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TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1962

MONDAY, AUGUST 13, 1862

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

The committee met, pursuant to recess, at 10 a.m., in room 2221,
NeW_dS.enate Office Building, Senator Harry F. Byrd (chairman)
presiding.

Present: Senators Byrd (chairman), Kerr, Smathers, Douglas,
Talmadge, Williams, Carlson, and Curtis.

Also present: Elizabeth B. Springer, chief clerk, and Serge N. Ben-
son, professional staff member. ]

The CHARMAN. The committee will come to order.

The Chair understands that Mr, Peter M. Miranda, of the Indus-
trial Wire Cloth Institute, simply desires to submit a statement ; so, he
will be recognized.

Mr. Miranda.

STATEMENT OF PETER M. MIRANDA, SECRETARY, INDUSTRIAL
WIRE CLOTH INSTITUTE

Mr. Miranpa. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my
name is Peter M. Miranda. I am secretary of the Industrial Wire
Cloth Institute. The institute maiatains its offices at 630 Third Ave-
nue in New York City.

A statement has been prepared and submitted on behalf of the in-
stitute in opposition to H.R. 11970, and it is sincerely felt that a
review of this statementswill justify the institute’s position. I sin-
cerely request that you review the statement, and thank you.

The CuairMaN. Thank you very much, sir; your statement will be
inserted in the record and be read by the members of the committee.

(The prepared statement referred to follows:)

STATEMENT, SUPPLEMENTING ORAL PRESENTATION OF PETER M, MIBRANDA, ON BE-
HALF OF THE MEMBERSHIP OF THE INDUSTRIAL WIRE CLOTH INSTITUTE

This statement, on behalf of the Industrial Wire Cloth Institute and its
members, is being submitted in opposition to H.R. 11970 as it has emerged from
the House of Representatives. The institute represents 20 domestic weavers of
all grades of industrial wire cloth, from some 11 different States. A list of
membership and location of the principal manufacturing (weaving) facilities
for each is attached as appendix A. These members weave upward to 85 percent
of all domestic productlon of industrial wire cloth.

Industrial wire cloth is designa as to noménclature in classification of
imports, schedule A, commodity numbers 6100-140, 6100-150, and 6100-160;
paragraph 318 of the Tariff Act of 1930.

1643



1644 TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1962

The institute has been in existence for approximately 30 years and diligently
has collected statistics on domestic sales for its members in a very detailed
manner. The institute was formed soon after the enactment of the Tariff Act
of 1930 and, therefore, the statistical data gathered from the members on ship-
ments of industrial wire cloth can be compared closely to the FT-110 reports
g‘())gl- lté)(;s Bureau of Census for commodity numbers 6100-140, 6100-150, and

For example, under the Tariff Act of 1930, the rate of duty for woven wire
cloth was a mesh finer than 90 wires to the lineal inch (schedule A, commodity
number 6100-160) was established at 50 percent ad valorem. The importation
o fthis classification of products was minimal up to and including 1947. In
1048, at Geneva, under the authority of the General Agreements on Tariffs and
Trade (GATT), our negotiators granted a concession in this classification from
50 percent ad valoren: to 80 percent ad valorem. In 1948, after this concession,
the deluge of imports started. The share of the total U.S. market supplied by
domestic weavers decreased from 100 percent in 1947 to 97 percent in 1948:
95 percent in 1949 ; 86 percent in 1950 ; and 79 percent in 1951.

In 1952, at the Torquay Conference, our negotiators again saw fit to grant
further concessions, from 30 percent ad valorem to 25 percent ad valorem, al-
though it should have been quite obvious that the then existing rate of 30
the continuance of this segment of our industry. Since 1952 the domestic weavers
?ﬁre of the total U.S. market has decreased significantly and shockingly, as

ollows :

Percent Percent
............................. k(] 49
______ a3 38

_______________ 74 33
_____________________________ 0o 27
_____________________________ 50 | 28

and, for the first 6 months of 1962, imports have increased thelr share of the
total U.S. market to 80 percent, leaving only 20 percent for domestic weavers.
(Please refer to exhibit B attached for bar chart analysis of the above.)

An investigation by this committee will reveal that the micronic meshes uti-
lized in the construction and operation of our missile program are available
from domestic sources but are purchased almost exclusively from foreign
sources. It is inconceivable that legislation would permit the elimination
of an industry which could be so vitally connected with the missile program.

A trend similar to that shown on exhibit B for 90 mesh or finer (com-
modity No. 6100-160) can be shown in reference to commodity No. 6100-150
for industrial wire cloth woven in meshes 31 to 90 per lineal inch, which
rate of duty was established by the Tariff Act of 1930 at 40 percent ad valorem
and has been negotiated downward, through Geneva and Torquay, to a
$0.02125 per square foot duty with a minimum of 10 percent ad valorem.
This segment of the industry is not only vulnerable to imports but is “there
for the taking” by foreign weavers. (Please refer to exhibit C attached for
bar chart analysis of the above.)

The only classification of industrial wire cloth that has not been significantly
affected 18 schedule A, commodity No. 6100-140. This, though, it not neces-
sarily the fact because the classification encompasses a multitude of products
from industrial wire cloth to insect wire screening to hardware cloth to poultry
netting, ete. Ip some sense it could be called a basket classification because
of the nature of the products involved. .

This industry vehemently objects to the current bill H.R. 11970 which is be-
fore this committee for consideration. It is quite obvious to this industry that
under this bill we could be classified as ‘“an expendable industry” and could
be counted within the number of the 800 firms to go out of business during the
next 5 years. . ’

Even though section 7 of the legislation in effect today (the Trade Agree-
ments Extension Act of 1951, as amended) has not afforded our industry the
pecessary safeguards for effective escape clause action, it at least presents the
mechanism and forum for recourse. Our problem in this Industry has been, his-
torically, the inability to satisfy the definition of a segment of an industry
affected. On the surface the injury caused by imports of 90 mesh or finer
should be more than suficient to Justify escape clause rellef, but because of the
{nability to segregate that segment of our industry, we have not been able to
obtain this relief.
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This industry, with its entire operating facilities of manpower and capital
equipment, Is geared to perforin one manufacturing function and only one—
the weaving of wire cloth. Title III of H.R. 11970 would almost certainly cause
immediate extinction of this industry if applied. No amount of “adjustment as-
sistance” can possibly alter this fact. The equipment utilized in the manufac-
ture of industrial wire cloth cannot be converted to any other possible use. This
would put a tremendous burden upon the American taxpayer to subsidize tLe
“buring out of existence” of some 20 companies by the Federal Government.
If the present trend continues, in spite of further damage under H.R. 11970,
many more companies will find themselves in a position of complete inability
to compete and will be forced to further expand their manufacturing facilities
in a more economically profitable climate on foreign shores. It would therefore
be extremely probable that the “educated estimate” of the 90,000 workers to be
sacrificed would be a vast understatement.

This industry does not need and further could not possibly avail itself of the
“adjustment assistance’ of title ITI. Without the strengthening and implemen-
tation of escape clause and peril point procedures we will unquegtionably find
ourselves in a very basic economic climate of inability to compete. After
thorough consideration and evaluatir. by members of this industry, it is our
sincere belief that the final adjudicat i of relief should be vested in the hands
of the legislative branch of Government. Procedures should be evolved which
will give the various members of an industry, or the industry as a whole, the
opportunity to present the vit. { facts of existence to a body which will have
the authority to honestly evaluate and implement such findings. 'This cannot
be the hope when the sole authority rests exclusively with the executive branch.

Erven though, as stated previously, under current legislation, regardless of the
limitations and failings of section 7, domestic industry at least has .the mecha-
nism and forum for recourse, And further limitation will be intolerable. Even
today a favorable Tariff Commission recommendation is in no way binding or
obligatory upon the President, as this committee well knows, What more hope
could an industry expect with a further alternative—adjustment assistance? .

It is respectfully and sincerely urged that this committee consider strengthen-
ing and implementing the present eseape clause and peril point procedures within
the framework of the bill before it, in order to encompass small industries such
as ours and to provide safeguards against ruinous inroads by unfair and gov-
ernment subsidized foreign monopolization of the U.S. market. Title I1I—ad-
justment assistance—must be completely eliminated from consideration and the
alternative cannot be presented solely to the executive branch.

APPENDIX A

INDUSTRIAL WIRE CLOTH INSTITUTE

The Cambridge Wire Cloth Co., Cambridge, Md.

The Cleveland Wire Cloth & Manufacturlng Co., 3573 East:78th Street, Cleve-
land, Ohio.

The Colorado Fuel & Iron Corp Pacific Coast Division, 1080 19th Avenue, Oak-
land, Calif.

Hewitt-Robins, Inc., Henderson Road and Queens Drive, King-of-Prussia, Pa.

Ludlow-Saylor Wire Cloth Co., 834 South Newstead Avenue, St. Louis, Mo.

Multi-Metal Wire Cloth Co., 1350 Garrison Avenue, New York, N.Y.

Newark Wire Cloth Co., 351 Verona Avenue, Newarl, N.J.

Star Wire Screen & Iron Works. Ine., 2515 San Fernando Road, Los Angeles,
Calif.

Wickwire Bros., Inc., Cortland, N.X.

G. F. Wright Steel & Wire Co., 243 Stafford Street Worcester, Mass.

Chase Brass & Copper Co., Inc,, Turnpike, Pa.

The Cole-Roscoe Manufacturing Co., South Norwalk, Conn.

The Gllbert & Bennett Manufacturing Co., Georgetown, Conn.

Hoyt Wire Cloth Co., Post Office Box 1577, Lancaster, Pa.

Michigan Wire Cloth Co., 2100 Howard Street, Detroit, Mich.

National-Standard Co., Corbin, Ky.

The John P. Smith Co., Post Office Box 551, Branford, Conn.

The W. 8. Tyler Co., 3615 Superior Aw‘enue, Cleveland, Ohlo.

Wickwire Spencer Steel Division, Colorado Fuel & Iron Corp., Post Office Box
232, Palmer, Mass.
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1648 TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1962

The Cuzairyan. The next witness is Eldred Hill, the commissioner
of Virginia Employment Commission. I want to say I have known
Mvr. Hill for a long time. He is one of the ablest State officials T have
come in contact with and I welecome him as a fellow Virginian to this
committee.

STATEMENT OF J. ELDRED HILL, JR., COMMISSIONER, VIRGINIA
EMPLOYMENT COMMISSION

Mv. L. Thank you, Mr, Chairman, I have prepared a statement
which I have submitted to the clerk for inclusion in the record, and
I will hit the high spots of this presentation.

At the outset I would like to make it clear that I do not appear
here in favor of nor in opposition to the general objectives nor the
tavift provisions of LR, 11970. The provisions to which I address
myself briefly are those which provide for the trade readjustment
allowances.

As I understand the provisions of this bill, allowances or benefits
are to be made available to certain individuals who become unem-
rloyed because the Federal Government has taken deliberate action
in adopting trade ‘policies which adversely affect such individuals.

‘These benefits will be in an amount considerably in excess of those
available to persons eligible for unemployment benefits under State
unemployment insurance laws.

These benefits will also continue considerably beyond the length
of time for which the benefits are payable under the State systems.

This, it seems to me, creates a new Federal unemployment com-
pensation program that is more liberal than any existing State pro-
gram and is (fesigned to favor a very small segment of the Nation's
unemployed.

As an administrator of a State unemployment insurance program,
I have some difliculty in recognizing the need for this preferential
treatment among persons unemployed through no fault of their own.

The State systems of unemployment insurance are designed to com-
pensate covered workers who become unemployed through no fault
of their own. This is true whether the cause of the unemployment
is attributable to the employer’s economic instability, the changing
demand for the services or products involved, automation, domestic
or foreign competition, an act of the Federal Government, an act of
God, or indeed any other cause not involving fault on the part of
the worker himself.

Involuntary unemployment can stem from many causes but in
terms of the mdividual distress that is to be alleviated the cause does
not make one displaced worker any less unemployed than another.

Those who advocate these special benefits apparently see some
S{)Gcial virtue in unemployment that results from Federal action in
the establishment of trade policy. I do not. I fail to see the need
for the establishment of this program of preferential treatment for
one small class of unemployed workers.

Since this bill envisions the payment of these benefits by the State
agencies that now handle unemployment insurance I foresee a great
deal of difficulty in explaining to unemployed workers the wisdom or
the justification for these higher and longer benefits for those that have

’
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been displaced by trade policy than are available to other workers
with identical earnings and work history but whose unemployment
arose out of automation in a defense plant or some other Federal action
which was presumably taken in the national interest. ) .

I fear, too, that the enactment of these special benefits will be in-
terpreted as a congressional indictment of the adequacy of State unem-
ployment insurance systems. . PR

gnemployment that is traceable to the adoption of a given trade
policy is no better or no worse than unemployment that arises from
other causes, and if a Federal system is necessary to alleviate the dis-
tress of this particular species of unemployment, then it will soon be
urged with equally convineing logic that it is necessary for other
types of unemgloyment. o

Once we embark on this course of Federal supplementation of State
benefits, using the flimsy excuse that there is something unique about
the cause of unemployment, we will find no end to causes of unemploy-
ment that are equally as meritorious.

This road has as its terminus a permanent Federal system of unem-
ployment insurance. .

Szate benefit levels are now being applied under Federal law to
unemployment directly caused by the Federal Government. Under
this Federal law State level benefits are paid to laid-off Federal
employees, and to ex-servicemen. I urge this committee not to deviate
from this sound established principle.

There is another very real problem confronting Virginia, and I
suspect a number of States, if the trade readjustment allowances are
enacted as they are presently provided in H.R. 11970,

The Virginia Unemployment Compensation Act contains a pro-
vision which renders an individual ineligible to receive State benefits
if he has received, is receiving or is seeking unemployment benefits
under an unemployment compensation law of another State or of the
United States.

Now, section 331 of the Trade Expansion Act authorizes the Secre-
tary of Labor to enter into aﬁmements with the States for the payment
of the trade readjustment allowances. But subsection (c¢) of section
331 explicitly requires that these agreements must provide that unem-
ployment insurance otherwise payable to these adversely affected
workers will not be denied or reduced for any week by reason of any
right to the trade adjustment allowance.

ow, this section, in my opinion, is contrary to the Virginia statute
and will preclude Virginia from signing any agreement 5)1;1 handling
the pa{ment of trade readjustment allowances or doing anything that
the bill envisioned Virginia doing.

I am advised that Virginia’s statute preventing supplementation
or duplication of unemployment benefits is not unique and it may
be common to a large number of States.

If this is the case, the trade readjustment allowances provided in
H.R. 11970, if they are enacted could not be paid unti! the laws of
such States are amended.

