specjal customs or consular invoice on merchandise -
shipped to them. Some nations also require these invoices to be certified

. at-8 consulate. nearest the port of shipment of the cargo. Venezuela
. recently equated the revenue it received from consular invoices to a .

tariff of 3.5 percent ad valorem. -

CUSTOMS NOMENCLATURE

The customs classification systems of the major trading nations
each contain a fow thousand product categories. The growing com-
plexity of these systems led to a world-wide movement to & stand-
ardized customs nomenclature. The majority of nations today classify
their imports according to the Brussels Tariff Nomenclature: Canada
and the United States are the only major trading nations which do

not use this system. Because the classification nomenclatures of these

two countries differ substantially from the widely used standard sys-
tem, they have boeen criticized as constituting barriers to trade.

ANTIDUMPING PRACTICES -

For several years, the manner in which nations respond to the un-
fair competition of fforeign dumping in their domestic markets has
been the subject of international discussion. Laws and regulations to
discourage the practice probably exist in most nations, Howéver,
(fjmqanada imgh:he _Unioh:g,StatA;s toi;ke dal:‘t;dumlimg ﬁx‘ﬁofnr:q far mor«fs

uently than any otlier major tra country. 1he uency of-
these actions and some of the related procedures are ften oriticized

- %A ‘..
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o Discriminatory- Ocean Freight Rates

_Many U.S. producers and exporters reported to the Tariff Commis-
sion that discriminatory treatment in ocean freight rates greatly weak- .
ens their ability: to compete abroad and enhances the competitive
strength of foreign industriesin the U.S. market. For example, ocean .
fmii.t rates on many commodities from the United States to Jepan
are higher than the rates from Japan to the United States on the-
same products, The differences frequently are large, ranging from 20

ercent to well over 100 percent. Moreover, since most foreign. tariffs
are applied on a c.i.f. basis, and most foreign consumption taxes, fich -
as the value-added taxes in Europeand the commodity taxes in Japan,
are applied on a landed duty Pmd basis, the effects of thedlscnnigm
tory rate treatment are multiplied. ’ )

“On, the  basis of & serieg of ‘hearings from 1963 ¢o 1965, the Joint.
Economic Committee of the U.S. Congress issued this finding

The International ocean freight rate structure is welghted against U.8. ex-

.. ports: Our exports beat most of the cost of vessel operation, even in trades wWhere -

e

#a

imports approximste exports in value and quantity. Government studies reveal
that on trade between U.S. Pacific.coast and the Far East, froight. ratee on -
American exporta exceeded rates on corresponding imports on 80 rwent of the
sampled items. This same discrimination prevalls on 70 percent of the products
shipped by -American exporters from U:S, Atlantic ‘and:gulf ports to tlie Far
Hast and on 60 percent-of the commodities shipped from’the Atlantic coast to
Western Europe.” . - . ) o ST
; o7 .
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it is 8till relevant to any discussion of ins
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' APPENDIX C e
THE GENERAL AGREEMENT ON TARIFFS AND TRADE
. (GATT)*

INTRODUCTION

The Committee on Finance directed its staff to prepare a memo-
randum on certain provisions of the General Agreement on Tariffs
and Trade which appesr to discriminate against U.8. ‘cothmerce, or
which appear to be inadequate guides for the establishment of fair
and reciprocal principles for governing the expansion of world trade.
This memorandum is-not an exhaustive treatment of all the GATT:

rinciples. Rather, it attempts to highlight some of the issués raised
y the GATT which the staff feels are important. - ~

" GATT AND THE INTEBRNATIONAL TRADE ORGANIZATION

The collapse of international trade in the 1930’s and the resulting
political and economic effects led some world leaders to conclude that
new international economic institutions were essential for inter-
national cooperation in international trade and payments matters.
The ultimate goals envisaged for such institutions were the prevention
of war and the establishment of a just system of economic relations..

Diring World War II preparations were underway for the establish-

. ment of these institutions. The Bretton Woods Conference in. 1944

resulted in the emergence of the International Monetary Fund (IMF)
and the.International Bank for. Reconstruction- and Development

“(IBRD). Buf it-was recognized that an-internationdl organization to.

efulate. trade was & necessary complement to’ the IMF and the
RD.! During the war years, the U.3. State Department had pre-
pared & draft charter of an International Trade Organization!
"At the first session of the United Nations, the Economi¢ and Social
Council resolved that s conference to draft.a charter for an 110
should be called. Four conferences were held. The last of these con~
flg’r:gces was held in Havana from November 21, 1047 to March 24,
_The ITO never came into beix‘\g;‘l:[any of its provisions were con-
-sidered oo extrems.: . would have amounted o a virtusl: -
tion of congressional tarill setting and ‘trade regulating powers under
the Constitution to the Executive. . ... R
T fill the gap caused by the deathof the ITO, many of the claxises

ed. b
- in the drafts of the ITO c{orter were taken and put into s document

called the General Agreement on Tariffé ‘and Trade (GATT).

T The Bretton Woods Conference resolved: “Completo attainment of i
not- be ‘aghieved .through - the'

-ofthe’ alonsy & % 1, and-recommended that the government.
ment_‘to reduce obstacles to intnm:tiond&mde;gnd}n“ gt}‘;e,; ‘ways

sromote mutually advan us international commercial reladi
, " U.8: Btate Dgpg\f&memmen ‘ ' b

t 2411, ly)eeen}bgﬁt\ 1948 R

bty ot < e
3 ou eré have n many ¢ s inthe i econom eiunen, -
o ¢ H tgpﬁ?p_ll reform of'GA'lz-r.‘;,r~ o
i Sedian Tronin s 0 o

'
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~ any finding of serious injury;. Brit;

’ M:J but .not -to. others. Even .the fundamental: principla ' 6!

" and Trade—the GATT,

" the greet initiatives of the early 2 World War T

ot
* markets:: 1t we-
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The basioc GATT agreement was completed in 1947 but it has never-

“been submitted to the Congress for its study and approval. It is being -

obs,e]fvgq by -the -United States through a: ‘“protocol ‘of provision
application.” - ' :
he “protocol of provisional application” stated that the eight

'ggvemments who signed it would undertake “not later than Novem-

r 156, 1947, to apply provisionally on and after January 1, 1948:
- (a) Parts I and III of the General Agreement on Tariffs

R -1 1 Trade, &nd D L S Y . .

<. . (b) Part II of that Agreement to the -fullest extent not incon-~

. sistent with: existing l%gxs ation.” * . o .

This protocol is still in effect, although the GATT has been amended
& number of : times and affected Pﬁlqther protocols, including .some
that are not in force themselves. Thus, the basic treaty is a complex
set of instruments, applying with different rigor to different countries.*

In spite of the fact that the GATT has never been specifically
approved. by the U.S. Congress as a treaty or otherwise, the executive
branch trade spokesmen tend to view GATT as “the law.” Whenever
the. Congress contemplates taking any action to protect a domestic
interest, ‘the Executive pointedly reminds ‘it of the “international
commitments” of- the United States.’ 1t is not clear however, that

" the -executive ‘branch demands the same.respect for-adhering to

“international commitments’’ from other signatories of the Agteement

- a8 it-demands of itself. - - -

For example; Japan. has impx rtrztiuqta.s on: 98: commodities =)vi'thout

ain imposed & “surtax’’ on imports

3 The_elght " signatures, some_with rescrvatlons;: were. Australia, Belgium,

U"ilwa&’swm ce, Luxembourg, The Neotherlands, United Kingdom, and the
n . ' ' L

4 For exam Ié, the GATT provisions regarding’subsidies aprly‘to’some ¢oun-
~ GATT-—nondis
crimination—has been-compromised by.numerous. exceptions: in recent years,

. The GATT provisions have not, pmw the widespresd use of nontariff barriers-

in recent years as substitutes for protection, ST .
$ The prospect of “retaliation’’ against U.S.-‘'exports if the United Statds-ap-
lied “‘unilateral’ restristions to foreign importe; was disoussed by Secretary of
tate-Deass Rusk before-the Committee on Finanoe in these terms:. - . ;
“Retaliation would simply be what is permitted-by the rules of the game as .

- that game is now ced by some.seventy countries accounting for. about, 86

ti
 of world teade; T réles; of sourse; 6

the Genurall Agreérient on Tariffs

The United States played a major role in its fin*r;?’ H}:go?‘;m 3'{‘
3 K n

r'"),'ﬁe GATT. is essentially.a dode,of condugt for fah'ﬁax-iﬁc.iﬁ ational trade..
days, c
thikt: there’ must siirély be-a bettet way to-organize A ' affaitdthan hid bee

- theetserin: the preceding decaded-of self-centered ratlonaliamti:In' the area of

.international tyads: y the GAT Mresents.an attemptita.prevent i repetd-, -
e D toaiors bl g 1050 SUemPY1Q REQVenLA Fopeti
* *The  GATT: deea this b :establlshlngc legal framework for the e@bilit«y of
trade.concessions négotiated. in good faith among.sovercign.countries. We acgord.

hers accosth. n«:mdk;b:tvmmm;g,: the ﬂgﬁﬁoéo;;ggmm;mwum § ‘
-the acoess;welhave: agiwed. ¥ givis others; two:.couwses: of -
'under the GATTY Weo ouneelves can. offe) v!&d.\mﬁq mgi-:cm'_«
“ &

- import barriers on other products equivalent.instrade valye to: thcimpﬁ?‘ ,
cesgioon or the.foreign country oanegwithdmw.ooncwﬂom . eo@ipg ah equivalent.
- trade value for gmer%un exports in the foreign market: TTis may sound a bit

©0 %m , loinguage of the QGATT is.mlch;more compHoated—but: .
the ilew is olearc It is: retalistion—by - agreement- among: all-parties: in-advance

that:restrietive: sctionby :one: partyentities the : DTSN 64 S iqllersof .
" logal right; WWW‘:Z’W uﬂon}!r[gwmh r i ‘
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~and a “import de sit scheme,” in violation of GATT; the C!ontx-
nental Euro ve entered into ‘‘special commescial nﬁ
ments” on ¢l trus fruits and other products in violation of GA
N principles, and its common agricultural {’olicy ia significantly
more protectionist than the previous individual country restrictions
on agricultural imports, another violation of GATT principles. Outside
of complaining, the United States has done nothing to- demand ‘com-
pet'i‘muoen A‘)’i'ti‘b rétdliate against these violations of GAT’I‘ prmcnples '

wiis Ubott vlors thian: 30" yeads w}go "
Europe and Japan: were in ruins and the Uni "&tdees fodmpie
dominated world trade as well ag other matters. Inthe: year in which-
ATT was ‘negotiatedy: 1947, the: United - States hdd' &+ 810! bxllion e
tradww;ﬁds o attituds: of ‘any U.81voffelnls Wt that timner wag!
one ‘of’ rédistributihg sthe- wedlth. “We: embakkbd>on’ an- wnibitious’ -t
* ‘Marshall plan aid program and later on 4 technieal assistance program.
‘U.S. officials were worried about the so-called “dollar gap** mea:nm
that fofeign countries did not have enoufh dollars to pm-o asé neeiy‘i
imports. ,Jt is Somewhat understandable. that under ‘these :ciretrie’
stances, the GATT would 'eout.nm oertaiix provisiona deaignbd fo fa%i'
Europlesn'countries ‘and Japan. - ',
Conditions in'1970 are vastly different, from thoss i 1947 m\;his
point, the GATT should be redrawn to take out the inequitable provi--
~ sions-which effectuslly discrimingte against certain countries, mainly"
~the United ‘States; and t6-put-in new: provisions to cope wjth noW’ :

¥

SRt 'LfOS'I\-FAVORED-NA'rION Tnmmwr ; wesh o

N ndmcnmmmon is mtended to be the cardinal pnncxple of GATT
It is embodied in. atticle I.-What you give to one you give to all: This -
prineiple.is aimed at. making anathema discriminatory bilateral trade -
aﬁeement.s meferenoes, and special commercial relationships.

owever,. TT. sanctions the departure. from. uﬁcondmonal
MFN trest.ment in. the case of customs unions and free trade areas
(artm e XXIV), certain excep uons in article XIV, and the -existence -
of certain pre erenees in arncle aph 2. These “exceptions”-
effectively allow. European: oount.r{ to epart. ftom MFN breatment :
-'when it suits their commercial
. The.. United States! generslly observes the uncondmonal MFN
prmc:ple althoughi inrecent years the United States has coriipromised
on its tigid' adherence to. this GATT principle.t ’l‘lus is- pameullﬂy

e —————
¢ For 140 yeats, arti"1033, the United Sum t0.8"
fa.vored—na.ti%n pl"inoiple, u?x'derew hich &”éd s oonql}l mt)h

‘benefits n va monm-,“my if the latter offered :
benefits,. ] der ““con hn-gm N, .n6>counsry- would,qp.a Yfree ﬂ$ 'ffl‘hei
9

major ogqsxde;mans B he U8 deoition s ‘Shange.to an MFN .

. .pﬁn {)
RN By f&mmmwwde&ww b by arih 1
‘ %y r@«tmom, ‘ihbroad P wy'aﬁnsww%wm%ay m e
ix?gdmnoe 'Y oompand th the ﬂ;ht trade at.all. Bilateral negu v
h pighd qum ufwt ng . Mlon qnd
: gugi:}i llmmunity; ﬁom%h‘ﬁm on by ot egm order%o oompéée
or mark
g‘ Under the Tariff Act of 19022, the Presldent was Authorised to imposo
) ad tional duties on the whole or on anx part of the commerce of any country
W ﬁn American oommeroe Consistency, therefore,
) requirod that we not tiate diaerimina ry .
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em the US. re(;ueat for a GATT waiver on the United States-
C automobile pact - and the Presidential announcements in
favor of a system of special ¢ gsmmlmd tariff” preferenm” for less
developed. countries

One of . the provxsions of article XXIV in deﬁmng customs unions
was that such formations were required to “facilitate trade between
the parties” by eliminating regulations of commeroe on *‘substantially
all trad betweon oonstmgent territories of the union.”. In fact, how-

" ever, Wb@when tha six. -nations e

the humppm«Cop.t an -Stedl . to resouroes :
steel, iron ore, and scrap in a .sin, le m et wxpt(l)x%ub internak: fmw .

barriers;; The. GATT. considered thisi project :88 limited. to anesector .. )

of thoqcommy@ndtthmtmm& cbvaodd;y the. mvmm:el%
cus Mnions ,querzhpéaa :in light: of thefact. that: the o
~Wo f‘we Y to yt‘: mxngmh or without GA‘I'i‘ appro“valn ‘

Fr eat. Germsany, - Ital um, Luxembo md Tho :
»Ne ﬁe ds mguad«gl 19);58 4;!!«3"1‘1'&1&81 Rome, es t‘:glm the -
ura? mic.Community, e common market ugreemeatr The.