This may further aggravate the preferential treatment among the
unemployed since in some Stgtes even those whose unemployment is
traceable to a trade policy may be precluded from sharing in these
favored benefits.
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I respectfully urge this committee not to pass 11970 in its present
form. I urge the committee to eliminate from the bill those provi-
sions which relate to trade readjustment allowances.

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my prepared statement. There are
two prmcli)al areas of concern to me: %ne is that the trade read-

ustment allowance provisions descriminate among the unemployed.

t sets up a special preferred group, and those who are advocating
and who have sat in this seat and urged this committee to make this
disparity in unemployment benefits between individuals will be the
first to return here soon and argue that this inequity should be elimi-
nated and the people who are at the lower scale should then be
brought up to the higher level.

The second thing that bothers me is that this law as it is presently
drafted will mean there are some States that will not be able to
participate in it unless the State law is amended.

Certainly I cannot speak for the General Assembly of Virginia,
but I can say to you they do not meet again in regular session until
1964, so until that time they would not have the opportunity to con-
sider whether they wanted to change the State law so as to allow our
State to participate in this program, unless a special session is called.

So, basically, my arguments are, first, that the trade readjustment
allowances on their face lead toward a federalized program and they
are philosophically unsound, that they are discrimmatori as amon
the unemployed, and without any justifiable reason and that, second,
they will create a problem in many States in terms of signing agree-
ments to administer them because these provisions, as they are written
arein violation of State laws.

The Cuamrman. Mr, Hill, thank you for a very clear, able state-
ment. How many other States have laws similar to Virginia, would
you think?

Mr. Hrrn. Mr. Chairman, as I read them there are some 40 or 42
States that have similar laws to Virginia’s, although I would not say
every ons of those States would interpret them the same as Virginia.

Some of them may feel that this law does not prohibit them from
entering into these agreements. I wouldn’t presume to speak and say
that there are 42 States that could not sign the agreement.

The Caamyan. But there are quite a number of States—it is clear
in the law they cannot accept this assistance?

Mr. Hirr. There are quite a number of States that it is very clear
to me that they could not do this, Mr. Chairman.

But I do not know what position they will take. I know there has
been a great deal of political influence exerted on the States in an
effort to get them to bypass these laws. "I have a feeling that those
who are advocating this program feel that if the allowances are
enacted the States will wink at their State laws or will interpret
them in a manner so as to be able to get their hands on some of this
Federal money. . i

The CuarrmaN. As I understand your testimony, you regard this
as a wrong step toward federalizing the unemployment insurance pro-

ram,
: Mr. Hirr. I certainly do, sir. _

The CraIrMAN. You know the chairman of the committee has been
opposed in the past and in the future to any federalizing of the pro-

’
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gram the cost of which is borne entirely by the employers in the re-
spective States.

That is correct, isn’t it ¢

Mr. Hrur. Yes, sir.

The CurairaaN. What standards are set forth in this bill to deter-
mine whether or not a certain industry has been injured by imports?

Mr. Hicr. Welly as I understand it, the standards are left up to
the Trade Commission, I believe, to determine whether or not an in-
dustry has been substantially injured, and I am not conversant with
all of the provisions relating to what they are to consider but I under-
stand they are not rigidly written into the law,

The CairMaN. Are there any standards written into the law?

Mr. Hux. Notthat I know of, Mr. Chairman.

The (;HAIRMAN. It is left to the Federal Trade Commission, did
you say

er. HirL. So far as I am advised, I am not familiar with this par-
ticular:

The Crairmax. To set up standards as to whether or not an indus-
try is injured and then a certification would be made to the State
unemployment agency ¢

Mr. Hir, Yes.

The Cuairaan. Of course, that would be accepted. You are as
able a man as I know in this field. Can you imagine what standards
could be set up?

Here is an industry that may have foreign trade or it may not have.
The injury may come from domestic competition instead of from
competition caused by imports.

Mr. Hivr, That is correct.

The CriatryaN. How could a s‘andard be set up to determine that?

Mr. Hirr. 1 think it would be extremely difficult to arrive at any
standard which would definitely prove workable in terms of know-
ing that an individual has been displaced surely by foreign competi-
tion as compared, say, with location of the industry here.

Any number of factors, as I said in my statement, could be re-
sponsible for unemployment.

The Cuamyan. The factors could be inefficient operation or some
company not keeping up ‘with the times, so to speak, or the result of
domestic competition. Could you envision that the damage could
be determined on a percentage basis of 10 percent, 20 percent, 30
percent, or 50 percent?

Mr. Hiwn. I presume this is the way they will do it, I don’t know
how much percentage they would arrive at or how they would arrive
at it,

The CuamraaN. Then take a concrete example. How much would
be added toward the State unemployment compensation?

Mr, Hu. It would depend on the State.

In our State, there could be added the difference between our maxi-
mum amount, say $34, all the wa{) us to $61, depending on the indi-
vidual. It could practically be doubled.

The Cramrman, How long would that continue?

Mr. Hir. And it continues for 52 weeks as compared with our
State duration which continues for 24. And in some instances, under
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the trade adjustment allowances it can continue on up to as high as
78 weeks.

The Cuarraran, There is some provision for retraining those
workers who are thrown out of employment.

Mr. IliLL. Yes, there are some retraining provisions which in my
opinion duplicate those which have already been passed by the Con-
gress in the form of the Manpower Development and Training Act.

The CHatraMaN. What is the maximum tﬁat could come out of the
Federal Treasury, as you see it ?

Mr. Hicr. Well, the maximum——-

The Cr1airyax. Per man.

Mr. Hiru, The individual can receive, as I understand the bill, 65
percent. of the Nation’s average manufacturing wage, which is at the
present time about $61 a week.

The Ciratrytan. Then you would have two different standards.
You would have one—would they get twice as much or three times as
much or what?

My, Hicn, He could get twice or three times as much or even five
times as much, perhaps, as certain individuals in our State, because
we have benefits ranging downward to a much lower figure than
the $34. This is simply our maximum figure. Our minimum runs
down to $12.

The Cuairman. That would be pretty hard to justify, wouldn't
it? In Virginia and other States where unemployment may occur
from some other cause, such as domestic competition in this country,
it would certainly create a good deal of dissatisfaction among those
who get a much lower rate of compensation if the unemployment is
occasicned by a domestic situation,

Mr. HiLr. Certainly so.

The Cuairsmax. That would be an incentive, I imagine for the
movement all through the country to go up to the Federal standards
and just abandon the State standards?

My, Hir, Exactly. I think once we create this disparity between
individuals and it is an inequitable disparity, there will immediately
be pressure to raise those who were left behind up to this level of this
very small group that we now propose to favor under this bill.

The CrairmaN. Well, it may not be such a small group.

Mr. Hicr. When I say small group, I am depending on the Secre-
tary of Labor's figure of 90,000 for 5 years.

'I)‘he CuarMAN. That is a figure of 18,000 a year, isn’t that correct?

Mr. Hin, Yes, sir. )

The CuatryaN. For 3 or 4 years, whatever it may be?

My, Hino., That is true. gut I am comparing 1t with the number
of unemployed we have nationwide and this is a very small propor-
tion. Frankly, I am not sure that these figuies are valid, I simply am
using them because those are the ones that have been submitted by the
Department of Labor.

ut this is a beginning of a favored system for a favored few as
compared with the remaining unemﬁ)loyed. i

The CratrMaN. It seems to me that any long-range estimate of the
unemployment occasioned by the changes in the tariff and the imports
is simply impossible to make, and 18,000 out of how many are em-
ploye({, 60 million, I myself would not favor very much, I would not
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depend on that figure of 18,000, because if there is any damage at all
it will be far more than that, its bound to be, and the framers and
advocates of this bill apparently have thought there would be injury
or there would not have been this provision put in the bill.

Mr. HiLr., That is right.

The CrairdaN, Senator Talmadge?

Senator T.ararapce. I have no questions. Qur director is here and
I expect to ask him questions along the same line.

The CuarMaN. Senator Carlson?

Senator Carrson. Mr. Hill, first I want to commend you for a very
fine statement.

If the Congress should adopt this trade adjustment allowance sec-
tion in the pending legislation, would we not in reality set up two
classes of citizens among the unemployed in our Nation?

Mr. Hiin, Yes, sir. This is the point I had hoped to make.

Senator CarLsoxN. I think you did it very well and it is one which
really concerns me. I don’t see any community where you have both
types of unemployment and payments being received on a basis of 635
percent of the wage, for instance, of the national average, compared
with the wages that—compared with the payments you would receive
in unemployment compensation in the State. We have 26 weeks in
Kansas with a maximum of $44. Under this proposal I can easily
see an individual who was . 2lieved of his employment because of trade
adjustments might get at least $65 and I can see the problems that
would arise between families; there would be some real difliculties, 1
just can’t conceive that our Nation is going to do this but I am not
sure.

My, Chairman, I have a letter here from George Trombold, who is
chairman of the Social Legislation Council of the;iga.nsa.s State Cham-
ber of Comunerce and he discusses this and the views of the Kansas
Chamber and I ask unanimous consent thut this be made a part of
the record.

The Cuamrma~N. Without objection.

(The letter referred to follows:)

Kansas StaTE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE,
Topeka, Kans., August 6, 1962.

Hon. FRANK CARLSON,
U.8. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR CARISON : AS businessmen and employers in the State of Kansas,
we are very much concerned about the trade adjustment allowances for em-
ployees which are proposed as a part of the trade expansion bill, H.R, 11970,
now before the Senate Finance Committee. You will recall our discussion of
this subject when I was in Washington on July 6.

These allowances would, in effect, provide a Federal unemployment conpensa-
tion program which would give workers displaced by the operation of the tariff
act 65 percent of their average weekly earnings up to a maximum of 65 percent
of the national average industrial wage. These benefits would be paid for a
period of 52 weeks with an additional 13 weeks to workers over 60 years of age.
Since the current national average irdustrial wage is {n the vicinity of £95
per week, this would mean a tax free amount of approximately $62 per week
from this source.

As you know, under the Social Security Act of 1935 all States established
unemployment compensatior. divisions to provide weekly benefits to workers
unemployed during & reasonable transition perlod. The benefit amounts and
durations have been geared to the particular needs in the individual States.
and the employers in those States have financed the program through taxes upon
their payrolls. In most States the bonefit period is 28 weeks and the benefit

87270—62—pt. 4—2



1654 TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1962

amount ranges up io 50 percent of the current average wage in covered industry.
It is easy to see that the operation of the trade adjustment provisions of H.R.
11970 would discriminate in favor of those unemployed for a particular reason
even though their individual needs are not different from the needs of workers
unemployed from any other cause. The institution of high Federal bencfits for
a selected group of unemployed people will, we believe, serve to increase the
pressure for the Kederal Government to take over the entire unemployment
compensalion system with great added cost to the taxpayer. -

In Kansas our weekly benefit amount is set by statute at 50 percent of the
average weekly wage in covered industry in the preceding year and {s currently
$44 per week for 26 weeks. This is the benefit level and duration recommended
by the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, yet the amounts pro-
posed in this bill for a favored group would be approximately 50 percent more
per week for twice the perlod of time. We do not believe the Federal Govern-
ment should set up two classes of citizens among the unemployed, all of which
will be, as usual, at the expense of the taxpayer.

We think the State unemployment compensatior. systems should be allowed to
function uniformly with respect to all of the unemployed. We urge you to
oppose the trade adjustment allowance provisions of this bill.

Sincerely yours,
. GEORGE TROMBOLD,

Chairman, Social Legislation Council.

Senator Cortis. Mr, Chairman.

The CrAIRMAN. Senator Curtis.

Senator Curtis. Mr. Hill, is unemployment compensation subject
to the Federal income tax?

Mr, HiLr. No,sir.

Senator Cortis. Is it subject to the State income tax in Virginia?

Mr. Hrrr. Not in our State; no, sir.,

Senator Corris. How much worse off would an individual be dray-
ing 65 percent of his wages free of State and Federal tax, without
oxpense of getting to and from his work, without expense for his
oon meal, and without his expense for work clothes?

Mr. Hmr. He would have practically 100 percent of his take-home
pay during this period of time. Not only that, but the pay is not sub-
ject to attachment or levy by creditors.

Senator CurTis. Are you familiar with the Federal law relating to
unemployment compensation as it was written in the area redevelop-
ment bill?

Mr, Hirr. I have alimited knowledge of it, Senator.

Senator Curtis. How does that work?

Mr, Hitr. Under the Area Readjustment Act the allowances do not
exceed the rate of State benefits. They follow a pattern of State
benefits.

Senator Curtis. Who pays it ?

Mr. Hiur. The State pays these benefits.

Senato» Curtis. Does the Federal Govei iment reimburse them ¢

Mr. Hrr. Yes.

Senator Curtis. So ultimately it comes out of the Federal
Treasury ?

Mr, Hirn, Yes.

Senator Curris. What kind of program do they have in respect to
the manpower retraining?

Mr. Hizr. The same type of program. It follows and it is pat-
terned after State benefits. It is paid by the States but eventually
comes from the Federal Treasury. .
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Senator Curtis. You have made a good appearance here and I
want to thank you.

The CuamrMaN. Thank you very much, Mr. Hill.

(The prepared statement of Mr. Hill follows: )

STaTEMENT oN H.R. 11970 BY J. ELpREp Hirr, JR.,, COMMISSIONER, VIRGINIA
EMPLOYMENT COMMISSION

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I am J. Eldred Hill, Jr., com-
missioner of the Virginia Employment Commission. I appreciate the opportu-
nity to be heard by this committee. My remarks will be brief and limited to
that nortion of H.R. 11970 which provides for trade readjustment allowances.

At the outset I should make it clear I am not appearing in favor of, nor in
opposition to, the general objectives nor tariff provisions of the Trade Expan-
ston Act.

As I understand the provisions of this bill, allowances or benefits are to be
made available to certain individuals who become unemployed because of the
Federal Government’s deliberate actior in adopting trade policies which have
adversely affected such individuals. These benefits will be in an amount con-
siderably in excess of those available to persons eligible for unemployment bene-
fits under the State unemployment insurance systems. These benefits will also
continue considerably beyond the duration for which benefits are payable under
the State systems.

This, it seems to e, merely creates a new Federal unemployment compen-
sation program, more liberal than any existing State program and desigred to
favor a very small segment of the Nation’s unemployed.

As an administrator of a State unemployment insurance program I have dif-
ficulty in recognizing any need for this preferential treatment among persons
unemployed through no fault of their own. The State systems of unemploy-
nient insurance are designed to compensate covered workers who become un-
employed through no fault of their own; and this 1s true whether the cause
is attributable to the employer’s economic instability, a changirg demand for
the services or products involved, automation, domestic or foreign competition,
an act of the Federal Government, an act of God—or indeed apy cause not in-
volving fault on the part of the worker himself.

Involuntary unemployment can stem from many causes but in terms of the
individual distress to be alleviated the cause does not make one displaced
worker any less unemployed than another.

Those who advocate these special benefits apparently see some special virtue
in unemployment resulting from Federal action in the establishment of na-
tional trade policy. I do not. I fail to see the need for the establishment of
this prograim of preferential treatment for one small class of unemployed work-
ers. Since the bill envisions the payment of these benefits by the State agencies
now handling State unemployment insurance I foresee great difficulty in ex-
Maining to unemployed wdrkers the wisdom or justification for higher and
longer benefits for those displaced by trade policy than gre avallable to other
workers with identical earnings and work history but whose unemployment
arose out of automation in a defense plant or some other Federal action pre-
sumably taken in the national interest.

I fear, too, that the enactment of these special benefits will be interpreted as
a congressional indietment of the adequacy of State unemployment insurance
systems.  Unemployment traceable to adoption of a given trade policy is no
better or no worse than unemployment traceable to other causes; and if a Fed-
eral system is necessary to alleviate the distress of this particular species of
unemployment it will soon be urged with equal logic that it i{s necessary for
other types. Once we embark on a course of supplementation of State bene-
fits, using the flimsy excuse that there is something unique about the cause
of the unemployment, we will ind no end to causes of unemployment equally as
meritorious. This road has as its terminus a permanent Federal system of unem-
ployment insurance. State benefit levels are now belng applied under Federal
law to unemployment directly caused by the Federal Government. Under this
law State-level benefits are pald to laid-off Federal civilian employees and ex-
servicemen. T urge this committee not to deviate from this established principle.

There is another very real problem confronting Virginia, and I suspect a



16566 'TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1962

number of other States, if the trade readjustment allowances are enacted as
presently provided in H.R. 11970. The Virginia Unemployment Compensation
Act contains a provision which renders an individual ineligible to receilve State
benefits for any week he is receiving, has recelved or is seeking unemployment
benefits wuder an unemployment compensation law of another State or of the
United States. Section 331 of the Trade Expansion Act authorizes the Secre-
tary of Labor to enter into agreements with the States for the payment of
the trade readjustment allowances. But subsection O of section 331 explicitly
requires that these agreements must provide that unemployment Insurance
otherwise payable to these adversely affected workers will not be denied or re-
duced for any week by reason of any right to the trade readjustment allowance.
This section, in my opinion, precludes Virginia from signing an agreement for
handling the payment of trade readjustment allowances. I am advised that
Virginia’s statute preventing supplementation or duplication of unemployment
benefits is not unique and may be common to a number of State laws. If this
is the case, the trade readjustment allowances as provided in H.R. 11970 if
enacted could not be paid until the laws of such States are amended. This
may further aggravate the preferential treatment among the unemployed since
in some States even those whose unemployment is traceable to trade policy
n.ay be precluded from sharing in these favored benefits.

I respectfully urge this committee to eiiminate from H.R. 11970 the provision
for trade readjustment allowances.

The CrarMaN. Our next witness is Mr. Donald F. White, director
and counsel, American Retail Federation.
Please proceed, Mr. White.

STATEMENT OF DONALD F. WHITE, COUNSEL AND DIRECTOR OF
THE AMERICAN RETAIL FEDERATION

M. WHrte. The American Retail Federation welcomes this oppor-
{unity to express to the Senate Finance Committee the views of the
majority of its members on the Trade Expansion Act of 1962.

The Xmerican Retail Federation is a federation of 31 national] retail
associations and 43 statewide associations of retailers. Through its
association membership the federation represents more than 800,000
retail establishments employing nearly 5 million persons who handle
more than 70 percent of all retail sales 1n this country

The policy position of the federation, briefly, is as follows:

1. The primary goal of the Trade Expansion Act, expanded
foreign trade through reciprocal tariff reductions and negotia-
tions, is endorsed.

2. The provisions of the Trade Expansion Act which provide
for adjustment allowances either for industry or for employees,
is opposed. )

It seems obvious that the development of the European Economic
Community—and other common markets as well—requires new meth-
ods and new approaches in our tariff policies. )

The largest common market today is the United States of Amer-
ica, with a population of 180 million people, a gross national prod-
uct of more than $500 billion, and no barriers to trade among its
50 States. The world’s other large common market is the European
Economic Community. It now has about 170 million people and a
gross national product of $180 billion. If, as seems probable,
the United Kingdom joins EEC, the total population will be 223 mil-
lion, and the gross national product, $242 billion. Exports from
EEC plus the United Kingdom amount to about $30 billion; imports
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amount to about $32 billion. Our exports amount to about $20 bil- .
lion and our imports to about $15 billion.

The United States and the potential EEC with less than one-half
of its poh)ulation produce more than twice as much as the Communist
bloc. This underlines the importance of trade expansion legislation
and the need for new tools to use in trade negotiations. Dismantlin%
of internal tariffs while establishing a common external tariff wal
against outside nations is our real answer to the Communist bloc, and
will be che means whereby the free world can meet the challenge of pro-
viding better living standards for the developing nations.

For these general reasons retailers have a real interest in expan-
sion legislation. They also have other reasons directly connected
with their everyday activities. '

Many retailers sell imported articles which they either import them-
selves, or purchase directly from an importer. These retailers are
naturally interested in expanded foreign trade, which will expand
their available sourees of goods, and widen the variety of merchandise
which thoy can purchese,

Other retailers, alchough not selling imported items, sell many items
which ave made from imported materials, either in the raw state,
or in a ssmimanufactured state. The foreign trade program should
help to cut the cost of these materials and thus benefit their customers
and them.

Finally, there are many retailers whose customers are employed in
factories which manufacture %oods for export, or which might be
exported under the more liberal tariff conditions to be realized under
agreement reached through new negotiations. These retailers have
a very real stake in foreign trade and its expansion under the pro-
posed act.

Retailers are opposed to the adjustment assistance provisions of the
bill, both as to assistance for industry and for unemployed workers.

In the first place the aim and intent of the bill, as far as the tariff

rovisions are concerned, is to come closer to a free market for the
ree world. The adjustment provisions, on the contrary, actually
negate the principles of the free market by :providing artificial sup-
port, either to industry gr to workers.

Secondly, there ure many factors which influence business sales and
business employment, and which are beyond the control of business.
Changes in style, technological advances, new competitors, changes
in Government contracts and defense spending, among other reasons,
have real impact on the business community and its employees.

There is no reason why one possibly influential factor, tariff
changes, should be singled out as a factor which requires Government
intervention and assistance, when others are ignored. Obviously the
Government cannot compensate for all such economic factors. v,
therefore, should it offer compensatory aid for the effects of one factor?

Third'y, the impact of a tariff change does not stop at the first
company-—and its employees—directly affected. The suppliers of the
first company—and their employees—will also be affected. So will
the merchants who sell merchandise to all of these employees. But
the bill, in effect, creates a special class entitled to assistance, whereas
others, equally affected would be denied assistance. '
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.Fourthlz, in many cases it will be difficult, if not impossible, to deter-
mine whether a tariff change is really the factor which put a company
in a distress position. There may be many cases where a company
is falling behind competitively and the tariff change simply speeded
up a result which was bound to occur. To assist such a company would
simply be to subsidize the inefficient.

. Fifthly, such an assistance program, although designed to be lim-
ited in scope and to be used in specific cases, will certainly become
broader and broader in its alpglication. Employers and employees,
only secondarily affected, will demand similar assistance. Moreover,
industries and employees whose troubles are not at all connected with
tariff changes will press for similar assistance.

For instance, an unemployed worker, laid off because of economic
conditions entirely apart from any tariff change, would be unable to
understand why he was entitled only to the unemployment benefit
under his State law, while his neighbor, whose unemployment has
been ascribed to a tariff change, received substantially larger benefits
and for a longer period.

Sixthly, the existence of the assistance program would tend to make
our negotiators with foreign countries less careful in the matter of
agreeing to changes in tariff rates. Concessions, which otherwise
would not be made, could be granted with the excuse that the assist-
ance pro%mm would take care of any unfortunate effects on production
or unemployment. .

Finally, there are ample programs already in effect which should
be able to mitigate the impact of tariff changes scrupulously nego-
tiated. The Federal-State unemployment insurance program, the de-
velopment and retraining program, small business programs, and
others should take care of possible casualties from increased foreign
competition. There is no need to embark upon a new program which,
in the long run, might easily create greater problems than those it
was originally designed to remedy. The history of the farm pro-
grams is an excellent case in point.

Tltxgdadjustment assistance provisions of the bill should not be
enacted.

The Cramman. Thank you very much, Mr. White.

The next witness is Mr. Paul A. Raushenbush, director of unem-
ployment compensation of Wisconsin.

STATEMENT OF PAUL A. RAUSHENBUSH, DIRECTOR, UNEMPLOY-
MERT COMPENSATION DEPARTMENT, INDUSTRIAL COMMISSION
OF WISCONSIN

Mr. Ravsaensusa. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee,
my name is Paul A. Raushenbush of Madison, Wis.

I am director of the Unemployment Compensation Department of
the Industrial Commission og Wisconsin, w%ich is the Slt);a.te agency
responsible for interpreting and administering Wisconsin’s unemploy-
met compensation law.

I have filed & prepared statement in an adequate number of copies
and would ask that this be included in the committee’s record and I
would like to summarize some of the points made in that statement
for your consideration.
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My testimony here is limited to the trade readjustraent allowance
features of the pending bill, and more specifically I would like to talk
to the weekly rates of trade readjustment allowances and the relation
of those weekly rates to the State unemployment compensation laws
and the impact that this proposal in its present form would have if
not amended.

I would like to be sure that the committee fvlly understands how
different these weekly rates of trade readjustment allowances are from
the rates of State unem})h}yment compensation payments.

Basically the proposal of this bill as it stands now before you is that
the existing State jobless benefit levels under State laws be circum-
vented and overridden by the device of paying an extra Federal sup-
plement each week on top of the State benefit the worker would other-
wise draw.

Every State would, by the pending bill, be required to violate its
own weekly benefit levels by paying the extra Federal supplement on
top of its own State-financed benefit.

ow, that Federal supplement device and requirement would have
a serivus federalizing impact on the State laws. It would mean spe-
cifically as to my State, Wisconsin, that we could not under our pres-
ent State law agree to operate the proposed trade readjustment allow-
ance program in Wisconsin.

We couldn’t operate any part of it. Before developing those points
further, let me turn to this question of how different the levels are.

First, there is a minor difference in formula. I will skip that.

But, second, most States aim to pay a basic jobless benefit }i‘er week
equaling about 50 percent of the worker’s own week]z wage. The pro-

d new overriding Federal requirement for workers adversely af-
fected but no more unemployed than others, is 65 percent of the work-
er’s past wiges instead of 50 percent. .

Now, you will notice that 1s a 30-percent increase—30 percent more
on the average nationwide. I suppose it amounts to $10 more on prac-
tically every check on the average, although it would be much higher
than that in some cases.

For every adversel);1 affected worker who would get that special
oxtra Federal bonus there would be over a hundred workers equally
unemployed in the same week, who would get only the normal State
benefit amount. A L

How can you justify that difference to those people, especially if
they are ex-servicemen or Federal civilian workers laid off by a more
direct and conclusive Federal action than will apply to most of the
trade act layoffs, which as the chairman pointed out often present a
v%ry mi:iied cause picture, with inefficiency partly a cause of those lay-
offs, too

\lVelI, all right, you have got 65 percent then of the workers’ individ-
ual wage,

Thel% the next point is that the bill proposes to apply a new uniform
nationwide weekly maximum to all States, thereby overridin% the
varying weekly maximums which have been duly debated and legis-
lated by the several States. This kind of question has been up in every
State legislative session for many, many years.

Truly that is & major change and a long step toward federalization.
It would ignore varying State wage levels, and legislative policies, by
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using as a national standard a weekly maximum equaling 65 percent
of manufacturing wages nationwide, not State by State. That 65
percent would currently yield a top of $61 a week.

Let me tell you how this would work out in Wisconsin. We have
a very odd situation that five different workers whom we would pay
$47, 948, $49, $50, or $51, which is our top, they would get Federal
supplements to bring them all even, up to $61, thereby destroying any
differentials,

In some other State with a $40 maximum, a high wage worker
might get a Federal supplement of $21 per week for a year or more.

0, I am going to refer from here on to this 65 percent, 65-percent
level, 65 percent of the individual’s average wage, 65 percent of na-
tionwide average manufacturing wage as the maximum.

The higher weekly maximum level here proposed would also be a
sharp and radical break from the recognition %iven by the Congress
to State unemployment compensation levels throughout the past 8

ears, -
Y In the early years the Congress—for veterans and solely for vet-
erans—did disregard State levels, but for 8 years now in seven sep-
arate enactments set forth in my prepared statement the Congress has
recognized State levels, In no case did it go above the weekly maxi-
mum of the given State law, whatever that might be.

That is more fully spelled out, Mr. Chairman, in my prepared state-
ment so I will skip it for now and move along.

It may also be worth noting—

The Cratryan. Will you permit a question there

Mr, RaAusHENBUSH, Yes, Sir.

The CuatrMan. The Secretary of Commerce told me that these
higher rates were not authorized to veterans of the Korean war. Is
that correct?

Mr. RavsaexpsusH, The veterans of the Korean war were by Fed-
eral legislation given 26 weeks of henefits at $26 flat. Now, that did
in some few cases exceed the State payments. In other cases it did
nlot,$in which case the State payment may have been in excess of
the $26.

The CuatryaN, That law has expired now.

Mr. RausHe~nnusH. Oh. ves, it expired long ago, sir, and it is
signifieant. to my mind, that when it came to the next go around,
even for veterans, ex-servicemen, the Congress said, “We will let
them be paid at the State level, both as to weekly rate and as to dura-
tion. We will let all the conditions of the State law apply to these
ex-rervicemen.” .

The same thing applies to your Federal civilian employees when
laid off by the Federal Government, a very direct impact surely, more
so perhaps than trade adjustment will make.

Does that answer your question, sir? _

The CrarMAN. Proceed. '

Mr. RavsuexpusH. Let me move on, then, tosay that it isalso worth
noting, apart from these seven separate enactments over the past 8
years of recognizing State maximums, that it is very odd that in a
bill which, according to some of the proponents at least, is not sup-
posed to affect State unemployment compensation laws or have any
impact on federalizing them, this bill goes farther than the Federal
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standards bill, the King bill, in one vital respect. The King bill, which
starts out deliberately to do some federalizing of the State laws, says,
“You”must pay the worker 50 percent of his own average weekly
wage. : -
\%’ehat does this trade adjustments bill say? It says 65 percent.
That outtrumps the King bill which was designed to federalize or
at least to provide so-called Federal standards.