! uestion of whether the Rome Treaty is consistent with artidle :. -
i of the G. haaﬂnever swttled but is obviously aesademic.. ;

- Sinoe the oomn-\ was_established in ‘1968, other .-
Asaociation in:1989. The -

important trede biecs oplv'l‘he outer countries of
-E&p? ma-
countries of ﬂuﬂx Amsevion Meo Treaty in 1960,

. creating the Lestis Toade Azes (LAFTA), o free

association “ﬁ“ Asserican comptzise. A common m et.
among the Cemtoall Amsevican countries is m mstonce and now at
Punt® del Este sgrosment has boen reached £o in the Central -

American Commen: Market und the Letia Armerican Trade Area

into & Latin:Amenioan common merket. Misourrenﬂy cousldennﬁ ‘
the establishmment. of -a-fvee: temde ‘sves or - common :market: with'
Australia and New Zealond - (whidh dlready have' a free trade ares -

between themsel vai) ‘hoping thstxt wdll later includb Csnada and the -

United States. -
uxealsowxﬂ’prduomu, “meme raferenoes” andspocml
commermal ArT nts spro up all ove: the wo -
. In Asis, A has unila htodMFbegmntingpref» -
erences ‘to less dovoloped ceuntaies. There is growing sentiment of & -
Pacific Free Trade Area among Japan, Austrahu, -and’ Wow: Zealand.
The Bxitish : Oommonwealth _preferetiod. system. violates. the MFN

~ principle. In short, there are very fq‘ylcounmes if any, who ‘observe. -

uncon txoml ﬁ]’h treatment, \yu.hoqt axoeptio .
xst.hsttheexce tions are ; and threaten to . -
; nmé’ﬁl';‘ﬁ“

make lixe Jmncnple & mockery. Th vial preferences - -

for its' 19 former African colonies whxch in turn giVe “reverse prefers -

:nxém‘g The EEQ hag o M$oxmmm£wm&xf
v, 1 ; , and Morocco. Applicauonaw;or membere

. with the egﬁ“:mm considered for Austria, Spun. ‘
Irel d,G;uw mdothors llth‘isinvolve!;smaasiveﬁ)o e
men awe, e

- '162> :‘
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stituting s oost' which must ha reco:

and fiscal experts brought together in
- Seore aGenerdoi-rﬁe g AN
) mm‘&m in, September 1964;.re
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Tariff preferences are by nature discriminatory, and yet the whole
33%1‘3“5“3 word seem to heve socepted this 32 8 1o the princibl
o demands of the less developed gountries. In sho @ principle

of nondiscrimination is being observe?lé more and more in thg) bre Ph.
It concerns us to see developing in the world a situation in which

‘more and more trading Fartners of the United States are being incor-

porated in regional trade blocs which do not. adhere to the uncondi-
tional most-favored-nation clause. The United States has eschewed

joiniing a free trade area with North Atlantic countries mainly because
of ita;goncern for dividing up the world.into competitive. regional
blocs, But, we have actively supported the participation of other
countries in regional trade blocs, which threaten to accomplish the
same unwanted result.. In addition, as more countries enter into
regional trade blocs the U.S. competitive position is bound to suffer
from the inherently discriminatory. nature of these arrangements.
'l‘l;ﬁs fac]t.i has important ramifications in determining a future U.S.
trade policy. . ‘ o o

" GATT Pgovisions oN Sussipies- AN Borpzr Taxes,

Another important area in which- GATT. principles are both inade- .
quat&_ and discriminatory concerns subsidies  and border tax adfust-
ments. S o ’

In essence, the GATT Provisions on subsidies and border taxes
have been interpreted to. perthit.the, rgbate of Yindivect taxes” (such .
as value added or bumove, tases) on skperis s the M oe rect
such taxes on im ut ‘to_deny equivglent trgatnjent for “direct
‘taxeg," such’ bs income taxego yeq 61) e

TAX SHIPTING ASSUMPTIONS IN GATY B
The entire border tax adjustment theory and practice is based on

the assumption that ‘‘indirect- taxes™ are'a'lw‘a{a‘and“ wholly shifted
forward into. the final price of & product and that “direct, taxes’ are

. always and wholly shifted backward to the factors of production.’

The distinction between direct and indirect taxes oh the basis of
their presumed difference in incidence, though ‘generally accepted two'
genersﬁons,aﬁx is now wi;lel{squeeﬁgped; Al taxes on business are
increasingly thought of as costs, witht varying effects and differential
impacts depending .on’their form, but in“one way or snother con-
recovéred from oustomers or thoss Who -

esources if ‘the jse is to'survive. Indirect taxes; at'least

6 short rum, dre gm y absotbed by the manufacturer depend-

ing upon th degres of competition 1it his markets; and fn the nigrkets
for his. raw materialy. Direct taxes, ‘éspe dal (t{w; srporate ificome
tax, are shifted forward to’the pricé of" 16 product sold to*corisumel
to the extent that market conditions allow. Well known econgmxfht:

or. &WMD&:NM by b

Orgmmﬁox{or%qn?mio peration and
, . ached the following conclusions,.
(1) “In praoctice, indirect’ taxes"are not fully shifted into. produdt ‘-
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anada reciprocal trade agmem‘;a;xt,of the midthirties.* The lack

prices . .

687

2 and, (2) “Certain direct taxes, and particularly the cor-

- porate profits tax, may be partially shifted into product prices:
although the d of shifting ‘may vary from country to country.”
Businessmen dperate with et rates of return in mind and

pass-on

ucts to the extent that price elasticity ol
Thus, modern economic theory suggests that the distinétion

‘ permit.

all Gosts, inclhuding taxes, into the Price structure of their prod-.

demand in the market will

in the GATT treatment of direct and indirect taxes is an extreme and
arbitrary assamption which does not stand the test of ecoioniic reality. .
The' Bisiness and’ Industry Advisory Committee of the OE )
(BIAC) in & report on the problem of tax shifting stated: “In a strongly
competitive situation the prices obtainable—a¥id hence the degree of

. tax shifti
- ghort the

hifting-—sate substantially determined by the market itself.” In
tho GA' B

ATT on border taxes are not “trade neutral.” - °

Actually, the distinction between “direct’” and “indirect” taxes is
itself somewhat arbitrary and appears to be based more on revailing
ractice than on reason. The distinction is, in fact, not made explicit
in the GATT provisions, but flows from interpretations of, and
amendments to, vatrious pxovisions. For example, value added taxes,

according

However,

“ducer (value addéd being defined as' the difference

to GATT classification are considered to be indirect taxes.
value added taxes fall on both costs and geroﬁts of the pro-
tween the value

of a firm’s purchases jtiil}éd. sales) and to the extent that they fall on

" profits how can’they

"distinguished from ﬁmﬁm tax in effect? -

" Corporate ?roﬁt_;s" es -ard’ classified by GATT as “direct” fallciex‘:f,
entirely on,tHb prodil ’r‘:’pégl’ gically, if ‘corporate taxes were reduced,
‘ J{"fg B o Sxidiit:

*  prices shoul
N 8

. increased
For exam

ut U0 the th;g”?mgc reductions stimulate

Yendmg.md demand, they could ‘stimulate prioe increases.
ple, there is n{) :&qu?pcg' that corporate tax reductions in

1964, led to price'feductioiis.

LSRR I AN . R .
*. " HISTORY OF GATT DISTINCTION
K ! 31 e .

The provisions il GATT Yulevirt to border taxes and subsidids,

basically

articles TI; III, and XVI, are drawn from the Havana

Charter of the 1940’s. These provisions were themselves either a com-
promise (for example, article XVI) or were adapted from provisions
of numerous bilateral trade treaties, including especially the United

of precise

illustrated

or concentrated. thinking about the border taX problem is
by the absence of explicit definitions of ke concepts.® ~

There 16 oo unified section of ‘the GATT wmcn,iemsf{musiv%% ‘

with border taxes and is quite clear that the provisions of GA’

which do cover Border ta¥ adjustments were not the product of cdre- -
fully reasoned theory, or of experience molded in the crucible of exten-
. ?.Y.?_.__....:. R - : vow tE S e e h
7 I6 Stat. 4060 (1080, Eteotive May 14, 10967~ 17 T
.4 For cxamplo, the meaning of linking the import charge at the bordes with
. ;:ﬂn go ¢+ ¢ ¢ gpplied, . , ot in tly, to like domﬂo PMMN"!:not‘



e

~ taxes, but the. meaning of
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When the present GATT language was drawn up mare than two

decades ago, the question of border taxes did not appesr to be a

major one. Levels of indirect -taxes.were much lower. Under_these:
circumstances, overlying simple and sweeping assumptions about tex.
shifting seemed acceptable, and already existing: practices were Incor-
porated in very general terms without searching examination.

IMPORT ‘‘BQUALIZATION’” CHARGES’

‘Border tux adjustments on the import side, i.e., iml.grt. ﬁualization
charqe_s; are permittod under Article II and I11 of the ATT, but only
for ‘indirect taxes.” Article IT (Schedules of Concessions) provides
that its terms shall not prevent any contractﬁ party from imposing
charges “‘equivalent to an internal tax imposed consistently with the
provisions of paragraph 2 of Article IIT in respect of the like domestic

sroduct or in respect of an article -from which the imPort.ed product-
as been manufactured or produced in whole-or in part”. This exemp-

“tion of indirect taxes gives a GATT blessing to the Eu_royean practice

11 (National

of imposing “‘equalization” charges at the border. Article

‘Treatment.of Internal Taxation and Regulation). provides in para-

graph 2 thereof that * ,rgucts'of the territory of any contracting

: pﬁr{.{immrwd into the territory, of any .other contracting- party
shall n

§ ‘not be subject, directly or indirectly, to internal taxes or other
internal charges of any kihd in excdess of those applied, directly or
indirectly, to like. demestic - products.”. This- article is appp.rently
being ignored by European countries which. impose discriminatory
road taxes against larger ‘American cars. Japan and other countries
also diseriminate against American cars through their tax system.

EXPORT REBATES :
Article XVI, adopted in 1955 deals with the quegiiox\ of border tax

adjustments for exports in the following terms:

The exemption. of an exported product from duties or taxes borne by the like
product when destined for domestic comum;i)tion, or the remission of such duties
or taxes in amounts not in-exeess of thoso which have acorued shall not be deemed
to be as subsidy. - . : .- o

This Article contains many vague terms which need ¢larification.
For example, what is meant by “borne by the like product, when des-
tined for domestic consumption” or ‘‘remission of such duties or taxes

“in amounts not in excess of those which have accrued”? These terms

seem to be an attempt to fa.&ply‘ the *“destination principle’’ t6 indirect.
direct taxes itself is not st.all clear.? -

$ This.princiyie states that internationally traded commodities should be subject
to some specified taxed. of the importing country and exemgt from similar taxes
of the exporting country in order to avoid double taxation. The principle contrasts
with (a) ‘thp otigin principle as applied to other forms of taxation on rafizactions,
(b) income'taxes levied aceording to sotroe of income, ot domiaile or residence of

the taxpayet, god (0 property taxes lmposod according to the ai@usgf the taxable

object. -
105~
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In 1960, the contracting parties adopted s Working Party Report

‘”whioh listed & number of practices construed to be subsidies: * Among -

these were the remission of direot taxes or social welfars charges on
industrial or commercial enterprises and “the exemption in respect of
exported goods, of ch or taxes, other than charges in connection
with importation or in t taxes levied at one or several stages on the
same goods if sold for internal consumption. The implications of
ractices listed in (b), (¢) and (d) of footnote 10 below were not
ully appreciated by the United States. They, in effect permitted the
European countries to impose border taxes on imports and rebate
indirect taxes on exports in accordance with their value added or
cascade turnover taxes. - ‘

In the late forties and early fifties it is not surprising that U.S. trade
officials were willing to incorporate existing commercial practices on
border tax adjustments inté the GATT agreement. There were much
larger problems in international -trade than border tax adjustments,
which at that time were low—in the range of 24 percent and limited
to around one-sixth of the goods traded—und then only in the case of a
few nations. The United States and a $10 billion trade surplus in 1947
which must have had an effect on our negotiators’ attitudes.

But the failure to appreciate the consequences of excluding the so-
called “indirect tax” rebates in 1960 from the general prohibition

t;;e%oint 5 of the-report adopted on November 19, 1960, dediné-with subeidies
8 : ) . ) .
“Phe following detailed list of measures which are considered as forms of export

. subsidies by a number of contrasting parties was referred to in-the %ro sub-

mitted by the Govetnment of France, and the question was raised whether it was
ocleai that these measures could not b‘?lmaintdned if the provisions of the first
sentence of paragraph 4 of Article XVI were to become fully operative:

“(a) Currency retention schemes or any similar practices which involve a
bonus on exports or re-exports; - . ’

“(b) The provision by governments of direct subsidies to exporters;

(6) The remission, calculated in relation to emts. of direct taxes or social

’

.welfare charges on industrial or commercial enterp!

“i(d) The exemption, in respect of exported goods, of charges or tages, other
than charges in connexion with importation or indirect taxes levied at one or
several stages on the same if sold for internal consumption; or the payment,
in respect of exported goods, of amounts exceeding thoee effectively levied at one
or several stages on these goods in the form of indirect taxes or of charges in
connexion with importation or in both forms; ‘ .

“(e) In respect of deliveries by governments or governmental agencies of im-

rted raw materials for export business on different terms than for domestic

usiness, the charging of prices below world prices; .

(1) In respect of government export credit guarantees, the charging of pre-
miums at rates which are manifestly inadequate to cover the long-term operating
costs and losses of the credit insurance institutions;

“(g) The grant by governments (or speocial institutions controlled by govern-
ments) of export credits at rates below t whioch they have to pay in order to

. ob.t't;sin the funds s0 employed;

(b). The government bearing all or part. of the costs incurred by exporters in

" obtaining eredit.

“The Working party agreed that this list should not be considered exhaustive
or.to limit in any way the generality of the dprovisions‘of pu:ﬁ;ph 4 of Article
XVI. It noted that the governments prepared to accept the declaration contained

“in Annex A agreed that, for the purposee of that deelarationkt.hese practices gen-

erallzeare to be considered as subsidies in the sense of Article XV1: 4 or are covered
by the Articles of Agreement-of the International Monetary Fund. The represen-.

. - tatives-of governments which were not prepared to accept that declarstion were
. not able to subecribe at this juncture to a precise inma)‘mmtion of the term ‘sub-

gidies,” but had no objection to the above interpretation being accepted by the '
future parties to that ﬁmm for the purpoeg of its ‘applimon."p v
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inst export subsidies while including a specific prohibition against
mgdting ‘Bd(i)rect taxes'’, was 8 majmﬁunder.' 'l‘hepUnit«ed States by
that time had run into serious balance of payments difficulties. Western
Europe had become a prosperous “third force.” Giving away commer-
cial advantages to prosperous Europe for the sake of their own internal
tax harmonization objectives was en unwise and costly move, in which
vague political objectives out-weighted clear commereial considerations,

- ,-_pngcyoy-PAtumm SarEauARDS

Balancé-of-payments considerations have exerted and will continue
to exert a powerful influence on major countries’ dispositions to deal
with trade matters. Recent history shows that countries will adopt
whatever measures théy. deem necessary. to &otect their balancé ‘of
peyments - irrespective of GATT. The Bri im an import.
deposit scheme to control imports and prior to that they and the Cana-

ians adopted import surcharges to protect their balance of payments.
The French subsidized their exports even beyond what the inequitable-
GATT rules allow. In developed as well as the less developed countries:
quantitative restrictions and licensing arrangements are legion. -

The GATT recognizes that member countries may have to protect
their balance of payments and -iiternational reserve; positions and
to this end Article XII sanctions theuse. of ‘quantitafive restrictions- -
(quotas). Export subsidies!o¥ importdurchirges are néflallowed under.
GATT rules as balance-of-paymentsadjustment dnechanisms; import
quotes are. This rigiditysia the GATT fies in he-fadecol other pro-.
visiona:of the GATT: whichl are meré Héxible: i available op--
tions to quotds-alse is inconsistentiwith-the main emaphbsis of GATT:
to eliminate quotas as a trade protective device. T

It is also difficult to understand why, if quotas are sanctioned by
GATT as s balance of payments safeguard, the United States would
be violating either the letter or the spint of the agreement if it imposed
quotas for balance of payments reasons—a position that has been
stated by administration spokesmen. The ‘United States has experi-
enced deficits in its balance of payments in. every year since 1950,
with two exceptions, and its international reserve position has dete-~
riorated substantially. This would appear to fully 'ﬁshfg&he application
of Article XII quotas for the United States. Member. countries in
GATT should face up to the lack of flexibility in Article XII, and
decide whether quotas should be the: only. recourse available to a
country suffering from chronic balance Juymenta blems. In-
facing this issue, the member countries should consider that in recent.
iears many countries have not heeitated to use whatever means "%&7

eemed necessary to restore equilibrium notwithstanding the GATT.