Well, that gives you a little background about how different the
weekly benefit provisions are and how serious an impact they would
have on the State laws.

Clearly even though the result may be not intended, the federaliza-
tion angle would still occur.

In recent years State unemployment compensation laws have paid
benefits to more than 5 million beneficiaries each year and to the more
than 7 million beneficiaries in some years. If I may use circus terms,
that is a pretty big elephant.

Compared to that volume the number of workers estimated by the
Labor Department to be adversely affected by the Trade Act is only
about 18,000 individuals a year. Sure there may be question about
whether that is a good figure. Nobody knows, but that is the estimate.

Well, that is a fairly small tail to be wagging such a large elephant.
We have a very major program in this unemployment oomll)(ensation
field, but if you enact these provisions with their higher weekly rates,
then Xou can be sure that the advantages of Federal supplementation
would be well advertised to all workers, not merely to the few ad-
versely affected workers. :

Everybody would want to get in on that kind of a high level of
benefits, and we have no assurance as of now that that is a sound long-
run level for the great majority of laid-off workers.

As has been pointed out by one of your questions this begins to ap-
proach take-home pay.

Let me make a further point about Federal supplementation which
is what is involved in this bill. This is really even worse in one way
}hari a direct Federal requirement that all States raise their benefit
evels.

Forced Federal supplementation not only overrides State benefit
policies; it uses State-fihanced benefits to achieve most of its “65-65”
target level. :

Well, that is a particularly strange way of playing cricket, isn't it

The clear intent now, to turn to another point of this bill, 1s that its
proposed trade readjustment allowances be paid to jobless workers
through the State agency, which administers the State’s own unem-
ployment compensation law.

In fact, that is the only practical way to get the job done properly
in view of the program’s close tie-in with the States laws.

Mr. Hill, of Virginia, has told you his State cannot sign such an
agreement. I want to give you my emphatic assurance that Wisconsin
cannot sign such an agreement, either, and my prepared statement has
detailed this matter so sufficiently that perhaps I had better skip any
further detail about it )

But I assure you that ever if we get legal advice to the contrary
from very high quarters, the Industrial Co mmission of Wisconsin still
applies Wisconsin’s law and they do not feel, with the plain and sweep-
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ing language we have in our statute, that they could lawfully ignore
it and if they did they would probably be in a lawsuit.

At any rate, we never paid a Federal supplement. We recognized
this issue many years ago and we have legislated on that three differ-
ent times so I don’t think we are apt to change lightlﬁ.

Now, let me, in conclusion, sugﬁest how you might go at curing at
least some of the worst ills of the Trade Readjustment Allowance
feature of the pending bill and I am only going to talk to two alterna-
tives. I realize there are others.

The first alternative is to use State weekly rates for all the weekly
payments involved whether they be unemployment compensation pay-
ments or training allowance payments. Use the State weekly rates
throughout.

That would be in line with the policy of the Congress in its enact-
ments of the last 8 years—to recognize the State laws rather than to
undermine or override them.

A second alternative: If this is really so different from unemploy-
ment compensation, as some of its proponents allege; if this is di-
rectly caused by Federal action; then, it seems to me, the only appro-
priate answer would be 100-percent Federal financing of all the pay-
ments to be made under this part of the bill—100-percent Federal
financing of every weekly payment. This would take out of the pic-
ture the Federal supplementation, with its federalization angle be-
cause of its impact on State unemployment compensation laws. It
would take out of the picture the discrimination, because here are
divect Federal payments. It would take the conflict out, the inability
of some States, at least, including my own, to sign an agreement and
to administer any part of the pm%'ram. ‘ ‘

In brief then, to summarize that final alternative, use 100-percent
Federal financing for this uniquely Federal responsibility and for all
of this uniquely Federal program.

Thank you very much and I appreciate the chance to answer any
questions I might have raised.

(The prepared statement referred to follows:)

STATEMENT OF PAUL A. RAUSHENBUSH, DIRECTOR, UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSA-
TION DEPARTMENT, INDUSTRIAL COMMISSION OF WISCONSIN, A8 TO TRADE RE-
ADJUSTMENT ALLOWANCES UNDER H.R. 11970

My name is Paul A, Raushenbush, of Madison, Wis. I am director of the Un-
employment Compensation Department of the Industrial Commission of Wis-
consin, which is the State agency responsible for interpreting and administering
Wisconsin's unemployment compensation law.

My testimony is concerned with the weekly rates proposed for “trade read-
justment allowances” to those workers “adversely affected” by the pending bill.

Those proposed weekly payment rates are very different, and much higher,
than the weekly rates of unemployment compensation paid under State laws.

It is here proposed that the existing State jobless benefit levels, under State
laws, be circumvented and overridden by the device of paying an extra Federal
supplement, each week, on top of the State benefit the worker would otherwise
draw. And every State would, by the pending bill, be required to violate its own
weekly benefit levels by paying the required extra Federal supplement, on top
of its own State-financed benefit.

That Federal “supplement” device and requirement:

(@) Would have a serious “federalizing” impact on State unemployment
compensation systems ; and

(b) Would mean that Wisconsin could not, under its present State law,
agree to operate the proposed trade readjustment allowance program in
Wisconsin,

’
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Before developing those two polnts, let’s be clear as to how different the
proposed weekly levels are, as compared to the weekly levels of State jobless
benefits, and as compared to congressional actions of the past 8 years. )

First, as in unemployment compenssation, each worker’'s weekly allowance is
to be based on his own average weekly wage. That'’s good. But his wage, for
trade allowance purposes, i3 to be figured by a Federal formula, instead of using
the formula normally used by his own State unemployment compensation law.
So that’s one “different’” Focderal standard, already. True, it wouldn’t bother
most States. But there’s morv, and worse, to come.

Second, most States aim to pay a basic weekly Jobless benefit equaling about
50 percent of the worker's own weekly wage. The proposed new overriding
Federal requirement, for workers “adversely affected”—but no more unem-
ployed than others—is 85 percent of the workers’ past wages, instead of 50
percent. This 85 percent i3 130 percent of 50 percent. So that's quite a bonus,
compared to normal State jobless benefit payments. It would add a Federal
bonus or supplement averaging about 30 percent, roughly $10 or so, on the aver-
age, to practically every basic weekly benefit check paid to the federsally
favored workers under a State law.

For every “adversely affected” worker who'd get that extra-special Federal
bonus there’d be over 100 workers, equally unemployed in the same week, who
would get only the normal State benefit amount. How Justify the difference to
them? Especially if they're ex-servicemen, or Federal civillan workers, laid
off by a more direct and conclusive Federal action than will apply to most “trade
act” layoffs?

You can picture the resulting anomalies and complaints, because of real in-
equity. After all, to the 100 other unemployed workers there wouldn't seem. to
be any superior virtue in a “federally caused” layoff. So a substantial {mpact
on State Unemployment compensation laws would be practically assured by the
30 percent extra Federal unemployment bonus, proposed by the pending bill.

Third, the bill proposes to apply & new uniform nationwide weekly maximum
to all States. thereby overriding the varying weekly maximums which have beén
duly debated and legislated by the several States. Truly, that’s a major change,
and a lorg step toward federalizing the State laws. It would largely ignore
varying §tate wage levels and legislative policies, by using as a national “stan-
dard” a wreekly maximum equaling 65 percent of manufacturing wages, nation-
wide, not State by State, That 65 percent would yleld a top payment of $61 a
week, currently.

How would that new weekly top work out in Wisconsin, if it could operate
there? Our State’s weekly maximum benefit is generally considered fairly lib-
eral. It's now $51 a week, based on the average wage levels of our State. Take
five higher paid trade-affected workers, whose State benefits—based on their own
wages—would be $47, $48, $49, $50, and $51. They’d get Federal supplements of
$14, %1336 $12, $11 and $10—to bring them all up to the proposed uniform national
top o 1.

In some other State, with a $40 maximum, 4 high-wage worker might get a
Federal supplement of $21 per week, for a year or more.

Should we be enthusiastic about such a proposed result, overriding the de-
cisions made by our State legislatures? Similar examples, and questions, would
doubtless arise in nearly every State, if the overriding “65 percent-65 percent”
level here proposed becomes a Federal requrement (65 percent of the individual’'s
wages, up to a maximum of 65 percent of U.S. factory wages).

The higher weekly maximum level here proposed would be a sharp and radical
break from the recognition given by the Congress to State unemployment com-
pensation levels throughout the past 8 years. Let me demonstrate the past con-
gressional policy and recognition, by citing a series of relevant Federal enact-
ments in this general field of uncmployment compensation or allowances or
training payments.

In 1954, Congress provided unemployment compensation for Federal (civilian)
employees. It specified that each State’s weekly benefit rates and maximums,
and durations, should apply, under that Federal law, Similarly, in 1958 Con-
gress provided unemployment compensation for ex-servicemen, again pursuant
to the benefit provisions of each State’s unemployment compensation law. Also
in 1958, Congress offered a Fedéral loan to each State which chose to pay
added weeks of jobless benefits—at State rates—under the Temporary Unem-
ployment Compensation Act of 1958. Then, during the recession of 1961, Con-
gress enaeted a nationwide system of federally financed extended benefits, to be
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paid at the same weekly rate which applied to the jobless worker's norwmal
beneflts under his State law.

As to training weeks and payments, the Area Redevelopment- Act of 1981 uses
the average benefit check paid in the given State. (That's a long way from
topping the State’s maximum weekly figure.) The Manpower Development and
Training Act of 1962 took a similar approach, but may pay a higher amount for
some training weeks; namely, the normal State weekly benefit the worker would
otherwise have received, but for his training. Again, that’s within the State’s
weekly maximum. Only the proposed trade readjustment allowances would, for
a training week, top a State’s basic weekly maximum,

Further, when the Congress recently—a few months ago—amended the Dis-
trict of Columbia unemployment compensation law, it did not closely approach
the “83 percent-63 percent” here proposed for trade readjustment allowances.

It may also be worth noting that the proposed weekly rates and levels of the
pending “trade” bill substantially top the proposed requirements of the major
pending “federalization”—or “Federal standards”—bill ; namely, H.R. 7460, usu-
ally known as the King bill. That fact may be a bit startling, and ironieal, but
it's true.

The King bill would require each State to pay to each covered worker, when
unemployed, a weekly benefit equaling 50 percent-—not 65 percent—of his own
weekly wage. It would also require each State to raise its top limit, or weekly
maximum, to & stated percentage of the State’s own average weekly wage, of
workers covered by the State’s own law. That would be very different, especial-
ly in some States, from imposing a uniform national dollar figure of $61 on
every State, regardless of its own wage levels.

That background should clarify the nature of the pending proposals, and their
radical departure from existing State laws and recent Federal enactments in
this field.

It should be obvious that the proposed Fedeial “supplementation” of State
weekly benefit amounts would have a serious “federalizing” impact on State
unemployment compensation systems.

That result may not be intended at all; but it would surely occur, nevertheless.
Indeed, the federalization impact would be way out of proportion to the number
of “adversely affected” workers receiving the proposed weekly supplements.

In recent years the State unemployed compensation laws have paid benefits
to more than 5 million beneficiaries each year, and to more than 7 million bene-
ficlaries in some years. In circus terms, that's a pretty large elephant. Compared
to that volume, the number of workers estimated by the Labor Department to be
“adversely affected” by the trade act is only about 18,000 individuals per year.
That's a fairly small tail to be wagging such a large elephant.

But you can be sure that the “advantages” of Federal supplementation would be
well advertised, to all workers. Once a level of 85 percent of wages, up to a
maximum of 65 percent of nationwide manufacturing wages, is set by the Cou-
gress, even for a few workers, that new Federal *standard” will be used as an
argument for future Federal requirements to apply to all claimants under all
State laws. The cost could be high, but the precedent is likely to be very
persuasive.

Federal supplementation is really even worse, in one way, than a direct Federal
requirement that all States raise their benefit levels. Forced Federal supplemen-
tation not only overrides State benefit policies. It uses State-financed benefits to
achieve most of {ts 65 percent-65 percent target level.

In any event, those now responsible for deciding on the pending trade readjust-
ment allowance features of H.R. 11970 should recognize that they would surely
have a major impact on all the State unemployment compensation laws, regardless
of any good intentions to the contrary.

The clear intent of H.R. 11070 is that its proposed trade readjustment allow-
ances be paid to jobless workers through the State agency which administers the
State’s own unemployment compensation law. In fact, that's the only practicat
way to get the job done properly, In view of the program’s close tie-in with the
several State laws.

So the Congress should be concerned if a few States cannot, under their present
laws, sign the intended agreements—required by the pending bill—to operate
the proposed trade readjustment allowance program. Wisconsin is one of those
States. Why? .

Sectlon 331(c) of H.R. 11970 requires that each State agreement “shall
provide that unemployment insurance otherwise payable to any adversely affected
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worker will not be denied or reduced for any week by reason of any right to allow-
ances under this chapter.”

Wisconsin cannot sign such an agreement. Our statute expressly forbids,

on principle, any such double payment (under 2 laws) for the same week.
Most State laws include some general prohibition along those lines. But many
States seem to have been persuaded that they can, nevertheless, pay their
norimal State benefit and also the proposed KFederal supplement, because the
supplement isn't called ‘unemployment compensation.,” Perhaps the substance
should be more controlling than the name. In any event, that isn't Wisconsin's
case.
Some years ago Wisconsin realized that paying a weekly Federal supplement,
under a Federal law, on top of the State's own weekly benefit, would override
State policies and mean substantial federalization. So Wisconsin enacted the
following statutory provision:

“108.04(12) (b). Similarly, any individual who recelves, through the com-
migsion, any other type of unemployment benefit or allowance for a given week
shall be ineligible for beneits pald or payable for that same week under this
chapter.”

That provision is plain enough, and sweeping enough, so that our industrial
commission could not lawfully ignore it, even if urged or advised to do so.
And any possible State amendment of that language is iffy and rather remote.
Wisconsin has never paid a Federal supplement, at any time, and cannot, under
present law, sign the agreement required under section 331(c) of the pending
measure, and therefore cannot operate any part of the proposed Federal pro-
gram in Wisconsin. That'’s right : no part.

How might H.R. 11970 be amended, to remove the present conflict with
Wisconsin’s law and several others, and to minimize the program'’s (apparently
unintended) “federalization” impact on the State unemployment compensation
systems? Several alternatives are available for those purposes.