ConcrLusioN

In a number of arcas the GATT is deficient and discriminatory.
Its exeedpuons to unconditional MFN treatment favor common mar-
kets and free trade aress,.and thresten to break up the trading world: -
into competitive regional hlocs. Recent bilateral commercial arrange-
ments involving the European.Common Market and ether countries
do not even gretend to_justify -their existence under.article XXIV.. -
The United States could- gradually . becomre isolated .as. a. trading - -
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nation if it continues to adhere to & policy of encouraging other nations
to goin re%ond trade blocs which violate MFN principles, while
svﬁ:txﬁ‘ﬂ w}s..nls);.rgmpmon in such arrangements under the theory
8 . . ~
The GATT treatment of subsidies and import charges discrimin-
ate against countries relying principally on one form of tax structure—
direct or income taxes—in favor of other countries whose revenues
are derived from a different system—such as value added taxes.

The GATT safeguard on balance of payments is an anachronism
and is inconsistent with other principles in GATT. Furthermore, in
recent years major countries such as England sad France have im-
ggesd. im restrictions for balance of psyments reasons in complete

ain of GATT principles.
© The GATT does not even pretend to be & guide in agricultural trade
which is now heavily controlled and subsidized, especially in the Euro-
pean Community. )

In short, as presently constituted, the GATT is not a guide to fair
trade. Its rules are often inequitable and outdated. It was written at &
time when the United States held a virtual monopoly over production
and trade and when the rest of the world suffered from an acute short-

, of dollars. Trade at that time was mainly between unrelated por- .

ties at arms | transactions. Today, trade isinc y becoming
a movement of goods within & multinational business complex. The
drafters of GATT may not have forseen all the postwar economioc snd
structural . But no-one can claim that world conditions have
not uire a new lock at the GATT. It is the

ciently to
view of the staff ’th:tl.ytho GATT should be redrawn to provide for
principles of fair and free trade before the Congrees approves its
provisions. : :
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ArTiére 1
GENERAL MOST-FAVOURED-NATION TREATMENT

1. With respect to customs duties and charges of any kind imposed
on or in connection with importation or exportation or imposed on

- the international transfer of Payments for imports or exports, and
_ with respect to the method o )
with respect to all rules and formalities in connection with importation

levying such duties and charges, and

and exportation, and with respect to all mattérs referred to in para-

‘ mhs 2 and 4 of Article III, any advantage, favour, privilege or

unity granted by any contracting party to any product originating.
in or deetifbd for gxy gthen_' countrgypshaﬁ be accorded immediately
and unconditionally to the like product originating in or destined for -
the territories.of all other contracting ¥art.ies. .
The provisions of paragraph 1 of this Article shall not require

. the elimination of any preferences in respect of import duties or

charges which do not exceed the levels provided for in paragraph 4
of this Article and which fall within the following descriptions:

(a) preferences in force exclusively between two or more of the
:gx;ritpries listed in Annex A, subject to the conditions set forth

rein; '

(b) preferences in force exclusively between two or more
territories which on July 1, 1939, were connected by common
sovereignty or relations of protection or suzerainty and which
are listed in Annexes B, C, and D subject to the conditions set
forth therein; ) . . ‘ - ,

(¢) preferences in force exclusively between the United States
of America and the Republic of Cuba; . .

(d) preferences in force exclusively: between neighbouring
countries listed in Annexes E and F. .

3. The l::rovisions of paragraph 1 shall not apply to_preferences -
between the countries formerly a part of the Ottoman Empire and
detached from it on July 24, 1923, provided such preferences are

approved under paragraph § of Article XXV,! which shall be applied

in this respect in the light of paragraph 1 of Article XXIX. .

4. The margin of preference on any product in respect of which a.
preference is permitted under paragraph 2 of this Article but is not
specifically set forth as a maximum margia of preference in the appro-

~ priate Schedule annexed to this Agreement shall not exceed:

(8) in respect of duties or charges on any product described
in such Schedule, the difference between the most-favoured-nation
and preferential rates provided for therein; if no preferential rate
is provided for, the preferential rate shall for the purposes of this

* + Pending the eatey into foree o the Protocol Amending Part I and Articles XXIX snd XXX, this re
erence o actually “‘sub-paragraph 8(s) of Article X although wzfmp 8 is no
W& &ﬁf;“%&” mb-w‘g%mal?ﬁvfs was facmetly the case. The pcw m paragraph §
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paragraph be taken to be that in force on April 10, 1947, and, if
no most-favoured-nation rate is provided for, the margin shall
not-exceed the difference between the most-favoured-nation and
preferential rates existing on April 10, 1947; :
) in respect of duties or charges on any product not de-
" geribed in the appropriate Schedule, the difference between the -
?&s;—favoured-nation and preferential rates existing on April 10,
In the case of the contracting parties named:in Annex G, the date
of April 10, 1947, referred to in sub-paragraphs (&) “and (ii)'.‘ofwthis
K:ragraph shall be replaced by the respective dates set forthin that
nex, C :

Arrrcie I .
SCHEDULES OF CONCESSIONS

1. (a) Each contracting party shall accord to the commerce of the
other contracting parties treatment no less favourable than that
provided for in_the appropriate Part of the appropriate Schedule
annexed to this Agreement. o T :

(b) The products described in Part I of the Schedule relating to
any contracting party, which are Iasnpro_ductsg of territories of other
contracting parties, shall;’ on_their importation. into the territory to
which the Schedule relates, 'and sibject “to the terms, conditions or-
qualifications set forth in that Schéduile, e exenipt from ordinary.
customs duties in excess-of those set forth and provided for therein:
Such products shall also be exempt from all other duties or charges .
of any kind imposed on of in connection with ifAportation in excess of
those imposed on the date of this Ail-:qméﬁtg or those directly and
mandatorily required to ‘be imposed thoreafter by legislation in force
in the importing territory on that dats. e o L
" (o) The products desoribed in Part TI of the Schedule relating to
any contracting party which are ‘the products of territories entitled
under Article I to receive preferential treatment upon importation into
the territory to which the Schedule relates shall, on their importation
into such territory, and. subjest to the terms, conditjons or qualifica~
tions set forth in that Schedule, 'be’ exempt from “ordinhary ‘customs -

- duties in excess of those set forth apnd provided for in Part IT of that

Schedule.. Siich products shall alss. b8 exempt. from:all other duties.
or charges of any kind itaposed ot or in connection with importation
in ex«iesa of those imposed on thé' date of this Agreefent or those'
directly and mandatorily required 8 be imiposed thereafter by legisla-
tion in;for?ﬁi;; he importing territory on that daté: “Nothing.in' this

re

Article sh vent any cortracting party from mMaintaining its

: rén\fixﬁ@;?ﬁﬁ.exié&ins QY%. e dgté of &hi%'ggfﬁgf?w&s ta the eligibility.
O,fgq%,‘,qiren,ﬁrmqn;ﬁ;‘:‘ént al Tates of duty.” “Ho0 o T

. Nothing, in' this’ cgnt\_'_acu};g? pATty

iole shalll'prevent d:?l'y
" (a) a cha livalent to sy 1mte dmﬁmdmsimml
- a) & charge eqtiivalent to anly mternal x imposed consi
., with the ptovisi?msrof. paragraph 2 of Artiole TII it respect ‘3}:
the like domestio produt or in respect of gn article from which
-+ the imported- product :-hW'me*»~mmwwtme&:«"oiﬁ produced:in.... -
wholé or in part; - . sl o
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with the provisions of Article VI;
. foes or other charges commensurate with the cost of serv-
- ices rendered.
3. No contracting party shall alter its method of determinin%
dutiable value or of converting currencies so as to impair the value o

) = S\{) any anti-dumping or countervailing duty applied consist-
en
) (0

_ any of the concessions provided for in the. appropriate Schedule

annexed to this Agreement.

4. If any -contracting party establishes, maintains or authorizes,
formally or-in effect, a monopoly of the importation of any product
described in the appropriate Schedule annexed to this Agreement,
such monopoly shall not, except as provided for in that Schedule or -

as otherwiso agreed between the parties which initially negotiated the

_concession, operate so as to afford dprotection on the average in excess of

the amount of protection provided for in that Schedule. The provisions
of this‘*psmgrs‘.ph shall not limit the use by contracting gartles of any
assistance to domestic producers permitted by other provisions
of this Agreement. A

6. If any contracting party considers that a product is not receiving
from another contracting party the treatment which the first con-
tracting party believes to have been contemplated by a concession
provided for in the appropriate Sghedule annexed to this Agreement,
1t shall bring the matter directly l&‘phe attention of the other contract-
ing party. I Ahgilatm_agrgeg% A _é,;resi:;menpcontemplated was that
clmmed,by,it.he,ﬁ,l;isp-_,cogg‘a{q ing party, biit declares that such treat~
ment cannot. bg fcgorded, becanss 8 court of other proper atthority
has ruled to; tk .,ggegt that the product involved cannot be classified
lpﬁs “auch contracting party so-as to permit the

pated in . this Agreement, the two contracting

e tops iy e aner. othet sontractin parties substantisll
arties, together, with Apy, ether contracting parties su tantially
Fntereqted‘, gshall l{e,af.eg pggg‘gﬁ iinto further negotiations with a view
to a compensatory adjustment af the matter. . -

8. (8) The sp: duties pnd, charges included in the Schedules
relating to contragting parties menabers of the International Mone-
tary Fund, and margins of preference in specific duties and charges

‘maintained by, such contracting parties, are expressed in the.appro-

griate currency ab the par value accepted or provisionally recognized
y the Fund at the date of this Agreement. Accordmgl‘yAm case :ht:

| ‘ of Agreertent o
the International Monetary Fund by miore than twenty per centum,

such specific duties and charges and margins of preference ma. be

. adjusted_to take account of such reduction; ‘Promded that the Con-

~A

7 Hhe Schaihies snnsxad
*ingogl part of Pt 1 of thin

tracting Parties (i.e., the contracting parties acting jointly as provided
for ‘inngtﬁolp 'coﬁd?g' ‘that ‘sughli)adji:'stmentg ill 'n,(:t i'n!i)baii" ‘the
value of the concessions provided for in the appropriate Schedule or
elsewhere in this Agreement, due acéount being taken of dll factors:

¢ e

‘which may influérice the need for, on | y . of Buch ‘ddjustindits.
.. (b) Simllrlar,p yistops’m ;hg Ty t&%ggbﬁﬁﬁo‘iin‘ ‘phtty hot &'

member of the Find, as from the date on which such® contracting
party becomes & memi;er of the Fund or enters into & special exchaiige’
agreement in pursuance of Article XV, L

.anr to this ‘Agreement are horeby mide an

144 ,eglegﬁe‘{ N L
ifﬁ : o) .“qg ; it ::(‘n;’?"
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‘into the territory of any other contracting party s
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Arricus III
NATIONAL TREATMENT ON INTERNAL TAXATION AND REGULATION

1. The contractin parties recognize that internal -taxes. and other
internal charges, and laws, regulations and requirements affecting the
internal .alé, offering for sale, purchase, transportation, distribution-
or use of products, and internal quantitative regulations requiring.
the mixture, processing or use of products in specified amounts or
proportions, should not be applied. to imported or: domaestic products”

s
50 as to.afford protection to domestic production,.

_ 2. The products of the territory of any pdntractinﬁ' part%imported
into the territory of any other contracting party shall not be subject,
directly: or indirectly,” to internal taxes or other internal charges of -
any kind in excess of those applied, directly or indirectly; to like-
domestic products. Moreover, no contracting .party shall otherwise
apply internal taxes or other internal charges to imported or domestic
productsin a manner contrary to the principles set forth in paragraphi‘l.
3. With respect to any existing tax which is inconsistent- with the-
provisions of paragraph 2, but whiciris specifically authorized undera
trade agreement, in force on"April 10, ‘%9{4,7, in which the import duty
on the taxed product is bound #galnst increase, the contracting party
imposing the t%&.shall.b@irw,tt.ms}gmne, the. application. of the provi-
sions of paragraph 2 to such tax until such time asit can obtain release
from the obligations of sugh trade. agreement in, order .to pormit the

increase of such duty: to; the.extent necessary to-compensate for the
elimination of the protective-element of the tax.- . o
4. The products of the territory of any mmmct.ingfua.rtyimporwd
- be accorded
treatment no less favourabla tham that. accorded: to: like produets of
national origin in reslpect, of :all ‘laws, regulations: and requirements.
affecting their internal sale, offering for s e, purchase, transportation,
distribution or use, The provisions of this paragraph shall not prevent
the application of differential internal transportation charges which are
based exclusively on the:economic operation of the means of transport
and not on the nationality of the product. R
5. No conteacting party. shall establish or maintain any internal
quantitative regulation relating to: the mixture, processing or use of
products-in specified amounts. or proportions wfncl} requires, -directly-
or indirectly, that any specified amount or K:oport,lqn of any product
which is the subject of the regulation must supplied from domestic
gources. Moreover, no contracting party shall otherwise ‘apgily internal
quantitative regufgtions in' a manner. contrary to' the. principles set
forth in paragraph b v e e
6. The provisions of paragraph. 5 shall not 'applyé to*any. internal -
quantitative regulation in force in- the territory of any: contracting.
party on July 1, 1939, April 10, 1947, or March 24, 1948, at the option

of that contracting party; Provided that any such regulation which.is.

contrary to the provisions of paragraph 5 shall not-be modified to the
detriment of imports and:shall be treated as & customs duty for the.
purpose of negotiation. . e . :
7. No internal -quantitative regulation relating to the mixture, -
‘g:ocessi‘gﬁ‘br use of producta in specified amounts or proportions shall
applied in such & manner as to allocate any such amount or propor<
tion among external sources of supply. T T e

-
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8.-(a) The provisions of this Article shall not applg to laws, regula-

y governmental
agencies of products purchased for governmental purposes and not with
& view to commercial resale or with a view to use in the production of

" goods for commercial sale.

(b) The provisions of this Article shall not prevent the payment of
subsidies exclusively to domestic producers, including payments to
domestic producers derived from the proceeds of internal taxes or
ch applied consistently with the provisions of this Article and
subsidies effected through governmental purchases of domestic

‘products.

9. The contracting perties recognize that internal maximum price
control measures, even though conforming to the other provisions of
this Article, can have effects prejudicial to the interests o contracting
parties supplying imported aﬁroducts. Accordingly, contracting parties

shall take account of the interests of exporting
contracting parties with a view to avoiding to the fullest practicable
extent such prejudicial effects.

10. The provisions of this Article shall not prevent any contracting
party from establishing or maintaining internal quantitative regula-
D;meﬁ cinematograph films and meeting the require-

ments of Article IV.

ArmicLe XII
A RESTRICTIONS TO SAFEGUARD THE BALANCE OF PAYMENTS -
1. Notwithstanding the provisions of p aph 1 of Article XI

any contracting Karty, in order to safeguard its external financia
position and its balance of . payments, may restrict Lhe«}gantity or
value of merchandise permitted to be imported, subject to the pro-
visions of the following paragraphs of this Article.
2. (a) Import restrictions instituted, maintained or intensified by a
contracting party under this Article shall not exceed those necessary:
(i) to forestall the imminent threat of, or to stop, & serious
decline in its monetary reserves, or _ - ‘
(i) in the case of a contracting party with very low monetary
reserves, to achieve a reasonablo rate of increase in its reserves,
Due r:gard_ shall be paid in either case to any special factors which
may be affecting the reserves of such contracting party or its neod for
reserves, including, where special external credits or other resources
are qvaifable to it, the need to provide for the appropriate use of such
O G mevouting. parties appl gr deF sub-paragraph
ontracting parties applying restrictions under sub-paragrap.
(a) of this paragraph shall progmssxvelgv relax them as such condxg{ions
improve, maintaining them only to the extent that the conditions
sgeciﬁed in that sub-paragraph still justify their application. They
shall eliminate the restrictions when conditions would no- longer

justify their institution or maintenance under that sub-paragraph. =

3. (a) Contracting parties andertake, in carrying out their domestic
policies, to pay due regard to the nee&, for maintai or restoring
equilibrium in their balance of payments on & sound and lasting basis
and to the desirability of avolding an' uneconomic employment of.

S 114 - S
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productive resources. They recognize that in order to achieve these

ends, it is desirable so far as possible to adopt measures which expand

rather than contract international-trade. . ‘ :

~(b) Contracting parties spplilng restriotions under this  Article
may determine the incidence of the restrictions on imports of different
products or classes of products in such a way as to give priority to
the imggrtation of those products which are mare essential,

((is) f'akmmc;t,ing parties applying restrictions under this Article
undertake: - . '
“ (1) to avoid unnecessary damage to the commercial or esonomic

- interests of any other contracting party; ,

; (iiy not to apply restrictions so as to prevent unreasonably the

** importation of any description of goods-in minimum commercial

* quantities the exclusion of which would  impair regular channels

of trade;and -~ - o S o
(iil) not to apply restrictions’ which would Yrev,ent the impor-

tation of commercial samples or prevent compliance with patent,

trade mark, copyright, or similar procedures. - 3 o

ﬁ?)’ The contracting parties recognize that, as & result of domestic
policies directed towards the achievement and mairitenance of full and
productive employment or towards the development of economic re-
sources, & contracting party may' experience’a high-level of demand
for imports involving &-threst to ite; thonetary ‘resérves of -the sort
referred to in paragraph 2(4) of ‘this?Article. Aﬁhordin%ly’;' a contract-
ing party otherwise complying-with the provisions'of ¢ is-Article’shall
not ‘r,ec*uired to withdyéwor friotify testridtionison the ground that
a change in thoseé policies'would: rendér unnécessiry’ resttictions which:
it is applying under thigArticle: s i - w0

4.,(%5’ Any: contracting party-applying new!yestribtions or raising
the: general level of its existing restrictions' by 4. bubetantial intensifi-
cation of the measures: appliad: uxitder: this Article 'shall immediately:
g tfemaﬁyings such-restriotivns (orjin circumstances
in which prior. eonsultation is practidable, ‘before:. doing- so)- consult
with the Contracting Parties as to the nature of its. ce of pay~
ments difficulties, ‘alternative.corféctive measures which may be avail- -
able;:and: the possible effect-of ‘thé restriotions on the economies- of
other contracting parties::i -« s AT o L

(b) On a ddte to be: determinedsby: them,: the Contracting Parties -
?ihatg review all “restrictio:{s eﬁ&&p&»ﬁed;un%:;&l‘x’ia Article ox:;l that. .
date. Beginning oné year after- Tdate; contr g purties applying
b wEstribtions under this- Artidleishil enter o D nltetions.of
the type provided for in ;aul:lgwugraph- (a) of :this paragraph with. ..
the Contraoting Parties annually: R R R

(o) (i).1f; in the coutse-of consultations with a contragting party
under sub-paragraph (a) or. (b) above, the Contracting Parties find-
that the restrictions: are not “conisistentt with the provisions of this
Article- or with those of Articlg XJIL (gubject to the provisions of
Article XIV), they shall indicate the nature of the inconsistency and.
ma i)ac};ise‘ that.t! é'restrictiolx;ﬂ;e;;uimbly-:lntggﬁed:t h é('j, . eacti

(i) _If, however, as s result of the consulialions, shg ontraciing -
Pasties defermi f}'&l?;&t!isé i’%@m&i us.are being applied,in 8 manner
inyolving afl {nconsistengy:of & serigys naturg with ghe provis.ons o

Qﬂglﬁ,gx wilh these of Asticle RIH (subjec fo the provisions of
ticle and that daimegé t6 the trade of ahy contracting party

RNt
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is caused or threatened thereby, they shall 8o inform the contracting
party applying the restrictions and shall make appropriate recom-
mendations for securing conformity with such provisions within a
specified period of time. If such contracting part, does not comply
with these recommendations within the specifi riod, the Con-
tracting Parties may release any contracting party the trade of which
is adversely affected by the restrictions from such obligations under
this Agreement towards the contracting garty applying the restrictions
a3 they determine to be ail)propriate in the circumstances.

(d) The Contracting Parties shall invite any contracting party
which is applying restrictions under this Article to enter into con-
sultations with them at the request of any contracting party which can
establish a prima m case that the restrictions are inconsistent with
the provisions of this Article or with those of Article XIII (subject to
the provisions of Article XIV) and that its trade is adverse oC
thereby. However, no such invitation shall be issued unless the Con-
tracting Parties have ascertained that direct discussions between the

" contracting parties concerned have not been successful. If, as a result

of the consultations with the Contracting Parties, no_sgreement is
reached and they determine that the restrictions are being asghed
inconsistently with such provisions, and that damage to the trade of
the contracting party initiating the procedure is caused or threatened
thereby, they shall recommend the withdrawal or modification of the
restrictions. If the restrictions are.not withdrawn or modified wi
such time a8 the Contracting Parties may prescribe, they may release
the contracting party initiating the proces, ure from such obilgations
under this Agrecment towards the contracting: party applying the -
restrictions as they determine to be appropriate in thecircumstances.
(e?‘ In proceeding under this paregraph, the Contracting Parties
shall have due regard to any special external factors adversely affect-
ing the export trade of the contracting part; aglpl ing restrictions.
(f) Determinations under this paragraph shall be rendered ex-
peditiously and, if possible, within sixty days of the initiation of the

5. If there is a mrswt.ept and widespread application of import
restrictions under this Article, indicating the existence of a general
disequilibrium which is restricting international trade, the Con-
tracting Parties shall initiate discussions to consider whether other
measures might be taken, either by those contracting parties the
balances of payments of which are under pressure or by those the
balances of payments of which are tending to be exceptionally favour-
able, or by any appropriate intergovernmental o: ation, to re-
move the underlyixngpcsuses of the disequilibrium, - the invitation
of -the Contracting Parties, contracting -parties shall participate in
such discussions. - . e ,
. v Armicas XIV?
EXCEPTIGNS, TO THE RULE OF NON-DISCRIMINATION

1A oontncdnﬁpu-t which applies restrictions under Article XII
or under Section B of Article may, in the application of such
restrictions, deviate from the provisions'of Article XTII in a manner
having equivalent effect to restrictions on payments end transfers

1Test as stmeaded Fob. 15, 1961, on which date Annex J was deleled. :
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for current international transactions which that contracting purty
may at that time apply under Article VIII or XIV of the' Articles
of Agreement of the International Monetary Fund, or under analogous
provisions of & special exchange agreement entered into pursuant to -
paragraph 6 of Article XV. ) S :

2. A contracting party which is appl. ing import restrictions under
Article XITI or under Section B of Article IT may, with the consent
of the Contraotm%hl’artxes, temporarily deviate from the provisions
of Article XIII respect of a small part of its external trade
where the benefits to the eontracting party or contracting parties
concerned substantially outweigh any injury which ma¥ result to the
trade of other contracting parties. .

3. The provisions of Article XIII shall not preclude a l&roup of
territories having a cominon quota in the International Monetary

- Fund from aprlymg against imports from other countries, but not
among themselves, restrictions in accordance with the provisions of
Articls XIT or of Section B of Article XVIII on condition that such
restrictions are in all other respects consistent with the provisions of

~ Article XIII. o )

4. A contracting party a;ﬂying import restrictions under Article
XII or under Section B of Article XVIII shall not be precluded by
‘Articles XI to XV or Section B of Article XVIII of this Agreement
from applying measures to direct its exports in such a manner as to.
increase its earnings of ourrencies which it can use without deviation
from the provisions of Article XIII. . i

5. A contracting party shall not be %recluded by Ariicles XI to XV,
- inclusive, or by Section B of Article XVIII, of this Agreement from
applying q;‘mnt.itauve restrictions: . L
(a) having equivalent effect to exchange restrictions authorized
under Section 3(b) of Article VII of the Articles of Agreement of
the International Monetary Fund, or . .
(b) under the preferential arrangements provided for in Annex
A of this Agreement, pending the outcome of the negotiations.
* referred to therein. :

AxTicry XVI
SUBSIDIES
Section A—Subsidies in General

1. If any contracting party grants or maintains any subsidy, in-
cluding any form of income or price support, which operates directly
or indirectly to increase exports of any product from, or to reduce
imports of any product into, its territory, 1t shall notify the Contract—
ing Parties in writing of the extent and nature of the subsidization, of
the estimated effect, of th:e subsidization on the ¢uantity of the affvcted
product or products imported into or exported from its territory and
of the circumstances making the subsidization necessary. In any case
in which it is determined that serjous rejudice to the interests of any
other contracting party is caused or ¢ reatened by any such subsidi-
zation, the contracting party granting the subsidy shall, upon request,
discuss with the other contracting garty ok parties concerned, or with
the Contracting Parties, the possi ility of limiting the subsidization.
1T o ,
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Section B—Additional Provisions on Export Subsidies

2. The contracting parties recognize that the granting by a con-
tractin% party of a subsidy on the export of an{oproducb may have
harmful effects for other contracting parties, both importing and
exporting, may cause undue disturbance to their normal commerecial
interests, and may hinder the achievement of the objectives of this
Agreement.

3. Accordingly, contracting parties should seek to avoid the use
of subsidies on the export of primary products. If, however, a contract-
ing party grants directly or indirectly any form of subsidy which
operates to increase the export of any primary product from its ter-
ritory, such subsidy shall not be applied in a manner which results
in that contracting party having more than an equitable share of world
export trade in that product, account being taken of the shares of
the contracting parties in such trade in the product during a previous
representative period, and "“X special factors which may have affested
or m;y be affecting such trade in the product.

4. Further, as from 1 January 1958 or the earliest practicable date
thereafter, contracting parties shall cease to grant either directly or
indirectly any form of subsidg on the export of any product other than
a primary product which subsidy results in the sale of such product
for export at a price lower than the comparable price charged for
the like product to buyers in the domestic market. Until 31 Decem-
ber 1957 no contracting party shall extend the scope of any such
subsidization beyond that existing on 1 January 1955 by the intro-
duction of new, or the extension of existing, subsidies.

5. The Contracting Parties shall review the operation of the pro-
visions of this Article from time to time with a view to examining
its effectiveness, in the light of actual experience, in promoting the
objectives of this Agreement and avoiding subsidization seriously
prejudicial to the trade or interests of contracting parties.

ArticLe XXIV

TERRITORIAL APPLICATION—FRONTIER TRAFFIC—CUSTOMS UNIONS AND
FREE-TRADE AREAS

1. The provisions of this Agreement shall apply to the metropolitan
customs territories of the contracting parties and to any other customs
territories in respect of which this Agreement has been accﬁted
under Article I or is being applied under Article XXXIII or
pursuant to the Protocol of Provisional Application. Each such
customs territory shall, exclusively for the purposes of the territorial
application of this Agreement, be treated as though it were a con-
tracting party; Provided that the provisions of this paragraph shall
not be construed to create any rights or obligations as between
two or more customs territories in X{%gect of which this Agreement
has been accepted under Article I or is being applied under
Article XXX111 or pursuant to the Protocol of Provisional Ap-
plication by a single contracting party.

2. For the purposes of this Agreement a customs territory shall
be understood to mean any territory with respect to which separate

118
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tariffs or other regulations of commerce are maintained for a sub-
stantial part of the trade of such t,erritorﬂ with other territories.
3. The provisions of this Agreement shall not be construed to
revent: - e
P (s8) advantages accorded by any contracting party to adjacent
countries in order to facilitate frontier traffic; ‘

(b) advantages accorded to the trade with the Free Territory
of Trieste by countries contiguous to that territory, provided
that such aXvant,a es are not in conflict with the Treaties of
Peace arising out of the Second World War, ‘

4. The contracting parties recognize the desirability of increasing
freedom of trade by the development, through voluntary agreements,
of closer integration between the economies of the countries parties to
such agreements. They also reco ize that the purpose of a customs .
union or of a free-trade area should be to facilitate trade between the
constituent territories and not to raise barriers to the trads of other
contracting parties with such territories. . )

5. Accordingly, the provisions of this Agreement shall not prevent,
as between the territories of contracting parties, the formation of a
customs union or of a free-trade area or the adoption of an-interim
agreement necessary for the formation of a customs union or of &
free-trade area; Provided that:

(a) with respect to a customs union, or an interim agreement
leading to the formation of a customs union, the duties and other
regulations of commerce imposed at the institution of any such
union or interim agreement in respect of trade with contracting
parties not parties to such union or agreement shall not on the
whole be higher or more restrictive than the general incidence of
the duties and regulations of commerce applicable in the constit~
uent territories prior to the formation of such union or the adop-
tion of such interim agreement, as the case may be;

(b) with respect to a free-trade area, or an interim agreement
leading to the formation of & free-trade area, the duties and other
regulations of commerce maintained in each of the constituent
territories and applicable at the formation of such free-trade area
or the adoption of such interim agreerment to the trade of con-
tracting parties not included in such area or not parties to such
agreement shall not be higher or more restrictive than the corre-
sponding duties and other regulations of commerce existing in the
same constituent territories prior to the formation of the free-
trade area, or interim agreement, as the case may be; and

(c) any interim agreement referred to in sub-paragraphs (a) and
(b) shall include a plan and schedule for the formation of such a
customs union or of such a free-trade area within a reasonable
length of time.

6. If, in fulfilling the requirements of sub-paragraph 5(a), a contract-
ing party proposes to increase any rate of duty inconsistently with the
provisions of Article I, the procedure set forth in Article
shall apply. In providing for compensatory adjustment, due account
shall be taken of the compensation already afforded by the reductions
brought about in the corresponding duty of the other constituents of
the union.

7. (a) Any contracting party deciding to enter into a customs union
or free-trade area, or an nterim agreement leading to the formation

119



653

of such a union or area, shall promptly notify the Contracting Parties
and shall make available to them such information regarding the pro-
posed union or area as will enable them to make such reports and
‘recommendations to contracting parties as they may deem appropriate.

(b) If, after having studied the plan and schedule included in an
interim agreement referred to in ﬁ)aragraph 5 in consultation with the
parties to that agreement and taking due account of the information
made available in accordance with the provisions of sub-paragraph
(8), the Contracting Parties find that such agreement is not likely to
result in the formation of a customs union or of a free-trade area with-
in the period contemplated by the parties to the agreement or that
such period is not a reasonable one, the Contracting Parties shall make
recommendations to the parties to the agreement. ‘The parties shall
not maintain or put into force, as the case may be, such agreement
if they are not prepared to modify it in accordance with these recom-
mendations.

(¢) Any substantial change in the plan or schedule referred to in
paragraph 5 (c) shall be communicated to the Contiacting Parties,
which may request the contracting parties concerned to consult with
them if the change seems likely to ljeopardize or delay unduly the
formation of the customs union or of the free-trade area.

8. For the purposes of this Agreement:

(a) A customs union shall be understood to mean the sub-
stitution of a single customs territory for two or more customs
territories, so that

(i) duties and other restrictive regulations of commerce

except, where necessary, those permtted under Articles XI,

1, XII1, XIV, XV and XX) are eliminated with respect to
substantially all the trade between the constituent territories
of the union or at least with respect to substantially all
the trade in products originating in such territories, and,

(ii) subject to the provisions of paragraph 9, substantially
the same duties and other regulations of commerce are
applied by each of thec members of the union to the trade of
territories not included in the union;

(b) A free-trade area shall be understood to mean a group of
two or more customs territori2s in which the duties and other
restrictive regulations of conimerce (except, where necessary,
those permitted under Articles X1, XII, XIII, XIV, XV and XX)
are eliminated on substantially all the trade between the con-
stituent territories in products originating in such territorics.