(1) Use the State weekly rates. Let each State pay an adversely affected
worker’s State-financed jobless benefits at his weekly State rate, and pay all
his federally financed weeks of Federal allowances at that same State weekly
rate. That would eliminate the federalization issue, and any conflict under a
few State laws, and discrimination against other jobless workers. It would
be simpler, and in line with the congressional actions of the past 8 years.

(2) Complete Federal financing. If Congress should find it essential, for
any reason, to stick with the “85 percent-85 percent” deal, then all the 52
(85, or 78) weekly benefits or allowances to be paid under this pending Federal
law and Federal program should be 100 percent federally financed, with no
State-financed benefits in the picture. That would remove the “supplementa-
tion” and conflict angles. It would cost more Federal money, but it would carry
out the idea of the Ways and Means Commitee (Rept. No. 1818) that : “The
terms of worker assistance are not meant to be precedents for the unemploy-
ment insurance program.”

It is being argued that the proposed payments are not really unemployment
compensation at all. If shat is true, then 100 percent Federal financing of
these unique and different payments, related to Federal action on trade ex-
pansion, would be appropriate.

1t the Federal responsibility under H.R. 11970 is so great and so unique that
it requires the proposed 65 percent-85 percent level of allowances, then let
the ¥ederal Government finance that responsibility and those allowances in
full, instead of requiring partial State financing, and thereby inflicting irre-
parable damage on the State unemployment compensation systems.

In brief, use 100-percent Federat financing for this uniquely Federal respon-
sibility and for all of this uniquely Federal program.

Your decision on these matters will affect the future course of unemployment
compensation in this country, in all States, for years to come,

The CHAIRMAN. Any questions?

Senator Carusox. Mr. Raushenbush, I have one. Assuming this
committee should determine that this program be financed by Federal
funds should be the State agency administer it or federally ad-
ministered ? ’

Mr. RausHENBUsSH. The State agency is the only agency equipped
to administer it. I know from past years how well you know this
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program so you realize that we are the only agency that could do it
effectively.

You would have a tremendous waste and duplication if you didn’t
give it to the State agencies. Therefore, it is important to make it
possible for all the State agencies to operate this without being in-
volved in lawsuits and litigation and the like.

I think anyone who knows the business would tell you that surely,
for efficiency and economy, the State agencics must administer both
the unemployment compensation payments and the training allow-
ance payments.

Senator Carcsox. Thank you very much.

The CramryMan. Senator Curtis?

Senator Curtis. Mr. Raushenbush, your testimony treats the pro-
posed trade adjustment allowance as unemployment compensation,
You realize there is some dispute as to whether or not this is unemploy-
ment compensation.

The: Secretary of Labor took the position before the House Com-
mittee on Ways and Means that the trade readjustment allowance
program is not to be considered as unemployment compensation.

Presumably he will take the same position when he appears later
before this committee,

The report of the Ways and Means Committee also attempts to
distinguish the proposed allowance program from unemployment
compensation payment. I understand in point of service you are
the oldest unemployment compensation administrator in the country.
that you assisted in framing the first unemplayment compensation law
which was in the State of Wisconsin,

T also understand that you have been director since its inception in
1934, I know, too, from my own personal knowledge that you are
widely known and highly regarded for your knowledge and expert-
ness. Therefore, I would particularly like your comments and your
positicn as to the validity of the distinction between trade adjustment
allowance programs and the unemployment compensation that the
advocates of the present measure are seeking to draw.

Mr. Ravsnennusia. Well, Senator, I think it is pretty clear in my
mind, based on some 30 years, more than that now, in this program,
that this is an unemployment compensation program. I would concede
that perhaps the training allowances are a little bit different, but
the bulk of the payments to be made under the trade readjustment
allowuance program, will, T believe, be paid as unemployment com-
pensation.

Why do I think that? Well, this is an earned right based on past
work and wages. The rates are partly measured by the past wages,
the individual's average wage. ]—{e takes a percentage of that just as
nnemployment compensation does. The payment is & cash payment
for aweek of unemployment.

The individual is required to meet varicus quali?ing—or avoid
varions disqualifying—conditions of the State law. The program is
-+ be administered in close connection with the unemployment com-
jn~ation program of the State law,

T fact. this proposal says the State is to pay some of the benefits
and then we put a Federal supplement on top of that.

How can you distinguish that for the same week $
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I don’t think the distinction can validly be made. I am aware of
the fact that the Ways and Means reported one sentence which said,
“This is not unemployment insurance,” and another which said, “We
do not intend by this program in any way to settle the long run future
of federalization or the lﬁce, of unemployment insurance.’

I think the intentions may have been good, but the practical effect
would be very different. I think it mi it be very disastrous. I am
also aware of the fact that the able and distinguished chairman of the
Ways and Means Committee on the floor of the House said very
plainly that this wasn’t unemgloyment compensation.

And this impresses me, but I have been in this program a long time,
and T can’t see it any other way than as an unemployment compensa-
tion program.

I might point out that I have rather-high authoerity on my side.
By looking at the Congressionat” rd, June 28, at page 11221, there
is reproduced in full a television program, “CBS Reports Breaking
the Trade Barrier,” andPresident Kennedy spoke as followsY.

“We provide retraiping. We provide unﬁﬁl}ﬂoment compensation
ifanyone is adverselgzﬁected.” - ) . v

I think the Presigént knew w athe was talking abopt.

Senator C'orris,/ It is unemployment compensation;isn’t it

Mr. Rausuexpusn. Well, I so regard it.. "I don’t see how it can
be reasonably di;{itnguished. AR : i

Senator Cureis. The ordinary diétionary definition of compensa-
tion would inclyde a pa%n}egt of thigkind ¢ .

Mr. Rausnensosu. That 134%%1& Lo

Senator Corzis. And they haveto be unemployed to get it ?

Mr. RavsnenpusH. Cotrect. It hasall the earmarks, sir.

Senator Curtis. Now, Mr. Raushenbush, I am interested in your .
suggestions as to.changes that migat be made in financing the proposed
trade readjustmént allowanee program that would accomplish, as I’
understood it, thg result of removing the legal obstacles of étatqé
entering into agredments aud also-remove what I.understand you to
consider the real and 1i>1'esent danger on State unemployment com-
pensation programs of higher levels of trade readjustment payments.

Mr. RavsnexeusH. Well, Senator, I suggested at the end of my
testimony the possibility“that instead of {rying to make the States
finance a part of each unem Lxrn;ent compensation pgyrient in this
program, and then have a e lsupglgg;ent on too of t this
is really what does the federalization job and causes the co nd
the inagilit y of some States to administer the program. —

If, instead of that, the Congress carried out the logic of some of
the arguments that have been made for this trade readjustment al-
lowance program; namely. that this is a complete Federal responsi- -~
hility, entirely different from any other kind of unempl(‘)!yment we
have anywhere in the country, this is a brand new and different and
more Federal and a greater Federal responsibility, & clearer Federal
responsibility, all those arguments would support 100-percent Federal
financing of the payments involved instead of trying to get the States
to pay part of it, and the Federal Government to supplement it.

So, T suggested that in order to practically minimize the federaliza-
tion angle, to remove the conflict angle, that it be put on a strmil}t
Federal 100-percent financing basis for all the payments under this
section of the bill.
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I think this would make a major difference. It would, in my judg-
ment, not affect then the long-run future of unemployment compensa-
tion, which ought to be decided on its own merits, not as an inci-
dental to a great big bill.

Senator Curtis Mr. Raushenbush, you say that Wisconsin can-
not sign the proposed administrative agreement to operate the trade
readjustment allowances in Wisconsin. You say there is a legal con-
flit. What is the history of your provisions and have yon had an
attorney general’s opinion on this matter?

Mr. RausHenNBUsH. As to the history. We enacied our first pro-
vision in connection with the veterans” readjustment allowances for
World War II back in 1945, That handled only that one program
but we realized this problem was going to be looming up. So, on
the joint recommendation of our Lal r-%(anagement Advisory Com-
mittee of which I serve as a presiding chairman without vote, on
joint recommendation by labor and management, we put into our law
a provision in 1947 which said that— and I am paraphrasing it as
it 1s in my prepared testimony, but it is the key provision—we said
that we are not going to pay under two different laws any type of
unemployment benefit or allowance. We have very broad sweeping
language.

Then, some years later, in 1955, that is a 10-year span of history,
in 1955, our Joint Labor-Management Advisory Committee recom-
mended to our legislature, and our legislature passed, a further pro-
vision which says if a Federal agency attempts directly to pay un-
employment compensation to one of our people for che same week
for which we are paging him, we will take our meney hack, We don't
propose to permit double payment. We don’t think it is sound in
policy, and it isn’t good intergovernmental relations, either.

Now, as to your other question, have we had an citorney general’s
opinion. No, sir, we have not; not a formal opinion. I am aware,
however, of the fact that under pressure or request, shall we say,
from the U.S. Labor Department our attorney general did send
a wite to Chairman Mills of the Ways and Means Committee back in
late June, which said:

Well, in effect, we have got a problem here and on & curbstone basis there
may not be a conflict if this really isn’'t unemployment compensation, but we
can’t be sure at this point.-

Well, this was no formal attorney general’s opinion. Even if it
had been it would not be binding on the industrial commission of
Wisconsin, .

Senator CurTis. It wouldn’t be binding on anyone who has a right
to sue either, would 1t ? : .

Mr. Rausuennusu. The attorney general’s opinion in our State
would be purely advisory. The people responsible are our three com-
missioners of the industrial commission, and I have been over this
with them time and again. They have a letter in the record of the
Ways and Means Committee hearings saying we could not sign an
agreement. L

Senator Curtis. Who can bring a suit with respect to any part of
the operation of your State unemployment compensation$

Mr. Rausnensusa. Well, Senator Curtis, T am not a lawyer and
I hesitate to speak on this point. We have a lot of lawyers in our
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shop, some of them have been with us for 25 years but I am not sure
how anyone would go about getting into court on this.

If we were to start ignoring plain explicit provisions in our statute,
I think somebody ought to be able to enjoin us and probably would try.

Senator CurTis. But the point is, under your existing State system
can anybody get into court

Mr. RausuensusH. Well, they can get into court at various stages,
yes. But I am not an expert on that.

_Se_nat(;r Curtis. And they are not bound by the attorney general’s
opinion

Mr. RavsaenBusH. Oh, no. We aren’t bound by it.

Senator Curtis. No.

Is there any language in this proposed Federal law that would
prevent a State from lowering their benefits paid in the case of im-
port- caused unemployment ?

Mr. RausHENBUSH. Well, there is language that might be so inter-
preted Ly some of our.Eederal friends. There is a clause in the sec-
tion 331(c) which is the clause that says to sign an agreement, you
must agree that you will not deny or reduce your State benefits by
reason of these trade readjustment allowances.

That is the hooker; that is why we can’t sign an agreement, be-
cause we can’t sign that clause. We can’t pay benefits under both
laws for the same week. That might be interpreted to prohibit the
point that you were thinking about, of an actual reduction in the leg-
1slative level.

But I do not believe that any State legislature will start out to re-
duce for 99 of its peonle because of the 1 person who would be paid
under this act.

Senator Courtis. That is all, Mr. Chairman.

The CHarryaN. Thank you very much, Mr. Raushenbush.

Mr. RausHenBusH. I appreciate your patience and courtesy.
Thank you very much.

The CrairmaN. The next witness will be presented by the Senator
from Georgia.

Senator Tarmapge. Mr. Chairman, it is my pleasure to welcome
to the commiittee the distinguished director of the Unemployment Se-
curity Agency of the Geergia Department of Labor.

He has held such a position since 1944. He happens to be a lon%-
time personal friend of mine and one of Georgia’s most valuable pub-
lic servants, Mr. Williamson. ‘

STATEMENT OF MARION WILLIAMSON, DIRECTOR, EMPLOYMENT
SECURITY AGENCY, GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF LABOR

Mr. WiLLtamsoN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you Sen-
ator Talmadge.

For the record, I would like to say that I have been the director of
the State employment security agency since 1944 and it has been my
job to interpret and administer the law down there. I am a past
president of the Interstate Conference of Emgloyment Security Agen-
cies but T appear today as a representative of the State agenc(:iy.

I would Fiﬁe to submit my whole statement for the record with a
couple of other things in there.

87270—62—pt. 4——3
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The Cuamrman. Without objection.

Mr. WirLiamsoN., I would like to briefly hit a few points for the
record, but I would like my whole statement to appear in the record,
Mr. Chairman.

It is because of the deep and abiding interest in the preservation and
devel(:f)ment of an effective, constantly improving, and soundly fi-
nanced unemployment compensation system, based on insurance prin-
ciples and geared to local conditions, that I am here to offer sugges-
tions which, I believe, would improve that portion of the act having to
do with assistance to unemployed workers. I am also concerned with
g:;visions of the bill that would result in rank discrimination against

rgia workers.

My testimony will not deal with the merits of trade expansion. I
address myself to that portion of the bill which would establish a new,
elaborate, and costly unemployment compensation system to provide
high benefits for an extended period for selected groups of workers
adversely affected by this bill.

I have been totally unable to find a justifiable reason for the crea-
tion of this new and complicated system at a time when employment
taxes, wages and savings are highest in the history of the Nation an
unemployment rates are dropping.

In the past we have seen several organized efforts to stampede Con-
gress into legislating greater unemployment benefits.

Back in 1948 when testifying before the Committee on Ways and
Means and before this committee, when the suggestion was made that
benefits for the ex-servicemen be paid under State law and like all
other Federal employees I called attention to previous occasions on
which various proposals would have seriously impaired the Federal-
State system of unemployment compensation which had been con-
sidered and rejected. )

In 1942 the war displacement bill would have added a Federal sup-
plement of 20 percent.

In 1944, Senate bill 2051, an amendment to the war mobilization
and reconversion bill would have supplemented State benefits up to
75 percent of wages.

In 1945 Senate bill 1274 proposed that we had to have Federal sup-
plements to get the folks back from the war, in war industries.

In 1952, Senate bill 2504 proposed Federal funds supplement State
benefits up to 85 percent of the gross wages.

You will recall that the proponents of each of these bills claimed
that unemployment compensation system in the States were inade-
quate, and they couldn’t cope with the dire unemployment that they
predicted. The bill now under consideration is just an <“he of these
other bills.

‘We remember time after time when the calamity howlers ),=»<sured
the Congress in so-called emergencies to lei;islate to meet prognosti-
cated unemployment which was alleged would occur.

Cool heads and sound reason prevailed, and the proposals were re-
jected. The State-Federal system met the needs.