9. The preferences referred to in paragraph 2 of Article I shall not be
affected by the formation of a customs union or a of free-trade area
but may be eliminated or adjusted by means of negotiations with con-
tracting parties affected. This procedure of negotiations with affected
contracting parties shall, in particular, apply to the elimination of
preferences required to conform with the provisions of paragraph 8 (a)
(i) and paragraph 8 (b).

10. The contracting parties may by a two-thirds majority anrove
proposals which do not full comply with the requirements of para-

aphs 5 to 9 inclusive, provided that such proposals lead to the
ormation of a customs union or a free-trade area in the sense of this

Article.
120
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11. Taking into account the exceptionel circumstances arising out
of the establishment of India and Pakistan as independent States and
recognizing the fact that they have lon, constituted an economid
unit, the contracting parties agree that the provisions of this Agree-
ment shall not prevent the two countries from entering into special
arrangements with respect to the trade between them, pending the
establishment of their mutual trade relations on a definitive basis.

12. Each contracting party shall take such reasonable measures as -
may be available to it to ensure observance of the provisions of this
Agreeraent by the regional and local governments and authorities
within its territory.

ArmicLe XXX
AMENDMENTS

1. Except where provision for modification is made elsewhere in
this Agreement, amendments to the provisions of Part I of this
eement or to the provisions of Article XXX or of this Article
shall become effective upon acceptance. by all the contracting parties,
and other amendments to this ment shall become effective, in
respect of those contracting parties which accept them, upon accept-
ance by two-thirds of the contracting parties and thereafter for each

ment shall deposit an instrument of acceptance with the Secretary-
General of the United Nations within suc period as the Contracting
Parties may specify. The Contracting Parties may decide that any
amendment made effective under this Article is of such a nature that
any contracting &arty which has not accepted it within a period
tﬁf:iﬁed by the Contracting Parties shall be free to withdraw from

i ent, or to remain a contracting party with the consent of
the Contracting Parties.
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TABLE 1.—U.S. TRADE AND BALANCE-OF-PAYMENTS DEFICITS
[in billions of dollars]

U.S. trade position Trade balance
Exports (X) imports (M) C.if. (M) Balance of payments
_— - Excluding

Minus foreign Official
foreign aid (X) settie- Basic
Total aid F.o.b. C.i.f1 F.o Liquidity? ments? balance

1960.. . ... ... ... ..., 19.6 17.9 15.1 16.3 45 1.6 =3.7 -34

1961.... ... ... ... ... 20.2 18.3 14.7 16.0 55 2.3 —2.3 —-13
1962... ... ... ... ... 21.0 18.7 16.5 17.8 45 09 —29 2.7 |, 0.8

1963........ . ... .. ... 22.5 19.9 17.2 18.6 53 1.3 —2.7 -19 -

1%64. . ...... ... ... ... 25.8 23.1 18.7 20.3 7.1 2.8 2.7 -15

1965........ .. ... ... ... 26.7 24.3 215 23.2 5.2 1.1 —25 —-13
1966............... . ... 295 27.0 25.6 27.7 39 —0.7 —-2.2 .2 —-1.7
1867... ... .. ... ... 310 28.5 269 28.8 4.1 -3 7 =34 -3.3
1968... ... ........ 34.1 31.8 33.2 35.3 9 —-35 —-16 —16 -14
1969................... 37.3 35.3 36.0 38.2. 1.3 —29 —6.1 2.7 -3.0
1970... ... ..., 42.7 40.7 40.0 42.4 2.7 -1.7 —-4.7 -=10.7 -3.0
1971 .. .. ... 435 41.7 45.6 48.3 =2.1 —66 =227 -305 —9.6
1972 ... ... 49.2 47.5 55.6 58.9 —64 -—-114 147 -11. —9.8
1973 . .. ... 708 69.4 69.1 73.2 +1.7 —-3.8 —7.9 —5.3 +1.7

! C.if. imports for the years 1960-66 are assumed to be roughly
equivalent to 108.37, of f.o.b. imports in accordance with a Bureau
of Customs—Tariff Commission—Bureau of Census study based on
1966 arrivals. For the years 1967-73 estimates are based on Bureau
of Customs-Bureau of Census studies showing estimated freight and
insurance charges to be 6.9 percent (1967), 6.3 percent (1968), 6.1
percent (1969), 6.2 percent (1970), 6.1 percent (1971), and 5.9
percent for 1972 and 1973.

1The liquidity and official settlements deficits for 1966-73
excludes SDR allocations.

3 Annual average.

¢ Estimated on basis of partial data.

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce.
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TABLE 2.—A COMPENDIUM OF U.S. FOREIGN TRADE BALANCES

Each year the public is presented a variety of U.S. trade balances reflecting different figures prepared for different purposes. The most
widely-used balances are shown below for 1972 and January-September 1973, seasonally adjusted:

Billions of doliars

Exports imports Balance Exports Imports Balance
: 1972 19731

498 55.6 —-58 708 - 69.1 1.7 Customs basis—Full coverage of all international
tradc:s transactions as recorded in customs docu-
ments.

49.2 556 —6.4 70.3 69.1 1.2 Customs basis (nonmilitary)}—The same as above,
but excluding exports of military equipment
shipped under Department of Defense contracts.
This set of figures is the one traditionally used in
the United States.

48.8 55.6 —6.8 69.9 69.1 0.8 Balance-of-payments basis—Numerous minor ad-

justments are made to the customs data to
achieve the most complete nonmilitary coverage
of merchandise transactions. For example, parcel

¢99



47.5 589 -114 69.1

-38

post shipments are included. The resulting figures
are conceptually on a balance-of-payments basis
and thus used in discussing the U.S. balance of
payiments and in making international payments
comparisons.
'm, on a cost, insurance and freight (c.i.t.) basis.
ports exclude government-financed ship-
menis. In this case, the freight and insurance
costs of shippin? goods from a foreign port to a
1:.S. port are included (referred to as c.i.f.). With
the exception of the United States and Canada,
most countries report the value of their imports
on this landed cost basis. Thus, this set is com-
monly used for international comparisons and
in computing total world trade. The export figures
exclude an estimated $1.7 and $1.2 billion re-
spectively, for 1972 and Jan-Sept 1973, in non-
military foreign aid financed exports. See Table 4
for a breakdown of foreign aid shipmeanis.)

1 Preliminary.
Source: U.S. Department of Commerce.
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TABLE 3.—U.S. EXPORTS, IMPORTS, AND MERCHANDISE TRADE

BALANCE

[Miltions of dollars] -

U.S. exports, excluding

military grant-aid U.S. imports
N Gross
merchan.
) dise trade
Year-to- Year-to- balance
r)c':r‘s; per%::trt (cu s’tg)r:r?s'
Year Value gr\anqe Value change basis)
1960............ 19,659 .......... 15,073 .......... 4,586
1961............ 20,226 29 14,761 2.1 5,465
1962............ 20,986 3.8 16,464 11,5 4,522
1963............ 22,467 7.1 17,207 4.5 5,260
1964...... ..... 25,832 15,0 18,749 9.0 - 7,083
1965............ 26,742 3.5 21,427 14.3 5315
1966............ 29,490 10.3 25,618 19.6 3,872
1967............ 31,030 5.2 26,889 5.0 4,141
1968............ 34,003 9.8 33,226 23.6 837
1969.. ......... 37,332 9.6 36,043 8.5 1,289
1970... ........ 42,659 14.3 39,952 10.8 2,707
1971............ 43,549 2.1 45,563 140 -=2,014
1972............ 49219 13.0 55583 220 -—6364
1973............ 70,798 43.8 69,121 24.4 1,677
-‘Sgurce: U.S. Department of Commaerce.
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TABLE 4,—U.S. EXPORTS EXCLUDING GOVERNMENT-FINANCED
SHIPMENTS

[Millions of dollars)

Exports,

Foreign Assistance Act excluding

Total Public MGA, AID,

u.s. Military  AID loans Law and Public

exports grant.aid and grants 480 Law 480

Year shipments
1960............ 20,608 949 432 1,304 17,923
1961............ 21,036 810 623 1,304 18,299
1962 ........... 21,713 727 832 1,444 18,710
1963............ 23,387 920 1,085 1,509 19,873
1964............ 26,650 818 1,077 1,621 23,134
1965............ 27,521 779 1,140 1,323 24,279
1966............ 30,430 940 1,186 1,306 26,998
1967............ 31,622 592 1,300 1,229 28,501
1968............ 34,636 573 1,056 1,178 31,829
1969............ 38,006 674 993 1,021 35,318
1970............ 43,224 565 957 1,021 40,681
1971............ , 130 581 915 982 41,652
1972............ 49,768 560 658 1,065 47,485
1973'........... 71,314 516 600 1750 69,448

|

! Preliminary estimates.
Source: U.S. Department of Commerce.



TABLE 5.—TRADE-IN MANUFACTURES

[Dollars in billions]

999

'E'EC‘ Federal
United Excluding Republic of United
Period States Total intre-EEC Germzny France Kingdom
Exports, f.0.b.
1960. . ..... .. ... ... $12.7 $32.1 $21.5 $10.1 $5.1 $8.4 $3.6 $2.5
1966.... . ... ... .. ... 19.5 55.2 31.8 18.0 80 123 9.1 48
1967.......... ... 21.1 58.1 334 19.5 84 12.1 9.8 5.9
1968...... ... ... ... 241 65.8 37.1 22.3 94 13.0 12.2 7.3
1969... ... .. ... 27.1 77.7 41.8 26.2 110 15.0 15.0 85
1970, ... .. ... 29.7 90.1 47.6 30.7 135 16.3 18.1 9.7
1971, ...l 308 102.1 53.6 35.0 15.1 19.0 226 10.4
1972, . 343 1314 62.7 415 19.1 20.7 27.1 9.4
1973 ... 43.6 152.6 N.A. 57.2 247 25.1 32.6 13.0
Percent change? ... .. .. 27 16 17 38 29 21 20 38
F.o.b. imports, c.i.f.
1960.. ... ... ........ ..., $6.8 $19.1 $8.4 $4.2 $2.4 $4.0 $1.0
1966............ ... ... 14.4 38.3 148 - 90 6.4 6.9 2.1
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are January-June data at annual rate.

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce.

N.A. Not available.
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TABLE 6.—U.S. FOREIGN TRADE TRENDS: AGRICULTURAL
PRODUCTS!

{In billions of U.S. dollars]

Exports imports Balance

1968.................... 3.9 39 0
1959.................... 4.0 4,1 -1
1960.................... 4.9 3.8 1.1
1961.................... 5.0 3.7 1.3
1962.................... 5.0 39 1.1
1963.................... 5.6 4.0 1.6
1964.................... 6.3 4.1 2.2
1965.................... 6.2 4.1 2.1
1966.................... 6.9 4.5 2.4
1967.................... 6.4 4.5 1.9
1968.................... 6.2 5.1 1.1
1969.................... 5.9 5.1 .8
1970.................... 7.2 5.8 14
1971.................... 7.7 5.8 1.9
1972. ... ..., 9.4 6.5 2.9
1973, 17.7 8.4 9.3

' Exports and imports are f.0.b. Source: U.S. Department of Commaerce.
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TABLE 7.—U.S. FOREIGN TRADE TRENDS:
MINERALS AND FUELS®

[1n billions of U.S. dollars]

Exports Imports Balance
1958.................... 1.9 3.7 -1.8
1959.................... 1.9 4.1 -2.2
1960.................... 2.3 4.0 -1.7
1961.................... 2.3 4.1 -1.8
1962.................... 2.1 4.5 -2.4
1963.................... 2.4 4.6 —-2.2
1964.................... 2.6 49 -2.3
1965.................... 2.6 5.4 -2.8
1966.................... 2.7 5.8 -3.1
1967.................... 3.1 5.6 -2.5
1968 .................... 3.2 6-3 ""'3-1
1969.................... 35 6.7 -3.2
1970.................... 4.5 7.0 -~2.5
1971.................... 3.8 7.9 -4,1
1972.................... 4.3 9.7 -5.4
1973. ... ... 6.0 14.1 -8.1

1 Exports and imports are f.0.b.

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce.
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TABLE 8.—U.S. FOREIGN TRADE TRENDS:

{In billions of U.S. dollars]

MANUFACTURED PRODUCTS *

Imports Balance

Exports

ooooo

ttttt

ccccc

W—~O<T TN

cccccc

OOMNON

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce.

i Exports and imports are f.0.b.

10
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1960

Products with a
rising trade
surplus
trend:
Nonelectric
machinery?. = 2,576
Aircraft and
parts . 970
Computers and
parts . 44
Basic chemi-
cals and
compounds. ..
Products with a
declining
trade ba!-
ance trend:
Motor vehicies
and parts.. .
Steel products. .
Textiles, cloth-
ing, and foot-

52

643
204

electronics . ..

1961

2,775
766
105

141

803
108

—284
—80

TABLE 9.- U.S. TRADE BALANCE IN SELECTED COMMODITIES !

1962

2,986
857
128

155

850
-2

-~540
—-109

1963

3,002
726
177

329

955
-93

—567
—-130

1964

3,409
791
214

521

1,063
-51

-548
-—164

(tn mithions of U.S. doliars]

1965

1966 1967

3,504 3,508 3474
989 823 1,270
219 280 412
589 556 644
934 537 237
—-533 —646 —750
—824 —-978 -—1,016
-258 —374 —431

1968

3,579
2,016
524

690

—588
—1.380

—1,498
—632

1969

3,976
2,139
768

739

—1.104
-~783

-1,819
—912

i Exports and imports are f.0.b.

? Excluding aircraft and auto engines and parts, computers, and other

office machinery.

1970

4,364
2,382
1,176

883

—1,823

—~764
—2,220
-1,123

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce.

1971

4,183
3,049
1,142

818

—2,897
-1,855

—2,823
—1,304

1972

4,334
2,504
1,167

653

—3,492
-1,944

-3,296
-1,748

1973

5,687
3,570
1,606

1,034

—3,675
-1,511

-3,278
—-1,951
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TABLE 10.—U.S. TRADE BY MAJOR END-USE CATEGORIES

{Values in millions of dollars]

Percent

change

from 1968

Commodaty 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 to 1973
Exports, total* 34636 38,006 43,224 44,130 49,768 71.314 +106
Food, feed, and beverages 4813 4688 5839 6054 7.492 15070  +213
Industrial supphes and materials 11,004 11,776 13,782 12,691 13982 19,774 +80

Capital goods, including trucks and buses = 11,504 12,877 14,931 15,720 17.356 22.371 +94
Consumer goods, including automobiles,

and parts . .. 5354 5933 5811 6642 7930 10,163 +90
“*Special category" ‘and other exports 1 961 2731 2,862 3.023 3,008 3 937 +101

J s I R FUS——

Imports, total. . o 33226 136,043 39952'45'563 55555 69 121~ 4108
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Food, feed, and beverages...... ... .. .. .. 5271 5238 6,154 6,366 7,257 9,081 +72
Industrial supplies and materials.. ... ... .. 14,159 14,160 15,106 16,968 20,323 26,542 +87
Capital goods, including trucks and buses.. 3,298 3,949 4534 4,961 6,677 8,813 +167
Consumer goods, including automobiles
andparts. ... 9,152 11,199 12,727 15,642 19,556 22,696 +148
Otherimports........... ... ... ... ... ... .. 1,347 1,471 1,389 1,627 1,742 1,989 +48
Trade balance, total *......... ... .. .. 1,410 1963 3,272 —-1,433 5,787 2,193 ... ... ..
Food, feed, and beverages............... .. —458 550 315 312 235 5989 ... .
Industrial supplies and materials.......... —3,155 —-2,384 —1,324 —4,277 —6,341 —6,768 ... .. .. ..
Capital goods, including trucksand buses.. 8,206 8,928 10,397 10,759 10,679 13,558 ....... ..
Consumer goods, including automobiles
andparts................... ..., —-3,798 —-5,266 —6,916 —9,000 —11,626—12,533 ... .. .. ..
Allother. .. .. ... ... ... ... ... ... ....... 614 1260 1463 1396 1266 1948 ...... . ..
! includes military grant-aid shipments. Source: U.S. Department of Commerce.

8L9
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TABLE 11.—U.S. SHARE OF FREE WORLD EXPORTS

U.S. share of
Free world free world

exports exports !

Year (billions) (percent)
1960......... ... ... ... ... $113 21.0
1961... .. ... 119 20.3
1962. ... .. 125 20.0
1963.. ... ... ... 136 19.7
1964. .. .. ... . 153 19.9
1965.. ... ... 165 19.1
1966... ... 181 19.5
1967 ... 191 19.3
1968. ... ... 213 19.2
1969. ... ... 244 18.2
1970. ... 280 18.0
1971 314 16.5
972 . 371 15.8
1973 (estimate)................. ... ... 490 16.9

1 Excluding exports to the United States.
Source: U.S. Department of Commerce.

14
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TABLE 12.—U.S. AND MAJOR COMPETITORS’' SHARE OF FREE WORLD EXPORTS OF MANUFACTURES

[Percent of free world exports to foreign markets 1]

Federal

United European Repubilic of United

Year States Community? France Germany Italy Kingdom Japan
1960................ e 25.3 42.3 9.5 18.7 4.7 153 53
1964. ... ... ... 240 443 8.7 19.0 6.1 134 6.3
1965................ ... . ... 228 448 8.8 18.8 6.6 13.3 7.1
1966................... ... .. 23.0 45.2 8.7 19.2 6.8 12.7 7.3
1967......... ... 233 453 8.7 19.5 6.9 11.8 7.6
1968......................... 23.6 454 8.6 19.3 7.3 11.0 8.1
1969......................... 225 46.3 8.6 19.5 7.2 11.0 8.4
1970. ... 213 47.0 9.1 19.8 7.1 10.4 8.9
1971 ... .. ... e 19.9 47.6 9.1 20.2 73 10.9 9.9
1972 .. ... ... 18.6 49.5 9.7 20.3 7.6 9.9 10.1
1973 ..l 19.0 499 10.2 21.1 6.3 9.5 9.7

! World exports are defined as exports from the 14 major industrial
countries. These nations, which account for approximetely four-
fifths of world exports of manufactures to foreign markets, are as
follows: United States, Austria, Belgium-Luxembourg, Canada,
Denmark, France, Federal Republic of Germany, italy, Netherlands,
Norway, Sweden, Switzerland, United Kingdom, and Japan. Exports
tso foreign markets are total exports excluding exports to the United

tztes.

2 Original 6 member countries.
! January-June, seasonally adjusted.

Note: The term ‘‘manufactures’ refers to chemicals, machinery
transport equipment, and other manufactures except mineral fuel
products, processed food, fats, oils, firearms of war, 2nd ammuniticn.

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce.

QL9



91

TABLE 13.—ORIGIN OF IMPORTS FOR SELECTED AREAS

[In percent]!
Exported by
1960 1965 1972
European European European
United Com- United Com- United Com-
imported by States munity Japan States munity Japan States munity Japan
UnitedStates.................... 22 8 ... ... 23 11 ... 22 16
anada................ 67 16 2 70 13 3 66 11 6
Japan.................. 35 7 .. 29 7 ... 25 8 .........
European Community. . 13 36 1 11 43 1 8 52 2
Other Western Europe. 11 56 1 10 56 2 8 54 3
OtherAsia............. 17 25 13 24 24 19 18 16 28
Western Hemisphere,
other................. 39 28 2 38 28 4 34 26 8
New Zealand, Austra-
lia, and South Africa. 17 46 5 20 43 8 18 39 13
Communist Countries. . 1 11 1 1 12 1 2 16 3
Other.................. 10 55 4 13 49 8 11 48 7

i Caiculated from data of importing country or area.

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce.

9.9
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TABLE 14.—U.S. TRADE WITH JAPAN!
{In billions of U.S. dollars)

Exports Imports Balance
1958.................... 1.0 0.7 0.3
1959 . ................... 1.1 1.0 .1
1960.................... 1.5 1.1 4
1961.................... 1.8 1.1 7
1962.................... 1.6 1.4 2
1963.................... 1.8 1.5 3
1964.................... 2.0 1.8 2
1965.................... 2.1 2.4 -3
1966.................... 2.4 3.0 -.6
1967 . ................... 2.7 3.0 -3
1968.................... 3.0 4.1 -1.1
1969................. ... 3.5 49 -14
1970.................... 4.7 5.9 -1.2
1971................. ... 4.1 7.3 =3.2
1972.................... 49 9.1 -4.2
1973.................... 8.3 9.6 -1.3

! Exports and imports are f.0.b.
Source: U.S. Department of Commerce.

TABLE 15.—U.S. TRADE WITH THE LESS DEVELOPED
COUNTRIES!

{in billions of U.S. dollars)

Exports Imports Balance
1968.................... 8.1 6.1 2.0
1959 . ................... 7.1 6.3 8
1960.................... 7.7 6.2 1.5
1961.................... 8.0 6.0 2.0
1962.................... 8.3 6.3 2.0
1963.................... 8.9 6.6 2.3
1964.................... 9.9 7.0 2.9
1965.................... + 9.9 7.5 24
1966.................... 11.1 8.2 3.0
1967 .................... 11.0 8.2 2.8
1968.................... 11.8 9.4 24
1969.................... 12.5 9.9 2.6
1970................. ... 14.4 11.0 3.3
1971 .................... 14.8 12.2 2.5
1972, ................... 16.3 15.3 1.0
1973, 23.3 1213 120

1 Exports and imports are f.0.b.
t Includes estimated crude petroleum imports in November and December.

Source: U.S. Department of Commaerce.
17
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TABLE 16—U.S. TRADE WITH CANADA
(In billions of U.S. dollars)

Exports imports Balance
1958. .. ... 3.5 3.0 0.5
1959............. ... 3.8 3.4 4
1960.................... 3.8 3.2 .6
1961.................... 3.8 3.3 5
1962................. ... - 4,1 3.7 4
1963................. ... 4.3 3.9 4
1964 .. ... ...... .. ... 4.9 4.3 .6
1965................. ... 5.7 4,9 8
1966.................... 6.7 6.2 5
1967.................. .. 7.2 7.1 Negl.
1968.................... 8.1 9.0 -9
1969.............. ... ... 9.1 10.4 -1.3
1970.................... 9.1 11.1 -2.0
1971 ... 10.4 12.7 -2.3
1972 ... 12.4 14.9 -~2.5
1973 ... 15.1 217.7 12,6

! Exports and imports are f.0.b.
1 includes estimated crude petroleum imports in November and December,

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce.

TABLE 17.—U.S. TRADE WITH THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITY!
[in billions of U.S. doilars}

Exports Imports Balance
1958. .. ... ....... 3.9 2.6 1.3
1959.................... 4,1 3.7 4
1960................ ... 5.7 3.4 -2.3
1961.................... 5.6 3.3 2.3
1962.................... 59 3.6 2.3
1963...... ........... 6.4 3.8 2.6
1964. ... ... ... ... 7.2 4.1 3.1
1965................. ... 7.2 4.9 2.3
1966.................... 7.6 6.2 14
1967.................... 8.0 6.5 1.5
1968 .................... 8.7 8.3 2
1969.................... 9.7 8.3 1.
1970............ ... 11.3 9.2 2.1
1971 ... ... 11.1 10.4 7
1972. ... ... ... 11.9 12.5 -6
1973 ... 16.7 15.5 1.2

! Exports and imports are f.0.b.
Source: U.S. Department of Commerce.
18
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COMMUNIST COUNTRY TRADE

TABLE 18.—FREE WORLD TRADE WITH THE U.S.S.R. AND
EASTERN EUROPE

{in U.S. dollars)

Free World (billions) ! United States (millions)?

Exports Imports Exports Imports
1950.............. 1.1 1.3 27 80
1951.............. 1.2 1.4 3 64
1852.............. 1.2 1.3 1 40
19563.............. 1.1 1.2 2 36
1954.............. 1.5 1.5 6 42
1965.............. 1.8 19 7 56
1956.............. 2.1 2.3 11 65
1967.............. 2.6 2.6 86 61
1958.............. 2.6 2.7 113 62
1959.............. 3.0 3.0 89 81
1960.............. 3.6 3.6 194 81
1961.............. 3.8 3.9 134 81
1962.............. 4.1 4.1 125 79
1963.............. 4.5 4.6 167 81
1964.............. 5.4 5.3 340 98
1965.............. 5.8 6.0 140 137
1966.............. 6.6 6.7 198 179
1967.............. 6.8 7.0 195 177
1968.............. 7.3 7.7 215 198
1969.............. 8.3 8.4 249 195
1970.............. 9.7 9.3 354 226
1971.............. 10.1 9.9 384 223
1972.............. 13.2 11.2 818 320
1973.............. N.A. N.A. 1,797 519

! Exports are f.0.b. and imports, in general, are c.i.f.
? Exports and imports are f.0.b.
N.A. Not Available.

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce.
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TABLE 19.—CHINESE FOREIGN TRADE*

[In millions of U.S. dollars}

Communist countries Non-Communist countries

Less

Total Eastern Developed developed Hong Kong
trade Total Europe U.S.S.R. Other ? Total Countries countries and Macao

1960:
Exports...... ... 1, 1,335 310 850 175 625 240 245 140
. glgmlpor:s ........ 2,030 1.285 335 815 135 745 505 235 Negl.
Exports. ....... 1,530 965 145 550 270 560 220 225 115
. glg'ezports ....... 1,495 715 160 365 190 775 600 175 Negl.
Exports.. ... 1,525 915 105 515 295 605 210 260 140
. glén3ports ........ 1.150 490 65 235 190 660 475 185 Negl.
Exports. ....... 1,570 820 115 415 290 755 265 305 185
Imports. ... 1,200 430 50 185 195 770 580 190 Negl.
Exports........ 1,750 710 100 315 295 1,040 415 350 270
Imports. .. ... 1,470 390 60 135 195 1.080 685 395 Negl.

089
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Exports........ 2,035 650
llm rts........ 1,845 515
Exports........ 2,210 585
imports........ 2,035 505
1967:

Exports......... 1,945 485
) Imports. .. ..... 1,950 345
Exports. ....... 1,945 500
imports. . ...... 1,820 340
1969:

Exports......... 2,030 490
Imports........ 1,830 295
1970:

Exports......... 2,045 475
imports....... . 2,175 350
1971:

Exports......... 2,415 585
imports..... ... 2,305 500
1972:

Exports........ 3,055 750
Imports........ 2,775 520

95
110

130
140

110
135

140
135

145
120

160
160

195
250

240
250

225
180

145
175

55
50

35
30
25

20
25

75

135
120

330
215

310
190

320
160

325
145

315
150

295
165

315
160

375
150

1,385
1,330

1,625
1,530

1,460
1,605

1,445
1,480

1,540
1,535

1,570
1,8: L

1,830
1,805

2,305
2,255

575
920

715
1,140

635
1,345

620
1,250

685
1,245

675
1,555

810
1,430

1,065
1,670

455
405

510
385

515
260

500
230

515
290

525
265

575
370

715
580

355

310
Negl.

325
Negl.

340
Negl.

370
5
445
5
525
5

1 Exports are f.c.b. and imports c.i.f.
Source: U.S. Department of Commerce.:

* Including data far Yugoslavia, Mongolia, Cuba, and Aibania.
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TABLE 20.—U.S. FOREIGN TRADE WITH EASTERN EUROPE,
THE U.S.S.R., AND CHINA'

[In millions of U.S. dollars]

U.S. exports U.S. imports

Eastern ' Eastern

Europe U.S.S.R. China Europe U.S.S.R. China
1950. ... ... 259 0.8 45,7 42.2 38.3 146.5
1851........ 2.8 1 0 36.3 27.5 46.5
1952 .. ... 1.1  Negl. 0 22.7 16.8 27.7
1953........ 1.8 Negl. 0 25.6 10.8 .6
1954... ... .. 59 .2 Negl 30.5 119 2
1955........ 6.7 .3 Negl 38.8 17.1 2
1956........ 7.4 3.8 0 40.8 24.5 2
1957........ 81.6 4.6 Negl 44.5 16.8 1
1958........ 109.8 3.4 Negl 45,0 17.5 2
1959........ 81.9 7.4  Negl. 52.2 28.6 2
1960. 1549 39.6 0 58.2 22.6 3
1961........ 87.9 45.7  Negl. 57.8 23.2 4
1962........ 105.1 20.2  Negl. 62.5 16.3 2
1963...... .. 143.9 22.9 Negl 60.2 21.2 3
1964 ... ... .. 193.5 146.4 Negl 77.7 20.7 5
1965........ 94.8 45.2 Negl. 94.7 42.6 5
1966........ 155.8 41.7 Negl. 129.0 49.6 A
1967........ 134.9 60.3 Negl. 135.7 41.2 2
1968........ 157.3 57.7 0 140.0 58.5 Negl.
1969........ 143.7 105.5 0 144.0 51.5 Negl.
1970........ 2349 1187 0 153.5 72.3 Negl.
1971........ 2222 162.0 0 165.8 57.2 4.9
1972........ 271.5 546.8 60.2 225.0 95.5 32.3
1973........ 606.3 1,190.3 689.6 304.7 2139 64.0

! Exporis are f.2.s. and imports are f.0.b.
Source: U.S. Department of Commerce.
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TABLE 21.—U.S. AND MAJOR FOREIGN COUNTRIES' EXPORTS
AND IMPORTS IN RELATION TO GROSS NATIONAL PRODUCT

[Percent of GNP)

Country 1960 1966 1968 1970 1971 1972
EXPORTS
United States............ 41 40 40 44 4.1 4.3
Canada................... 148 168 19.1 199 19.2 19.4
European Community!... 155 158 16.7 182 186 188
................... 11.4 102 10.1 123 127 133
Federal Republic of Ger-
many ................... 16.1 164 184 183 179 18.0
...................... 10.8 12.6 135 14.2 149 15.7
United Kingdom ......... 14.7 13.8 149 159 16.4 159
Japan.................... 96 96 9.0 98 106 9.7
IMPORTS
United States............ 30 34 38 4.1 43 48
Canada................... 15,1 164 173 165 169 18.1
Europaan Community*... 155 16.1 16.1 18.2 18.3 18.0
rance................... 7105 11.0 11.0 13.0 13.1 13.6
Federal Republic of Ger-
many ................... 143 14.7 15.1 160 158 15.6
taly.. ... 140 135 13.6 16.1 15.7 163
United Kingdom......... 18.1 15.6 183 179 17.6 18.2
Japan ................... 106 94 90 96 87 80
1 Original 6 member countries.
Source: U.S. Department of Commerce.
23
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U.S. BALANCE OF PAYMENTS TRENDS *

TABLE 22.—U.S. CURRENT ACCOUNT BALANCE*
[in billions of U.S. dollars)

1950...................... —2.111962
1951...................... 0.311963
1952............... ... -0.211964
1953, -1.9]1965
1954...................... —0.3|1966
1955.. ...l -0.3]1967
1956...................... 1.7]11968
1957, 3.6{1969
1988...................... Negl.| 1970
1989...................... -2.1{1971
1960...................... 1.8/1972
1961...................... 3.1{1973*

......................