In 1945 when a Federal supplement bill just about like this was be-
fore this committee your able predecessor, Senator George, sent a tele-

to each of the States asking if they could pay supplements, and
without deduction or would it bar them at all under State law.
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Mr. Chairman, the record will show that the Social Security Bureau
technician, an axpert on the subject, and the record will bear me out,
that 47 out of 51 jurisdictions said that they were prohibited from
paying workers claiming benefits drawing from two sources. '

our record will show some of them said it would be deducted and
others said it could not be done at all. Only the States of Tennessee,
‘Washington, and Wisconsin, I believe were the ones that said that they
could pay and there was some argument about Texas, but Texas ad-
ministrator appeared and he said he couldn’t pay, either. So that
“Ilzade four, and I say 47 out of 51 jurisdictions as the record clearly
shows. o A

I have analyzed the laws, the present law, the laws in existence
today; 42 States, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico have
laws prohibiting the signing of a contract as this bill is written now.

Of the ones that possibly could, Hawaii, Louisiana, Minnesota, New
Mexico, and Washington, and maybe Idaho, but I am informed sub-

uently that the director says they can’t do it, and Kentucky and
yoming might. ' Co

If benefits proposed by this bill, Mr. Chairman, are not unemploy-
ment com‘fensation as the House report contends, then the use of State
trust funds to pay any part of these benefits would violate every State
law, and the Federal law, too. . _

The CaamMAN. Did the Chair understand you to say that 44 States
have laws that would prevent them from accepting this assistance?

Mr. WiriamsoN. That is my interpretation of lzﬁem. The words
are clear and I don’t think that any other interpretation is logical.
For the convenience of the committee, Mr. Chairman, I attach the ex-
tracts of all of those laws to this statement here, and would like for
them to be made :dpart of the record because they are explicit. We
have had a learned judge down there in Georgia who says when a
statute is unambiguous it needs no interpretation. ‘

The CuatrMaN. When is the next session of the General Assembly
in Georgia?

Mr. Wirtiamson. It will be next January.

The CrAmRMAN. Virginia doesn’t meet again until January a year. .

Mr. Winriamson. We are able to have our legislature come in once
& year, sometimes we wisk they would meet every 4 years. [Laughter.)

The CuarmrmaN. You think the longer the time between sessions
is frequently the better? [Laughter.]

Mr. Wirtramson. Mr. Chairman, in the 12 months ending June 1
Georgia placed 146,000 workers on nonfarm jobs, and the State agen-
cies placed 6 million, over 6,450,000 on nonfarm jobs, and many more
on farm jobs. ,

Still we have some unemployment. Yes, Mr. Chairman, still there
is unemployment, but there are man unemgloged in the army of the
unemployed who are volunteers. Some of these volunteers prefer
drawing unemployment compensation to the acceptance of less glam-
orous work for which they are qualified such as service jobs, agri-
cultural work, domestic jobs for which they are qualified. ,

Since they have been working on assembly line jobs and screwing
on nut No. 792, many of these volunteers are our senior citizens whose
s?lcial s%;urity checks would be reduced if they continue to hold onto
their jobs.
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Others belong to the welfare-supported families and do not want
earnings to interfere with the flow of welfare checks. Some are hus-
band and wife teams that alternate working and drawing unemploy-
ment compensation.

Many separation reports are filed by employers in my State for
workers who tell, and say the workers tell t.Eem they are quitting to
draw unemployment compensation. o

Over 8,000 separation notices “re filed each week in Georgia for
workers who quit their jobs or who are discharged for misconduct.

. It is because of the presence of these volunteers n the army of the
unemployed, as those that I have mentioried above, some exarapies,
that causes such criticism of the program. Voiced in Harper’s arti-
cle, “How to Play the Unemployment Insurance Game,” in the Look
article, “Welfare” and in the Reader’s Digest article, “The Scandal
of Unemployment Compensation,” and the other article in Reader’s
lr?xgest. re(;’ently, “Chiselers Endanger Our Unemployment Insurance
rogram,

I humbly admit we are doing a good job. But we submit we ought
to ¥ut the screws on those who don’t want to work.

he fact that Georgia alone had 2,000 determinations of fraud
cases last year, and annually for the last several years we have had
300 prosecuted and convicted in the courts shows that the many work-
ers are willing to risk punishment for the sake of obtaining benefits
to which they are not entitled.

This proposed bill would pay much higher benefits for not work-
ing, and you can imagine what temptation it would add, Mr. Chair-
man. ' :

The Senate Finance Committee, in its report on the appropriation
bill for fiscal vear 1963, said :

The committee i3 concerned with the mounting cost of the employment secu-
rity program, and in the interest of economy and efficiency it is essential that
administration of unemployment compensation and the employment service be
directed and coordinated, geared to local conditions at local levels,

Separation of these services would greatly increase the administrative costs
and should under no conditions be thrust upon State officials.

Separation would result in less exposure of claimants to job openings, and
through less effective application of the work test cause payments of benefits
to claimants neither seeking work nor willing to work.

That is the current Labor-HEW appropriation report of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations of the Senate.

The enactment of the bill under :onsideration in its present form
would further increase the mounting costs of the employment security
program, concentrate more control in Washington, gear the program
to bureaucratic determination for causes of unemployment relevant
to local -conditions, :

In this connection, I would like to quote Senator Vandenburg when
we were considering one of these cases. He said:

When we are asked to start this process of scrapping the standards of sue-
cessfully time-tried State unemployment {nsurance substituting Washington
as the centralized core of the new system and {mposing Federal judgment upon
the judgment of the State, I cannot escape the conclusion that we move dia-
metrically away from prudence and wisdom and experience and simplicity, and
we create more problems than we solve. :

Senator Taumanee. Mr. Williamson, may I ask ybu a question?
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Mr. WiLriamson. Yes, sir.

Senator TaLmapce. How would the proposed payments in this bill
compare with the payments to other unemployed Georgians who earn
equal] amounts in covered employment ?

Mr. WiLLiamsoNn. Senator, we in Georgia could not participate as
our Georgia law reads, but if we could, our maximum amount for
workers, who are thrown regularly out of work like these folks would
he, they would get $35 for 26 weeks and that applies to not only the
regular workers in business and industries in, and faciories in Georgia,
$35 for 26 weeks applies to the Federal employees who are laid off
in Georgia, and it applies to our dismissed veterans who are fighting
the 1cold or hot war, whatever you call it, they apply the Georgia law
to them,

So we cannot enter into the agreement. I emphatically say that, we
cannot enter into the agreement, but if we could that would be the
effect, and there would be $26 added to the Georgia amount if we
could enter into it, but we are not going to enter into it if it is worked
like this, and we did not enter into the TEC in 1958 and only 17 other
States did, Senator, and some of them dropped out before it eaded.

Senator TaLmapoe, Seventeen out of how many States on that$

Mr. WiLriamsoNn. Let’s see, we have 50 States now, and the Dis-
trict of Columbia and Puerto Rico, so that is 52.

Senator TALMADGE. Let me ask you a question now, in your annex
here on State laws on unemployment compensation, and I quote: »

Sec. 5. Disqualification for benefits. An individual shall be disqualified for
benefits it for any week with respect to which has received or is seeking
unemployment compensation under an unemployment compensation law of an-
other State or of the United States.

Do I understand you to state by virtue of that, in the event this
bill is passed in its present form, that Georgia could not enter into a
contract or participate in the pm(fram of the proposed law? )

Mr. Winriamson. If it is supplemental, no, we cannot, we cannot
enter into it. However, we can enter into it, Senator, if it is paid
with Federal funds. I do not know that we would enter into it if the
difference in the weekly benefit amount ranged up to $61 take-home
money though, because it would throw the people in Georgia into a
kilter and we would be paying more for not working than working,
and I think that would break the back of any unemployment com-
pensation program. :

There is another thing, Senator; we can’t enter into this because
our law forbids me to pay out anything out of the trust fund created
by State law that is not unemployment compensation.

And whether this is unemployment compensation is a matter of
opinion, but I think it is, and I think most people feel so. I have a
couple of Supreme Court decisions that I attached to my statement
here for the record, one in New Hampshire and one in Connecticut,
which had to do with veterans benefits, which it can be distinguished
very well.

%‘e New Hampshire decision allowed them to combine them there,
But in Connecticut, there was some system to the veteran to readjust
him to civilian life and the Supreme Court of Connecticut said they
couldn’t pay benefits from two sources. That Connecticut case was
certiorari to the Supreme Court of the United States and they dis-
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missed it and let the decision stand ; so those are two cases on this par-
ticular point that have been to court.

You may find that the Secretary of Labor, when he testifies, may
say that Georgia can. The Secretary of Commerce called the Gov-
ernor a few days ago, a month or so ago, and the Governor’s office
called me and asked me about it and they said the Secretary was put-
ting the screws down so I told them my position and they said, “Well,
we know you will do the right thing about it so it doesn’t concern
us,” so I went out to Des Moines to receive the International Achieve-
ment Award from these agencies, and while I was out there one of
the Secretaries called Atlanta to see if I was going to be in or out
of town. Well, I was just going to happen to be out of town, so
they sent two assistants down, one from the Commerce Department
and one from the Labor Department, and they visited around capitol
hill, worked around there and went to my office and they said I would
have to make the decisions.

Then my attorney general, who is the same attorney general that
back in 1942 or 1945, had answered Senator Walter George's tele-
gram—he is still the attorney general—and his opinion is still there
and they sit around the office so “doggone” long, he read a little thin
which had been gotten up by the Labor Department saying, “Well,
ﬂou paid the veterans, and this law was changed, so you wouldn’t

ave to pay double railroad retirement unemployment compensation
benefits” and that was the reason the prohibition was placed in Georgia
law—they contended.

Well, Mr. Chairman, there was a similar law put in ours originally
and T would like to put it in the record so when the Secretary comes
ilp with something, this here stuff, T understand he has asked to testify
ast. ’

The CHamrMAN. Without objection.

Mr. WiLiamson. I want the record to show that the original
Georgia law had some provision in there against double payment
and then they made it stronger at the 1937-38 session, an(F I want
to put in there what the Federal Government draft bill, the one they
sent down to all these States and said, “Swallow it.” in 1936, and the
railroad retirement benefits weren’t even begun until July 1, 1939.

T would like to have our attorney general’s opinion in there that
was sent up here in 1945, too. in order to show the record. We still
have the same attorney general.

The CaarMaN. Without objection.

Mr. WiLriamsoN. They didn’t just pressure Georgia, Mr. Chairman,
they got on the telephone and called them all. They didn’t call me,
though, but they called them all and they are going to come in here
with something saying, “We polled the States, we polled the States
and ain’t but six of them say they can’t do it.”

They are not going to say a damn—excuse me—they are not going
to say a word, about the ones that didn’t answer at all nor about those
who did not answer that question at all. There were seven of those.

Seonator Tarmapcr. Mr. Williamson, may I ask you another ques-
tion?

Mr. Wintrasmson. Yes,sir.
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Senator TaLmapge. Has there been any fime since the existence of
Georgia’s unemployment compensation law that Federal supplements
have been paid in excess of State standards?

What I am referring to is whether or not there have been occasions
when veterans have been paid greater gaymentsﬂ

Mr. WiLLiamsonN, Yes, sir, I will deal with that, but let me finish
just one point. )

I say they are going to come in here and say there wasn’t but six
States that couldn’t do it. They are not going to say anything about
the number of States that did not answer.

There is some reason they didn’t answer and there are seven of
those: They are not going to say anything about the four that they
said they might, but there is a great doubt. In addition, many
States did not answer at any of the questions at all.

Senator Doueras. How do you know they are not going to say
that. They haven’t testified yet.

Mr. WLiamsoN. How do I know it? I wasn’t born yesterday.

Senator Doucras. Isee. [Laughter.]}

Mr. WrLiamsoN. So there are 22 such States, the Secretary of
Labor is going to claim that 30 said they could pay.

Well, Senator, I want to get back to your question. They think
that they are going to let those 30 wink at it. I was president of the
Interstate Conference when the Korean conflict came along. I was,
I believe at the Legion Convention in New York, and Bob Goodwin
and & squad of his higher muckety-mucks over there met me in the
lobby of the Pennsylvania Hotei and were almost gray-headed with
worry. They raised this point. They raised this point we can’t
pay Federal-State benefits.

I had been in the National Guarc nearly 20 years, I had been direc-
tor of the Selective Service that sent the boys overseas, I joined them
overseas and came back and paid them readjustment allowances, and
I realized that the veterans had been given preference and had earned
the preference ever since the Revolutionary War, and I said, “Bob,
we will work it out,” and we went back, we came back, to Washington
and I met him here.

0Ol1d Bob said, “Marion, you can load your telegram, I can’t.” So
we sat down there and finally I just decided to send a telegram to all
the States that I had advised the Secretary of Labor that we would
cooperate in this bill, and we would pay these veterans that had earned
the preference, and urged him to appoint, to let me appoint a commit-
tee to work with him, to work out regulations for the administration
of that program.

Idid aﬁpoint a committee and did work with him and we did ad-
minister that one.

Senator Tarmapce. Was that 100 percent Federal money?

Mr. WrniriamsoNn. No, sir, it was not. Our benefits were, I think
$22 at the time or there was a little bit there, and I have learned a lot
since then but I still think I was justified in treating the veterans a
little differently.

Senator Tarmapee. Did all of those funds come from the unem-
ployment compensation trust fund or did the Federal Government
reKay over and above the State’s share?
fr. WmLLtamMsoN. Yes, sir, they did.
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Senator Tarmapee. A hundred percent over and above what the
Georgia standards were{

Mr. WiLLiamsoN. Yes, sir, they did.

Senator TaLmapce. So everything in excess of Georgia law, then
was repaid by the Federal Government, and the State acted as agent
fot; gthe Federal Government in the distribution thereof, is that cor-
Tec

Mr. Wirriamson. That is correct.

But the eligibility qualifications provisions of the Georgia law
otherwise prevailed, and they were veterans. The Supreme Court
of Connecticut had a case there that denied even them double bene-
fits that were like these.

Senator Taramapce. Was the same procedure followed with the
veterans of the orean conflict as in World War II¢ I think the
rates were different. I believe it was $26 for 26 weeks!?

_ Mr. WrLLiaMsoN. 26-26, yes, sir. That was the Korean I was talk-
m%about, a while ago, that was the Korean.

enator Taraapce. I believe prior to that it was $20 a week for
52 weeks?

Mr. WiLLiasson. 52-20, :

Senator TaLmapce. Yes, I seem to remember it, called the 52-20
clubs. The Korean war was 26 weeks at $26.

Mr. WirriamsoN. Yes, sir.

Senator Tararapce. Have those been the only two times that the
Georgia standards have not been followed in unemployment com-
pensation of any kind?

What about the Federal employees who are laid off for one reason
or another, what standards are followed there ¢

Mr. Wiuriamson. The Congress applied the law in the community
where the man lived.