......................

......................

......................

......................

......................

......................

....................

! Includes merchandise, services, private remittances, and government transfers.

TABLE 23.—U.S. BASIC BALANCE
[in blilions of U.S. dollars]

1 Preliminary.

1950.................... -3.2
1951.................... -3|1
1952.................... -~1.6]1964
1953.................... -2.6
1954.................... -9
1955.................... -~1.3
1956.................... 3.0
1957.................... —.311969
1958.................... -~3.5
1959.................... -4.3
1960.................... -1.2
1961l Negl.

....................

....................

...................

....................

....................

....................

....................

....................

....................

....................

..................

3
a

U oOoRWNO—WO

NN RV R

! Preliminary; seasonally adjusted.

TABLE 24.—U.S. BASIC BALANCE TRENDS: MERCHANDISE
[In biillons of U.S. dollars]

1950.........0.cnin 1.111962......................
1951..................... 3.111963......................
1952, 2611964.....................
1983, 1.4[1965......................
1954, 26/1966......................
1965, 29[1967.................on
1966...............ccus e 4811968:.....................
1957 ..o 6.3[1969......................
1988, 351970l
1989, ... L1(1971.........oiits
1960...................... 4911972................... ..
1961...................... 56(1973 ' ...l

NoNbhooopomivg

L
=Y. INTNY

t Preliminary data.

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce.
24
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TABLE 25.—U.S. BASIC BALANCE TRENDS: SERVICES
{in billions of U.S. dollars]}

Net
Travel and

Royalties passenger Investment

and fees fares income Other! Total
1950.... ... .. .. 0.3 -0.4 1.2 -0.2 0.9
1951 ... . ... .3 -.3 1.5 -2 1.3
1952. 3 -4 1.4 -2 1.2
1953.. ..., ... 4 -4 1.4 -5 9
1954 ... .. ... 4 -5 1.8 -5 1.2
1955.... ... 4 —-.6 2.0 -4 14
1956..... . .. 5 -7 2.1 -4 1.5
1957. 5 -7 2.2 -3 1.7
1988...... ... .6 -8 2.2 -8 1.2
1859........ ... .6 -9 2.2 -7 1.2
1960.. . ... .. .. 8 -1.2 2.3 -5 14
1961..... ... .. 8 -1.2 2.9 -.6 1.9
1962. ... ... ... 1.0 -14 3.3 -7 2.2
1963......... ... 1.1 -1.5 3.3 -7 2.2
164.. . ... .. 1.2 -1.4 3.9 -7 3.0
1865......... .. 1.4 -1.5 4.2 -8 3.3
1966......... .. 1.5 —-1.5 4.1 -8 3.3
1967 ......... ... 1.7 —-2.0 4.5 -1.0 3.2
1968..... ... ... 1.8 -1.7 4.8 -1.2 3.7
1969. ... ..... ... 2.0 ~2.0 4.4 -1.1 3.3
19706............ 2.3 -2.3 4.5 -1.1 34
1971, ........... 2.6 =25 59 -1.2 4.8
1972 . ... ... 2.8 -3.0 5.6 -5 4.9
1973:........ .. 3.2 -2.8 7.6 -1.5 6.5

! Including private remittances.
1 Preliminary data.

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce.
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TABLE 26.—U.S. BASIC BALANCE TRENDS: GOVERNMENT
[in billions of U.S. dollars)

Military Foreign aid Total
1950................... -0.6 -~3.6 —-4.2
1951 .................. -1.3 -2.9 -4.2
1962, .................. -2.0 -2.5 —4.5
1953................... —-2.4 -2.1 —-4.5
1954 .. .. ... ... ... —2.5 -1.6 —-4.1
1955................ ... 2.7 -2.2 -49
1956................... 2.8 =24 -5.2
1957 ... ......... ... 2.8 —-2.6 —5.4
1958................... -3.1 -2.6 -5.7
1959................... -2.8 —-2.2 -5.0
1960................... 2.8 —-2.6 -5.4
1961................... —-2.6 -2.8 -5.4
1962................... —-2.4 2.8 -5.2
1963................... -2.3 -3.1 -5.4
1964................... -2.1 -3.2 -5.3
1965................... -2.1 -3.3 -5.4
1966................... -2.9 -3.4 -6.3
1967................ ... -3.1 —4.2 -7.3
1968................... -3.1 -39 -7.0
1969................... -3.3 -3.6 -6.9
1970................... -3.4 -3.8 -7.2
1971, ... -2.9 -4.4 -7.3
1972 .................. —-3.6 -3.5 -7.1
1973 ... —-2.4 -3.8 —6.2

! Preliminary data.
Source: U.S. Department of Commerce.-
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TABLE 27.—U.S. BASIC BALANCE TRENDS: PRIVATE CAPITAL
[In billions of U.S. dollars]

Foreign,

long-term

U.S. long- direct
term  investment Net total
direct in the Net private
investment United portfolio foreign
abroad States  investment capital
1950.............. -0.6 0.1 -0.3 -1.0
1981.............. -5 1 -2 -7
1952.............. -9 1 -1 -9
1953.............. -7 2 2 -3
1954.............. -7 1 -1 -7
1956........... .. -8 2 2 -7
1956.............. -2.0 2 -.1 -=2.0
1957.............. -2.4 2 -2 -2.9
1988.............. -1.2 1 -1.2 -2.5
1959 ............ '-1.4 -2 _02 -1n6
1960.............. -1.7 1 -4 =2.1
1961.............. -1.6 1 -4 -2.2
1962.............. -1.7 .1 -8 -2.6
1963.............. -2.0 —Negl. -8 -3.4
1964.............. -2.3 —Negl. -8 -4.5
1965.............. —-3.5 1 -1.1 —-4.6
1966.............. -3.7 1 4 -2.6
1967.............. -3.1 3 -2 -2.9
1968.............. -3.2 3 3.2 1.2
1969.............. -3.3 .8 1.6 -0.1
1970...~....... .. —-4.4 1.0 1.2 -~1.4
1971.............. —-4.9 -1 1.3 —-4.4
1972.............. -3.4 2 3.7 -0.2
1973'............. —-4.0 1.9 3.8 0.9

! Preliminary; seasonally adjusted.
Source: U.S. Department of Commerce.
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Table 28. US Basic Balance by Ares, 1972!

Billios US 8
Devel- Iaterpational
Other oping Organisations
Devel Coun- Communist aad
Global? EC Japan Canads  oped tries Countnies Uoasllocated
Trede
Bspoets. ........ ... ... 48 8 118 12.6 4.8 13.9 0.9 ...
lmports........ ~53.7 -12.6 -9 ~14.4 4.4 -8 0.4 ..ol
Nt Trade. . e -6 9 -0.8 -4.1 -1.8 0.8 -09% 08 ...
Servncar (Nn-lhhurﬂ
Investmeot Income Receipta. ... .. . 10.8 3.0 0.4 20 1.0 49 ... 0.3
Investment focome Paymeots. .. ..... . ~87 -27 -0% ~-0.6 -1.0 -03 -0.2
Not [nsestment Income. ... .. . s$.1 -07 -0.8 1.4 . L) 0.3
Travel locome. ... . .. .... . 3.4 0.5 0.2 10 03 1.4 . .
Travel Expenditures. ... .. .. ....... -~6.4 -1.8 -0.2 -1.0 -1 -21 .
Net Travel. . . e e ~-3.0 -1.3 .. . -¢8 08 . . ... .
Royalties sad l‘m Net... ... 2.8 0.8 0.4 0.4 04 0.8
Other Services sod Pnnu m-mm.
Net.. . -0.8 -0.2 012 -03 -0.3 -0} 0.1 -0.2
Nt Non-Mrlsiary Services Baiancs . . . 43 -1.4 01 1.8 -07 4.8 0.1 0.1
Governmeni (M ilitary and Porersgn Aid)
Military Sales........ ..., .. 1.2 0.3 L . 0.2 08 ... ... e
Military Expeaditures. . .. ...... . . -4.7 -19 -0 -0.2 -0.3  -1.8 . L
Neot Mintary. . . -3.8 -1.8 -0 -012 -0.1 ~0.9 R Cee e e
GovmmcGruu uuluduu umwy) -312 PN . T B2 5 N -0.3
Goverameat Loog-Term Canital Fiows. -1.3 . . 01 -1.1 -0.1 -0.1
NetForeign Aid .. ... . . ... .. ~-3.5 . . .. =01 =30 -0.1 -0.4
N Government . . . . . .. ... -70 -1 -08 -0.2 -0.2 -39 -0.1 -0.4
Prisele Leng-Term Capial
US Direct lavestment Abrosd ... ... -3.4 -1.0 -012 -0 4 -0.5 -0.9% 4 -0.4
Forsign Direct lovestmant 1o US.. . .. 0.2 ~0.1 . 0.1 0.1 . . .
Net Porrfolio avestments. . . 317 3.0 0.2 -0.7 1.3 -0.2 A 0.2
Other Loag-Term Private Coptnl ~0.7 0.1 0.3 -0.2 * -1 . .
Nat Leng-Term Prisass Coputal Flowe...  -0.2 3.0 0.3 -1 1.0 -~2.2 . -0.1
e mam  LeMeAe i LeALELE  Leeie e
BASIC BALANCE.... . ... . ....... -9.8 -1.7 -43 -1.6 -0.3 -2 0.4 0.4

¢ Less than $50,000,000.
1 May oot add due to rounding.
§ Gichal deta are preliounary and others sstimates.

Source: Council on International Economie Policy Annual Report, February 1974,
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Table 29. US Basic Balance by Ares. 1973

Bilios US §

Devel- Internauional

Other  oping Organizations
Devel- Coun- Communist and

Global EC Japas Canads oped i Countries CUnsllocated

Trode
Esports. . ...... . . . 89 9 16.7 8.4 15.4 8.7 200 27
Imports. .. .. . -89 1 -18 4 ~-97 ~17.2 ~5.8 -20.4 -08
Net Trede. . - . . 08 13 -13 -1.8 0.9 -0 4 2.1
Sermees ( Non-Miivary)
Iavestment Income Receipts . . 16 2 30 0.7 25 14 8.1 . 0.8
Iavestment {acome Paywments . -8 6 -42 -11 -08 -7 -08 . -02
Net lavestment Income. E 74 -12 -04 =17 -0.3 7. . 03
Travel lncome . ... . 42 0.7 04 1.1 0.4 16 .
Traval Expeaditures .. R . ~-7.0 -21 -02 -11 -1t -2 ~-0.1 -01
Net Teavel. . i .. -28 -1 4 0.2 . ~07 ~-0.7 ~01 -0.1
Royalties and ho ‘Ju . 32 12 0.5 0.4 0.4 0.7 L
Other Services and Private Remittances
Net.... . .. ... ... -1 8 -02 [ -0.3 -02 ~0.6 . -0.3
Net Now-Milvary Sermees Balance (3] -18 04 18 -083 6.9 -0.1 -0.1
Goversment Milsiary snd hm'- Al
Military Sales .. . . 22 04 . 0.1 04 3
Miliary Expondnum . . -4.6 -3.2 -0.8 ~0.2 -0.3 -1
Net Military .. . -2 4 ~-18 -08 -0.1 0.1 02 ... .. NS N
Govuu-oanmntad\mumhwﬂ -22 . . e -2.0 . ... ... -0.2
Goveroment loag-Term Capital Flows -18 . o8 . . . -0.1 ~1.86 ~0.4 -0.1
Net Forega AM......... e e -3.8 . oe . ... . -0.1 -36 -04 -0.3
N Goveramend. .. .. PP . -8 2 -1.8 -0 -0 ... -3.4 -0.4 -0.3
Private Long-Term Caprial
US Dwrect lovestaent Abroad . . -4.0 -21 -0 -03 -08 -07 . -0.3
Foreign Direct lovestment 1o US . 1.9 08 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.6 . .
Net Portfolio [nvestments. . 33 1.6 0.7 ~0.2 1.3 . . 0.4
Other Losg-Term Private Cuplul -08 . 0.3 -0.1 ¢ -07 ~-0.3 .
Net Long-Term Prisate Copual Flows . [N ] 0.3 11 -0.8 1.6 -0.8 -0.3 0.1
i Lmcam e SAAAD M o
BASIC BALANCE.. ....... . ... .. 2.0 -1.8 . -0.6 11 3.4 1.3 -0.4

® Leas than $30,000,000.
1 Estimated. May not add due 1o rounding.

Souree: Council on International Economic Policy Annusl Report, February 1974.
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Table 30. US Bat of Pay ts S y by Area®
European Othar
Global Community Japan Conade Develoged
1972 3 172 1973 1972 3 1972 973 1972 73
Faports “ma ®me 1Ix 187 10 8¢ 126 154 ‘e 67
Imporis 887 o1 126 154 e 7 -tae 72 (X} EY}
Net Trade [ o on 13 41 -3 [ICTEEE N 02 o9
Muitary Seles 12 22 o3 [X] - 4 . o1 oz 04
Mihtary Kxpenditures 7 [X) e 22 ox -08 -012 0z -983 -o03
N Mlstary 38 -24¢ 1e 15 +07 0% -02 [ 3] o1 o1
Investaent 1ncome Receipta 40 "s 28 40 (X} on 24 29 s [X]
Investment laoume Paymenta et 88 -28 42 [ X) (I} 07 o 10 [
Nt [nvastment Income 7% 00 . 02 03 o3 [ 290 o3 -
Travel lncome 34 42 0 [ %4 02 oa 1o [N o3 [ X}
Tavel Expenditurve X 7o 18 21 07 6132 io N 1 1
Net Traeet . -s0 28 -1 [} . 02 . . o8 -07
Other Bervioms Net X} [ 2] o1 01 o3 o8 - 02 [ 3] 02
BALANCE ON GOODN AND BERVICER 48 83 3¢ -20 8 17 -03 o1 o3 03
Romittances . 18 ‘te . [ ] . . [N o1 03 o3
UB Guvernment Granta (exdludiag miditary ) -22 22 . . . . . . . .
BALANCE ON CURRENT ACCOUNT -84 27 $7 21 o 17 o4 02 LY} 02
US Goversment Capitel Flows 13 1e - . - os - . [N} [
UR Direet Investmant Abrosd. 24 t0 1o 21 02 9) 04 o3 (] os
Forugn Direct [nvestment in US 012 19 o1 o8 4 02 (3} o1 01 o2
Net Portfolio favestoents 37 38 30 16 o012 67T -07 02 13 13
Uthor Loag Torm Private Capltal® -97 -on8 LR . o3 o3 [ ¥ [ B} . -
Net Lang Term Prevats Copstai Finee -02 [} ] 20 U} ] o3 1t [N 03 1o Vo
BABIC BALANCE . en 20 17 1. 3 . 16 o8 LR [
Allecations of SDR» . o7
Privata fhort Term Flows, -1 8 0
Errorn and Ominsioon. 31!
NET LIQUIDITY BALANCE ~13 9 ‘0
Capital - 38 -1 e
- 103 50
Paday not add due » d 1973 figures d (based on th o & yuur data;

2Awtrelia, New Zeahad, Bouth Afrie sad other Western Europe

<

¥1ngude Uransactiom with shipping companies operating uader the flage of Honduras, Liberm and Pasama
¢ Yachudes changes W claions on o finbilition 1o private (oreignem reported by UN banks and changes is inans or sther long tarm clnims or habiditun of UH nonbanking concerss 10 forvigaern other than foreige

affilintes

Source: Council on International Economic Policy Annual Report, February 1974.