: Segs;tor Taraance. In other words, the State standards were fol-
owe

Mr. WiLLiamsoN. State standards were followed and State stand-
ards are now followed for these men who are coming home from
either the hot or the cold war, whatever it may be, they are paid
just like other Federal employees.

Senator Taryapee. Did ?understand ?'ou to say that Georgia does
not participate in the temporary unemployment insurance extension,
Ibelieve it was 13 additional weeks? ‘ .

Mr. WiLLiaMson. We cannot, and if I can read, 42 States, the Dis-
trict of Columbia and Puerto Rico couldn’t legally do it because of a
supplemental phrase in it.

genator Taraapoe. What are the standards that are followed for
unemployed seamen ? .

Mr. WiLLiamsoN. We don’t have many of those. I doubt if we
have a dozen claims, but most of our folks down on the coast, Senator,
are covered as dockworkers there, under our State law.

Senator Tarmapce. State standards are followed there?

Mr, WiLLiaMsoN. Yes, sir.

But if we did have some seamen, there are lots of States that do
pay in order to let them qualify scmewhere because they move from

ort to port, and don’t have a home station too well. 1en & man

oesn’t work long enough in one place to qualify for benefits, we have
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entered into arrangements. One reason we keep down Federal plans
and coordinate so that this gives the worker the benefit of the doubt,
and we have a combination but that is altogether different.

He draws under that law in the State where he is.

Senator TaLmapce. I believe unemployed railroad employees have
their own unemployment act? -

Mr. WinLiamsoN. Yes,sir.

But we check with them to prevent double payments, and we do
find some fraud cases where they are trying to draw both at the same
time.

Senator Tarmapce. Why do you say, Mr. Williamson, that the
adoption of the schedule with adjustment allowances in this bill
would ?encourage the trend toward federalization of the established
system

" Mr. WiLriamsoN. The schedule in this bill ¢

Senator TarMADGE. Yes, the schedule in this bill. Why do you say

it w;)uld encourage federalization of the unemployment compensa-
tion ‘
Mr, Wirriamson. Well, right now, Senator, in every State we have
geared the unemployment compensation and job insurance to wages
earned, and as long as you have a respected system it is—it has got to
be balanced between wages and compensation.

You cannot pay more for not working than working, and if you
come in there and pay some privileged few 65 percent, it will give
those howlers who say that you are not gaying enough, a little more
steam. T am not so sure that some of the States have not paid too
much already. :

I will give you some examples in a little bit. You have got to keep
it geared to wages. I can’t pay a man more for not working than when
working or he won’t hit a lick at a snake.

Does that answer your question, Senator?

Senator TaLmange. Yes, thank you, sir.

Senator Doucr.as. Will the Senator yield ¢

The Senator from Georgia says he has finished his questioning.
Would you be willing to answer a question or two from me?

Mr. WiLLia»son. % will do it now or at the end of my statement.

Senator Doucras. If you would be willing to do it now I would be
very grateful.

Mr, Wirriasmson. All right.

Senator Dougras. I take it you do not object to conferring with
officials of the Federal Government in matters of State and Federal
relationships.

Mr, WiLLiamson. Senator, that is e good point. I have tried, and
we have an organization set up to deal with them. .- . .

The Interstate Conference of Employment Security Agencies, but
there ha: been very little collaboration between the Secretary of Labor
who has ulso been an advocate of collective bargaining but not when
dealing with the Employment Security Agency Association. He
wants to deal individually with the different States. I am willing,
and let me say that I sat here on the executive committee in Washing-
ton just last month. I believe it was, and we told him we were dis-
cussing this bill, and that we were going to find out what State laws
said, and they were too busy to come down and talk to us but we passed
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a resolution we were going to vote on that at 3 o’clock and the Under
Secretary of Labor came all in a sweat there 1 minute until 3, and
said they would not consider any changes in the bill at all.

Senator Doucras. Well, to answer my question, you don’t object
to meeting individually with the representatives of the Secretary of
Labor,do you?t

Mr. WiLtiasson. No, sir; I have met with him lots of times.

Senator Doucras. When there are distressed counties in Georgia
because of natural calamities you don’t object to meeting with offi-
cials of the Federal Government in order to get Federal grants to aid
the distressed, do you? ,

Mr. WiLLiamsoN. We turned down a good many grants of the Fed-
eral Government.

Senator Doucras. Even when there were severe droughts? The
State of Georgia has never asked for or recived money in connection
with cyclones or drought

Mr. WILLIAMSEON. %)h, they may have in those instances, and may
"avo gotten some.

Senator Doueras. And they didn’t object to meeting with the Fed-
~ral Government when they were getting money from the Federal
“overnment?

Mr. WinriamsoN. No, don’t mind meeting with anybody in the Fed-
eral Government today, tonight, or any other time, Senator.

Senator Douaras. Isee. Good.

Now, in the abstract you submitted, you say that the proposed
new concept of givin% special treatment to selected unemployed work-
ers is unjustified and would be unfair to the vast majority of the
unemployed.

As I understand the bill, it provides that any sums in excess of
what the worker would receive under State unemployment compen-
sation l?aws should be borne by the Federal Government, isn’t that
correct

Mr. WrLLiamsoN, That is my understanding.

Senator Dougras. Yes.

Well now, don’t you think that there is a case for the Federal Gov-
~rnment making these added payments because of the fact that lower-
ing the tariffs by the Federal Government may create unemployment,
and therefore the Federal Government is directly responsible for the
unemployment thus created? Whereas in the ordinary course of
economic life, unemployment is created by factors which are nongov-
ernmental in character arising out of the private structure of busi-
ess, and, therefore, the Federal Government is not necessarily liable
for the costs which are incurred. :

Tn other words, do not the cicrumstances of unemployment created
bv lowering the tariffs justify direct Federal grants not justified in
other cases. :

Mr. WmLrzamson. I have thought about that a good bit, Senator,
and right now we have got a whole lot of soldiers coming home from
the war or coming home, and Reserve units, and National Guard,
an(}1 I believe the Federal Government is throwing them out of work
right now.

T believe they are out of work just as much as those folks. T think
every time you reduce the budget in some way so you have got to
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lay off employees, the Federal Government is just as much respon-
ible for that. And then there is another thing in here.

There is too much subjective tests of who is going to be affected
and how. This is all sukjective. I think you have got to get some-
‘hing ol()ljective, and I can understand your point but I don’t think
it is good.

Se%ator Doucras. Thus far your objection is not to the principle
of Federal compensation for injuries federally inflicted, but to the
technique of administering the compensation. . )

Mr, WrLrtamson. Well, of course, in a lot of families, with several
drawing unemployment compensation at the same time, one could be
drawing $61 and the other one $35 and both of them work just as hard.

Senator Doucras. Yes, but in one case the unemployment may have
been created by Federal action and the other case not created by
Federal action.

Mr. WiLLiamsoN. But in a lot of cases the present unemployment
is created by Federal action. Every time they cancel a defense con-
tract at Lockheed that throws some off. I think that is Federal action
and I don’t think you can differentiate it.

Senator Doueras. Thatisall.

The Cramaan. Thank you very much, Mr. Williamson.

Mr. Wrruramson. Wait, Senator, I got interrupted in my statement
and T have a few more statements.

I didn’t ask for those interruptions.

Senator KErr. You mean you are now in an interrupted conditiont

Mr. Winrzamson. Yes, sir.

The CuammmManN. Mr. Williamson, I think you have covered your
point very fully and ably and we have other witnesses this morning
and I don’t want to interrupt you, but I would suggest if we could, we
have Mr. Herter here, the former Secretary of State.

Mr. WirriamsoN. There is one thing I would like to clear up. I
think Paul Raushenbush—I read his taﬁ( a while ago, and he seriously
opposes this $61 weekly benefit amount and I don’t think he meant to
intend that if you, the Federal Government, paid it all and kept the
weekly benefit amount at $61 that it would be very palatable.

The CHAIRMAN. My experience has been wﬁen you make a good
case then it is best not tovontinue. [Laughter.]

Mr. WirLiamsox. Tamonmy way. [Laughter.]

(The statoment and attachments referred to follow :)

SUMMARY STATEMENT BY MARION WILLIAMSON, DIRECTUR, EMPLOYMENT SEOURITY
AGENCY, GEORGTA DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, 0N THE TRADE EXPANSION AcT OF 1962

The assistance to workers’ portion of the Trade Expansion Act in its present
form is opposed for the following reasons:

(1) To protect the integrity of State-Federal unemployment compensation
system, the law of Georgia and laws of many other States prohibits pay-
ments being made to claimants for the same week from different sources.
These States could not enter into an agreement requiring Federal paymenats
in violation of this provision, and their workers would be barred from
recelving such payments.

(2) The proposed new concept of giving speclal treatment to selected
unemployed workers is unjustified and would be unfair to the vast majority
of the unemployed. ’

(3) The act would establish a preferred class of unemployed workers.

(4) The administration of proposed program would be costly, complicated,
and cumbersome.
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(5) Acceptance of the provisions of the act would be a long step toward
complete federalization of the unemployment compensation system.

My name is Marion Willlamson. I am now and have been, since 1944, director
of the Employment Security Agency, Georgla Department of Labor. I am a

past president of the Interstate Conference of Employment Security Agencies,
Lt I am here today as a representative of the State agency.

It is because of my deep and abiding interest In the preservation and devel-
opment of an effective, constantly improving, and soundly financed unemploy-
ment compensation system, based on insurance principles and geared to local
conditions, that I am here to offer suggestions which, I believe, would improve
that portion of the act having to do with assistance to unemployed workers. 1
am also concerned with provisions of the bill that would result in rank dis-
crimination against Georgia workers.

My testimony will not deal with the merits of trade expansion. I address
myxelf to that portion of the bill which would establish a new, elaborate, and
costiy unemployment compensation system to provide high benefits for an ex-
tended period for selected groups of workers adversely affected by this bill.

I have been totally unable to find a justifiable reason for the creation of this
new and complicated system at a time when employment is the highest in the
history of the Nation and unemployment rates are dropping. In the past we havoe
seen several organized efforts to stampede Congress into legislating greater un-
employment benefits.

We all remember time after time when the calamity howlers pressured the
Congress to pass emergency legislation to meet prognosticated unemployment,
which was alleged would occur. Cool heads and reason prevailed, and the pro-
posals were rejected. The State-Federal system met the needs.

Except for providing higher unemployment benefits than are available under
the present system and higher training allowances than are provided under the
Manpower Development and Training Act to workers selected for preferential
treatment, it would duplicate services currently available to our unemployed
workers. This system of preferential treatment for selected groups would be
unfair to the vast majority of unemployed workers and grossly unfair to those
displaced as a result of the act but not included in the preferred group.

The discriminatory character of this program of assistance is found in the way
it will treat people unequally in the same community or geographical area. For
example, the factory worker in a community may qualify for special help when
imports put him out of work, but what happens to the hotel clerk or the filling
station attendant in this one-industry comr.unity? This disparity in treatment
is a serious condemnation of the proposed program and in additior poses a grave
threat to the integrity of our Federal-State unemployment compensation pro-

gram,

Not only would it be difficult for State agencles to satisfactorily explain the
discriminatory system to workers equally affected but unequally compensated,
but it would be almost impossible for those charged with that responsibility to
determine when a layoff in a plant within an affected industry was due to tariff
adjustments, inefficient management, unfavorable location, domestic competi-
tion, obsolescence of product. excessive demands of labor, or otber reasons.

The proposal that the Federal Government establish a privileged class of un-
employed workers is a truly startling one. The inequities in such a program
would be so obvicus, the demand for equal treatment of the unemployed so per-
sistent, and the difficulties In simultaneously operating unemployment compensa-
tion programs at different levels so great, that the new and unrealistic stand-
ards set for the privileged groups would almost inevitably be applied to all. The
incentive to work would be reduced, the insurance principle in unemployment com-
pensation abandoned, and the established system would go down the drain as
increasing numbers of workers sought ever higher Federal benefits.

Our experience with different subsidies for agricultural commodities has not
been a happy one. The proposed subsidies for selected industries, for selected
employers within those industries, and selected workers among those unem-
pluyed could only result in such confusion as will make the farm program look
like a shining example of sound administration. The prescription of Fed-
erai remedies for ills caused by Federal action may well kill instead of cure
the patient.

Many vague and intangible factors would enter into the determinations,
sometimes belatedly made, as to whether or not the unemployment of a group
or of certain members of & group was due to the Trade Expansion Act.
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The Federal Government in recent.-years has made two major efforts to solve
the job adjustment problems of long-term unemployed persons by adding a Fed-
eral extension to their State unemployment compensation rights. Failure of
this device to solve the basic problem has been reflected by each of these at-
tempts.

In theory, most of these unemployed were eaperiencing a temporary inter-
ruption in their employment and would expect to be employed again before ex-
piration of the extended benefit period. The facts have proved otherwise.
through the Federal temporary unemployment compensation program initiated
in 1938 and the Federal temporary extended unemployment compensation pro-
gram begun in 1961, millions of dollars were paid from Federal funds to hun-
dreds of thousands of workers. About three of every five workers who received
such benefits were still faced with the same problem when the programs ended
as when they began—no joh. In fact, the ratio or those still unemployed
»ftes exhaustion of all their State and all their Federal benefits rights has been
closer to three out of four in many States.

While national figures on exhausiees have not been published, a study of
Georgia exhaustees confirins that this strong tendency toward exhaustion pre-
vails whether the extended program cleimant be male or female, old or young,
skilled or unskilled, high wage or low wage, married or single, and with grade
school or higher education.

Of course, fewer skilled, educated, and younger workers qualified for extended
henefits. However, those who did qualify exhausted at about the same rate
as other groups. Apparently the person who is still unemployed after 26 weeks
ix confronted with special circnmstances as regards efther unfavorable local
labor market conditions or inidvidual employment problems.

This strong tendency to exhaust and the limited degree of variation between
groups can be fllustrated by examining the age distribution:

TEUC exhaustees

Age: Percent
Under 25 e mecm e e m e mm e ———— {4
25 10 84 e e 7
85 t0 44 e m—cmc e mam 81
45 t0 B4 e - mmem————o e 8
65 t064_ .- e mm e e mmm e e mea o —m—— e ——— 83
65 ANd OVer o e meer e emccecmemmaem e m e m ;e ————— it

Analysis of records for TEUC claimants who exhausted all benefit rights
during April and May of this year showed that only 10 percent had even returned
to local employment offices to seek work by the end of July. There were 3
percent of such claimants who had returned to file a new clalm under the State
law. Thus, there were 87 percent of exhaustees who had made no further
contact with the employment office following exhaustion of both their State and
TEUQ benefits.