Developng
Conntries
w2 W
1319 o
B X
09 o4
oe i3
-1 s [N
e 02
63 L3
(X} os
59 %2
1 1e
212 213
ox o7
04 o6
39 19
1 [
1e 20
(X7 s
1 16
o9 o7
. oe
[ ¥3 .
i 07
22 os
2 24

Communmt
Cauntens
1972 3
09 27
o4 a6
o8 2
. .
. -
- .
. -
01
L ¥
- .
o5 20
. .
. .
os 20
o1 04
. .
. .
. .
. 03
* o3
L} 3

Billson UB 8
Intmpational
Orgaaiation and
Unaliceated *
1972 1973
058 os
-032 ~02
c3 o3
. .
. o1
. o1
02 03
o1 -0
. -
03 02
-02 03
o1 -0t
o4 ~0.3
. .
02 (X}
. .
-0t [}
04 04

069



1€

Table 31. Free World Countries: Value of Oil Imports
Billion US § c.i.f.

1973 1974 Increase

Estimated Projected ! 1974/1973
Total. . ... 46.2 120.0 73.8
United States. .. ...................... 9.3 25.0 15.7
Western Europe. . ..................... 22.2 55.5 33.3

Of which:

West Germany.................... 5.2 12.0 6.8
France........................... 3.9 10.7 6.8
United Kingdom. . ................ 3.8 9.5 5.7
Italy.... ... ... ..l 3.4 9.1 5.7
Japan.... ... 6.6 18.0 11.4
Canada.............................. 1.3 4.0 2.7
Others. .. ............................ 6.8 17.5 10.7

! Assuming that the volume of oil imports will be the same in 1974 as in 1973 and that average
prices in 1974 will be the same as present prices.

Source: Council on International Economic Policy Annual Report, February 1974.
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Table 32. Selected Consuming Countries’ Dependence on Arab Oil*' 1972

Aub O|l
Total Total * Total Saudi Abu
( omumpl.km {mports Arabh Arabia Kuwait Libya traq Dhabi
United States * t6, sm 4,750 850 300 ET 250 100
Peevent . 100 0 179 63 10 31 21
Total Western l“mow 14,200 14,400 9,902 3,573 1.873 1,889 867 300
Percent S 100 0 68 8 M8 130 131 60 z8
laly . . 2,008 2.7 1,834 366 308 21 24
Percent ... 100 0 o 2 ns 137 190 1.0
Franee, . . . P 113 2,304 1,830 408 M2 196 F o4 o
Percent . . L 100 0 7.7 2.9 14 8 %3 121 96
United Kingdom . 2,195 2,087 1,41 8 0 204 70 90
Percent Lo .. 100 0 65 6 2 3 194 14.3 34 X
West Gormany. 2,185 2,082 1,408 380 570 38 .
Peroent .. ) [ M4 183 42 78 19
Netheriands . . 7.7 1,810 1,208 2 82 s
T, 100.0 s ne 6 43 04
Bolgium-Luxembourg . 624 424 208 W7 2
roent . 100 O 482 5 4 33
Spain 700 775 520 %8 66 [ s
Percent . 100.0 o7 4 ™2 8 so 4.9
Portugal. . L4 0 67 32
Peroent .. . .. 100.0 57 3n2 “wo
Other. . ... 2,002 2,168 1,386 587 77 204 12t 52
Parcent 100.0 8.0 71 2 122 38 24
Japan .. 4,800 4,787 2,162 1,067 %3 4 30 200
Porcet .. e 100.0 4 .4 125 0.1 oe 37
Canads e 1,083 730 183 kd 3 3 16 39
Pereent .. . .. .. .. ... .. .. 100.0 2.1 ot e 04 5.2 22 54
v F’m.-db evndooﬂnwinknu
1y axceed rien b Mﬂm the Netherianda tranmhips some crude oil
'UB’W«-«M»&-&.«M"‘ ct basis, Le.. duets from export refinerinn are traced 1o the

Source: Council on International Economic Policy Annual Report, February 1974,

(Mnollnpnm
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228 163 1968
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B 100
s ¢
" 3t
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4.4 42 107
197 1,680
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1 1 "
0.1 12 134

0 other Weat European countrien
soures of the crude oil
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Table 33. US Foreign Trade Trends: Crude Oil
Exports Irmports Net !mports
Trillion Trillion Trillion
Thousand  Btu per  Thousand  Btu per  Thousand  Btu per
Year bpd Year bpd Year bpd Year
1947 ... .l 126 269 268 565 142 296
1948 . 110 228 353 779 244 551
90 191 422 885 332 694
96 201 488 1,029 302 828
79 167 400 1,045 411 878
74 156 575 1,224 501 1,068
55 118 649 1,398 584 1,280
38 78 858 1,380 619 1,302
33 67 781 1,659 748 1,592
79 168 937 2,004 858 1,836
137 204 1,022 2,189 885 1,895
11 25 953 2,011 942 1,986
8 14 964 2,006 956 1,992
8 18 1,019 2,116 1,011 2,088
8 19 1,047 2,200 1,038 2,190
5 10 1,126 2,380 1,121 2,370
5 10 1,132 2,360 1,126 2,350
3 8 1,203 2,469 1,200 2,461
3 6 1,238 2,528 1,235 2,522
5 8 1,225 2,499 1,219 2,491
74 149 1,129 2,317 1,085 2,168
5 10 1,293 2,638 1,288 2,628
3 8 1,408 2,880 1,405 2,872
14 28 1,323 2,716 1,310 2,088
1 2 1,680 - 3,449 1,679 3,447
b4 2,222 4,597 2,222 4,597
1 2 3,220 6,680 3,228 6,078

*Less than 500 bpd.
! Preliminary.

Source: Council on International Economic Policy Annual Report, February 1974.
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Table 34. World Crude Oil Refining Capacity

Yearend 1973
Thousand  Percent of
b/d Total
Total. . ... oo 61,454.0 100.0
Eastern hemisphere . ........ ... 39,017.2 83
Middle East. .. . ... ..... 2,882.2 4
Iean.... .. ... ..... ... 660.0
Kuwait.. ..., NN 646.0
Saudi Arabia............ . 428.3

Turkey......... ........... 305 &
Bahrain. .. ........... ... 250.0

- OO =00 0O - —

.5

.7

N

A

7

1

R 4

Other.... ......... ..... . 592 .4 .9
Afriea.... .......... AP 1,002.2 .8
South Afriea ... ..... e 331.0 5
Egypt........ ... .. ... 180.0 3
Other.. .. ...... . .. .. 581.2 .0
Asia-Pacific. .. ... ... 8,032 7 14.8
JEPAN. . . .. 4,939.8 8.0
Singapore. . ................ 699.6 1.1
Australia. .. ..... . . ... 680.9 1.1
India... ... . ............ 499.1 0.8
Indonesia. ... .. . P 427.7 0.7
South Korea. .. e 420.0 0.7
Other. ... ...... .. 1,265.8 2.1
Western Eutope .\.... ... ... 18,110.1 20.5
Ttaly.... ... .... ... . ... 3,882.0 6.3
France. ............... . 3,140.0 5.1
West Germany... . ..... . 2,825.7 4.6
United Kingdom. . ... Lo 2,762.1 4.5
Netherlands ........... .. 1.825.5 3.0
Spain. ... 1,163.0 1.9
Belgium..... ....... ...... 816.7 1.3
Greece . .. 313.6 0.5
Sweden ................... 248.0 0.4
Denmerk................... 226.5 0.4
Austria. ... . L 220.0 0.4
Fioland.. ................. 196.0 0.3
Noeway.........coovvnnn.. 168.0 0.3
Switserland............. ..., 140.0 0.2
Portugal. . ................. 110.0 0.2
Ireland.................. ... 58.0 0.1
Cyprus..................... 15.0 Negl
Communist countries. ....... .. 8,000.0 13.0
UBSR...........oovvvnninn 6,500.0 10.6
Eastern Europe. .. .......... 1,500.0 2.4
Western hemisphere. .. .......... 22,436.8 38.5
North America................ 15,796.1 25.7
United States. .. ............ 13,383.0 21.8
Canads. ............ .. .... 1,788.1 2.9
Mexico..............onnl 625.0 1.0
Bouth Ameries.............. . 6,640.7 10.8
Venesuels. ... ............. 1,531.6 2.5
Netherlands Antilles. ... .. .. 945.0 1.8
Brasil.. ................... 791.8 1.3
Argentina. . ................ 623.¢ 1.0
Yirgin lslands... ... ceseanes 590.0 1.0
Bshamas. .................. 500.0 0.8
Trinidad and Tobago. . ...... 461.0 0.8
Other...........o.covunn.. 1,197.7 1.9

Source: Council on International Economie Poliecy Annual Report, February 1974.
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Table 35. Venezuelan Crude Oil Prices
Percent
Increase
*US 8§ per Barrel I Jan 1974
e e e i e o n over

1 Jan 19731 Oct 1973 1Nov 1973 1 Jan 1974 1 Jan 1973

Venesuelan 26° gravity oil

1. Posted price?............. .. 3.094 4.925 6.720 13.670 342
2. Estimated royllly (16-2/3%) ... 0.620¢ 0.6202 0.620t 2,280 .............
3. Production cost . . ... 0810 0.510 0.510 0.510 .............
4. Profit for tax purpoues (1-

[ &2 3 ) ) F 1.964 3.795 5.590 10.880 .............
5 Tax (58%of 4)............... 1.139 2.201 3.242 6.310 .............
6. Government revenue (248).... 1 759 2.821 3.862 8.590 388
7. Oil company cost (3 +6).. ... 2.269 3.331 4.372 9.100 30
8. Estimated oil company profit... 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.500 .. ..........
9. Estimated sales price (fo.b)

(748). . 2,769 3.831 4.872 9.600 - 247
10, Estimated Lunsporulmn cost (w .

US QGulf Coast). .. 0 460 0.460 0.460 0.460 .............
11. Estimated sales price (c if) ((o

USGulf Coast)............. 3.229 4.201 5.332 10 060 212

' Including a short-haul freight premium,.

t These royalties were derived using a complex formula using the price of Texas crude. In No-
vember the ofl companies agreed to apply the royalty to the Venesuelan posted price. 8ome of the
newer concessions pay 20% or 21% royalties.

Table 36. Libyan Crude Oil Prices

Percent
Increase
US 8 per Barrel I Jan 1974

o e e i e o e e over

1Jan 19731 Oct 1973 1Nov 1973 1Jan 1974 | Jan 1073

Libyan 40° gravity oil

1. Posted price.................. 3.770 4.088 8.925 18 768 318
2. Royalty (12-1/2% ol 1). ...... 0.471 0.588 1.118 1978 .
3. Production cost............ .. 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300 .............
4. Profit for tax purposes (1-

(243)).o 2.999 3.802 7.509 13.497 ........ ...,
5. Tax (55% of 4)............... 1.649 2.091 4.130 7.423 ..... Nesraven
6. Retroactive payment'......... 0.100 0.100 0.100 0.100 .............
7. Government revenue (2+5+6).. 2.220 2.717 5.346 0.494 328
8. Oil company cost (3+7)....... 2.520 3.077 5.646 9.704 289
9. Estimated oil company profit.. 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.500 .............
10. Estimated sales price (f.0.b.)

(B49) ... 3.020 3.577 6.1468 10.204 24}
11. Estimated transportation cost?

(to the US East Coast)...... 0.650 0.650 0.850 065 . ...........
12, Estimated sales price (c.if.) (to .

the US East Coast).......... 3.670 4.227 6.796 10.944 198

! During negotiations in the spring of 1871, the Libyans demanded substantial retroactive pay-
ment for their oil. Rather than make a large lump-sum payment the companies sgreed to & per-
manent increase of US $0.10 per barrel.

3 Using tankers rates of Worldscale 100.

Source: Couneil on International Economic Policy Annual Report, February 1974.
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Table 37. Nigerian Crude Oil Prices

\ . Percent
Increase
US 8 per Barrel 1 Jan 1974
e e e over

1Jan 1973 1 Oct 1973 1Nov 1973 1Jan 1974 1 Jan 1973

Nigerian 34° gravity oil

i. Posted price.........o.o...... 3.561 4.287 8.404 14.690 313
2. Royalty (12-1/2% of 1)........ 0.445 0.536 1.060 1.836 .............
3. Productioncost............... 0.350 0.350 0.350 0.350 ......iiiuinn
4. Profit for tax purposes (I-

(CRX )} F 2.766 3.401 7.004 12.504  .............
5. Tax (56% of 4)............... 1.521 1.871 3.852 6.877 ... ...l
6. Harbortax................... 0.020 0.020 0.020 0,020 ............. .
7. Government revenue (2+5-+6). 1.986 2.427 4.922 8.734 340
8. Oil company cost (3+7)........ 2.336 2,177 | 65.2712 9.084 289
9. Estimated oil company profit... 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.800 .............
10. Estimated sales price (f.0.b.) 4

8+9)........ e 2.836 3.277 5.772 9.584 238
11. Estimated transportation cost (to

USGuif Copst)............. 0.670 0.870 0.670 0.670 .............
12. Estimated sales price (c.if.) (to

US Guif Coast). ............ 3.506 3.947 6.4? , 10.254 192

Table 38, Persian Gulf Crude Oil Prices!

Peroent

Incréase
US § per Barrel 1 Jan 1974
over
1Jan 1973 1 Oct 1973 1Nov 1973 1 Jan 1874 1 Jan 1973

Saudi Arabian 34° gravity oil

1. Posted price....... [N 2.591 3.011 5.176 11.651 350
2. Royalty (12-1/2%of 1)........ 0.324 0.376 0.647 1.456  .............
3. Productioncost............... 0.100 0.100 0.100 0.100 ....... e
4. Profit for tax purposes(1-(2+3). 2.167 2.535 4.429 10096 ........... “
5. Tax (56% of 4).............. 1.192 1.394 2.436 5.6562 ....... RPN
6. Government revenue (2+5).... 1.518 1.770 3.083 7.008 362
7. Oil company cost (3+86)..... 1.616 1.870 3.183 7.108 340
8. Estimated oil company profit..  0.500 0.500 0.500 0.800 .............
9. Estimated sales price (f.0.b.) .

((R 2 ) PPN 2.116 2.370 3.683 7.608 260
10. Estimated transportation cost?

(to US Gulf Coast).......... 1.480 1.480 1.480 1.480 ........... N
11. Estimated sales price (c.if.) (to . .

US Guif Coast)............. 3.596 3.850 5.183 9.088 153

1 Price increases shown are for 8audi Arabian light crude oil 34° API gravity. Saudi light is used
as the benchwork Tor Persian Gulf crude because it is the largest single type of crude oil produced
there and represents a good average between higher priced low-sulfur crude and lower priced heavier
oil.

t Using tanker rates of Worldscale 100.

Source: Council on International Economic Policy Annusl Report, February 1974,
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Table 39. Price Structure for Selected Crude Oils, 1 January 1974
(See also oil price tables in Apperndix B)

US $ per Barrel
(34° Crude) (34° Crude) (40° Crude) (26° Crude)
(Saudi Arabian) Nigerian Libyan Venezuelan
Persian Gulf
Posted price® . ..... . . 1165 14.69 15.77 13.67
Productioncost ....... .... 0.10 0.35 030 . 051
Government revenue ... ...... 7.01 8.73 9.49 8.59
Of which:
Royalty ..... ......... 1.46 1.84 197 2.28
Profit tax .. . .... ... 555 6.88 742 6.31
Estimated oil company profits .. 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50
Estimated sales price (fob.) .. 7.61 9.58 10.29 9.60
Estimated transport cost?
(to US Gulf Coast) ..... .. 148 0.67 0.65 046
Estimated sales price (cif.)
(to US Gulf Coast) ..... .. 9.09 1025 10.94 10.06

* Differences in posted prices reflect differences in oil quality and transport costs.

* Transport costs are assumed to be about the same as the average for 1973 (i.e, World-
scale 100).

Source: Council on International Economic Policy Annual Report, February 1974.
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Figure 18

8ource: Council on International Economic Policy Annual Report, February 1974,
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