This kind of record gives $trong support to the possibility that most of the
unemployed who fail to secure jobs within the normal period that protection
is afforded by the respective State laws actually face an extended period of
unemployment that will generally go beyond any extension period that has been
enacted or even proposed as a temporary extension of UC benefits. Under these
circumstances it appears that any extension of benefits beyond the normal period
of protection provided under State laws is in fact no solution to long-term
unemployment problems. While the extensions are expensive in dollar cost,
their results in affording a readjustment to a new job appear to be negligible.

Experience with the two Federal extenslon programs to date indicates that this
approach to long-term unemployment problems may have a built-in feature, an
incentive to idleness, which would always prevent such a program from being
an effective solution, regardless of the duration of any extension.

Mr. Ribicoff, recent Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, proposed
the establishment of local work rellef projects to meet the immediate needs of
people unable to get jobs in private industry.

Under the bill, a worker who earns $100 a week cculd take home $61 per week
based on the present national averages. While Arawing $61, he would be free
from deductions for Federal and State income taxes vnd soclal security taxes.
He would not have to meet the cost of transportation, pay union or membership
fees or make donations. He would also have the extra amounts spent on lunches
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and clothing while working. He would, in fact, net almost as much as if he were
on the job and yet could spend all of his time as he sees fit instead of working.
Under such circumstances, he isn’t likely to be in a burry to return to work
before exhausting his benefits,

The proposals in this Lill would inevitably increase the incentive of both
employers and workers to look to the Federal Government for the solution of
their financial problems. While most workers would rather have jobs than
unemployment benefits, there are numbers, and I am afraid rather large num-
bers of workers, who would welcome the opportunity to become members of
aprivileged group of Federal beneficiaries.

The present employment security program is of great value to the majority
of unemployed workers. Most people realize that the program does more to
prevent and cure mental and physical illness than the whole college of physicians.

In Georgia we placed 145,844 workers on nonagricultural jobs during the 12-
month period ending May 31, 1862. The national figures for the same period
were 6,450,900. Still there are many unemployed and many members of the
army of the uneinployed are volunteers. Some of these volunteered because
they worked for a period at highly paid assembly line jobs and prefer drawing
unemployment compensation to the return to less glamorous service, agricultural,
or domestic jobs for which they are qualified. Many are senior citizens whose
rocial security checks would be reduced if they continued to hold down their
jobs. Others belong to welfare-supported families and do not want earnings
to Interfere with the continued flow of welfare checks. Some husband and wife
teams alternate in working and drawing unemployment compensation. Many
separation reports filled by employers state that the workers tell them that they
are quitting to draw unemployment compensation.

Georgia employers filed separation notices covering workers who are respon-
sible for their own separation; i.e, who quit without good cause or are dis-
charged for misconduct. Over 3,000 such notices are filed each week. It is
because of the presence of such volunteers among the unemployed to those men-
tioned above that we see such criticilsms of the program as those voiced in:
Harper’s article on “How to Play the Unemployment Insurance Game” by Seth
Levine; the Look article on ‘“Welfare” by Fletcher Knebel, and the Reader's
Digest articles on “Scandal of Unemployment Compensation” by Kenneth Gil-
more and “Chiselers Endanger our Unemployment Program"” by Charles
Stevenson.

The fact that in Georgia alone over 2,000 determinations of fraud were made
under the job insurance program {ast year and that fraud prosecutions instituted
fn the courts have averaged nearly 300 annually for several years, is further
indicative of the willingness of many workers to risk punishment for the sake
of obtaining benefits for which they are not entitled.

The Trade Expansion Act {8 expected to result in more and better jobs for
our workers. The Secretary of Labor has estimated that during the first § years
of the program an average of 18,000 workers per year will be displaced because
of increased imports. He estimates that during each of those years increased
exports will generate several hundred thousand jobs. If his estimates are
approximately correct, it would seem unreasonable to establish a new, costly,
and unnecessary Federal unemployment compensation system for the benefit
of that portion of the 18,000 workers displaced each year who were not included
among the hundreds of thousands employed as a result of increased exports
and unable to find other Jobs in what {8 expected to be & flourishing economy.
If his estimates are incorrect and much greater numbers of workers are thrown
out of employment, the ill effects of discriminatory treatment would be multiplied.

I am not unaware of or indifferent to the potential problems of workers who
might be displaced as & result of the Trade Expansion Act, neither am I unaware
of the increasing and increasingly dangerous trend toward greater dependence
upon a paternal Federal Government. The established unemployment compen-
sation system, designed to assist the temporarily unemployed worker while
maintaining the incentive to work, can, if permitted to do so, continue to serve
the purpose for which it was created.

If the contentton that the workers unemployed because of the Trade Expan-
eion Act would be in a different category because of loss of employment due to
Federal action were valld, why wonldn’t those who lose their jobs because of
termination of defense contracts, changes in Federal tax or eredit poliries, or
changinz conditions within the Federal agencies themselves be placed in the

same category?
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All workers unemployed as a result of Federal action are entitled to equal
treatment as are all other American workers unemployed as a resuit of auto-
mation, changes in the economy, or other forces,

Since the bill provides that many workers receive Federal unemployment
compensation as a supplement to State benefits, it is proposed that the benefits
be called “Readjustment Allowances.” Proponents of this section seek in this
way to remove one of the conflicts with State laws which prohibit concurrent
payment of benefits under two unemployment compensation systems. This sub-
terfuge designed to overcome a legal obstacle does not change the character
of the payments.

Those insisting that payments made under the provisions of this act are not
unemployment compensation should review the Federal law which plainly says
that “All money withdrawn from the unemployment fund must be used solely
for the payment of unemployment compensation. * * *” This same provision
is in every State law. If States’ payments are not to be considered unemploy-
unient compensation payments, not one State could make them without changes
in both the State and ¥Federal laws.

In the final analysis, the benefits paid workers under the provisions of this
act must be considered unemployment compensation and be in conflict with
many State laws, or be considered something other than unemployment com-
peusation and be in conflict with the Federal law and all State laws.

It would be extremely difficult to persuade the average man that benefits
paid because of the loss of a job are not unemployment compensation benefits.
I am reminded of the old saying that if it looks like a duck, swims like a duck,
and quacks like a duck, it doesn’t really matter what you call it.

A few years ago, in connection with the hearings on Senate bill 1274, Senator
George, then chairman of this committee, sent the following telegram to Gover-
nors of all States:

"The bill, S. 1274, provides for Federal Government supplementing amount
and duration of State unemployment benefits by means of voluntary agreement
between State and Federal Government. If State does not wish to enter into
such agreement, the Federal Government will make such supplementary pay-
ments directly. Would appreciate your immediate reply as to how your attorney
general or legal department construes your State law: (1) Can your State enter
into such agreement with Federal Government without resulting in the State
payment being partially or totally reduced by the amount of the supplementary
Federal payment? (2) If your State does not enter into such an agreement,
would Federal supplementary payments result in reduction of the State amount?
In brief, will your State under existing law be required to credit any payments
made by Federal Government against the unemployment compensation benefits
paid under your State law? Please advise by telegram collect.”

Record of that hearing shows that the Social Security Board’s expert in this
ficld stated that of 51 jurisdictions, 47 of them have provisions which would
fubtract the amount paid by the Federal Government from the amount paid by
the State, or completely bar any pavment to a claimant drawing or seeking
unemployment compensatiod under a Federal unemployment compensation law.

The laws of 42 States specifically prohibit the concurrent payment of unem-
ployment compensation from both State and Federal sources.

The laws of eight States would permit concurrent State and Federal pay-
ments if it is acknowledged that Federal payments are Federal unemployment
compensation. The House report to H.R. 11970 (p. 30) says that payments
under this act would not be unemployment compensation. (See exhibit A for
the exact wording of the various State laws. )

The bill now under consideration prohibits the signing of an agreement with
n State having laws in effect similar to the Georgia law, which reads: “An
individual shall be disqualified for benefits for any week with respect to which
he has received or is seeking unemployment compensation under an unemploy-
ment compensation law of another State or of the United States.”

In Georgia, the statement as it appears above became law on January 2%,
1938, almost a year before payments were first made in the State. The pro-
vision was intended, as it plainly 8ay8, to prevent drawing unemployment com-
bensation from more than one Source.

. In the late 1800’s, Georgia had a very learned and colorful chief justice of
its supreme court, Hon, Logan B. Bleckley. He was noted for the clarity and
logic of his decislons and for his writings and speeches concerning the law.
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Judge Bleckley wisely maintained that a law needs no interpretation if plainly
expressed. The statement is quite plain.

The payment of unemployment compensation to veterans of the Korean
war has been cited by someone as a precedent for the violation of State laws
for the benefit of selected workers displaced because of the Trade Expansion
Act. There is, however, little if any resemblance between the circumstances
under which veterans who, since the Revolutionary War, have earned and re-
ceived special considerations and the circumstances surrounding the proposed
payments to selected workers unemployed because of this act.

The Congress in establishing the laws providing unemployment compensation
payments for ex-servicemen and ex-Federal employees specifically and wisely
provided that they be paid at the same rate and under the same provisions
as workers covered by the State unemployment compensation laws. This action
clearly reflects the intent of the Congress to treat all unemployed workers in
a State the same and to avoid establishing special classes among them.

Back in March of 1958 wheh testifying before the House Committee on Ways
and Means, I called attention to previous occastons on which various proposals
which would have seriously impaired the State-Federal system of unemploy-
ment insurance were considered and rejected.

In 1942 (H.R. 6559) war displacement bill: This was pressed by the admin-
istration as essential to the successful prosecution of hostilities which had just
broken out. It proposed that Federal cash be given to States to increase their
State weekly benefit payments by 20 percent and to increase the duration of
payments to 26 weeks (at that time, no State had & maximum duration exceed-
ing 20 weeks, and many were several weeks short of this figure).

In 1944 (8. 2051): An amendment to the war mobilization and reconversion
bill. Predicated on anticipated postwar unemployment situations, would have
provided Federal funds to supplement State benefit payments up to 75 percent
of claimants’ wages, but not to exceed $20. Federal funds would be provided
for increasing the duration of payments from State maximum up to 26 weeks.

In 19045 (S. 1274) : Proposed amendment to the Reconversion Act of 1944:
Predicated on postwar unemployment which was then developing, would have
provided Federal cash to supplement State maximum payments up to $25 per
week and 26 weeks duration.

In 1952 (S. 2504) : Proposed that Federal funds supplement State benefits
up to 65 percent of wages, and in the case of dependency, benefits of not more
than 75 percent of wages.

You will recall that the proponents of those bills claimed that State unem-
ployment compensation systems were inadequate and would be unable to cope
with the dire unemployment problems they predicted. The bill now under
consideration is only an echo of those other bills which subsequent events showed
thn Congress 80 wisely rejected.

The Senate Appropriation Committee in its report on the bill making unpro-
priations for the Departraents of Labor and Health, Education, and Welfare for
fiscal year 1963 sald: “The committee is concerned with the mounting cost of
the employment security program, and in the interest of economy and efficiency
it 1s essential that administration of the unemployment compensation and em-
ployment services be directed and coordinated, geared to local conditions, at
all levels. Separation of the services would greatly increase administrative costs
and should under no conditions be thrust upon State officials. Separation would
result in less exposure of claimants to job openings, and through less effective
application of the work test, cause the payment of benefits to claimants neither
seeking work nor willing to work.” '

Enactment of H.R. 11970 in its present form would further increase the mount-
ing cost of the employment security program, concentrate more control in Wash-
ington, and gear the program to bureaucratic determination of causes of unem-
ployment rather than to local counaitions.

In this connection, I should like to call your attention to a statement made by
Senator Vandenberg who, in the course of ore of the perrenial debates over
Federal versus State control of the unemployment compensation program,
sald: “* * * when we are &sked to start this process by scrapping the standards
of a successful, time-tried State system of unemployment insurance, substituting
Washington as the centralized core of the new system, and imposing Washing-
ton's judgments upon the judgments of the States, I cannot escape the conclusion
that we move diametrically away from prudence and wisdom and experience and
simplicity and that we create more problems than we solve.”
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This bill would confer upon the Secretary of Labor authoricy to override by
regulation provisions of State laws governing unemploymenc compensation.
Federal Standards might thus be imposed on every State agency without recourse.

Some of the very same people who insist that Federal pay for job loss is not
unemployment compensation also insist that the inclusion of a formula for the
payment of benefits practically identical with that in the proposed Federal
standards hill (H.R. 7640) is not related to and would have absolutely no bear-
ing whatsoever on that objectionable measure. Degpite these protestations, I
do not think that we can be so naive as to overlook the fact that pressure for
the inclusion of this formula in H.R. 11970 comes from those who have long
sought federalization of the unemployment compensation program. This bill
would provide immediately at one jump benefits at 65 percent of gross wages,
which H.R. 7640 hopes to accomplish in three jumps over a period of several
years. It is apparently their hope that the Federal standards and controls
proposed in H.R. 7640 can ride in “piggyback” on this bill,

It has been suggested that because of the overriding importance of tariff ad-
justment you accept this unrealistic formula for payments and also sccept the
fietion that readjustment allowances under this bill would not be vinemployment
conpensation,

Gentlemen, I know that when hammering out legislation acceptable to the
various groups represented in our economy, compromises are sometimes necessary.
If in your good judgment you should decide that circumstances require special
provisions for workers who might be displaced as a result of tariff adjustment,
and you determine that these workers can be clearly defined, a simple provision
to the effect that, “Upon exhaustion of State unemployment compensation bene-
fits a claimant determined to be unemployed as a result of this act may, if still
unemployed, receive Federal benefits at the same rate and under the same con-
dition as he has received State benefits for an additional 13 weeks” would be
least destructive of the established system, would obviate the need for changes
in State legislation, would reduce the cost, and simplify administration.

I do not urge the establishment of such a system. I would urge that there
be no first- and secon.. class citizens among our unemployed. If, however, we
are to have special classes, the special privilege might well be limited to ex-
tended payments without other changes in the established program.

The recently enacted Manpower Development and Training Act, which among
other things was intended to help meet the needs of workers displaced by for-
eign competition, might well be used for the purpose for which it was devised
instead of setting up an additional training program. Then, too, the proposal
that the transportation of workers, their families, and household goods to new
job locations, heretofore the responsibility of the worker or of his employer,
become the responsibility of the Federal Government, might well be eliminated.

As I said initially, I am not here to discuss the merits of tariff s.justment.
I am here in the interest of the people of Georgia, who are entitled .» a fair and
equitable unemployment compensation system, geared to local conditions, as
are the people of all other States. And, as I am required to do by Georgia
law, I am here to oppose action which would tend to effect federalization of
unemployment compensation’ funds and the State employment security program.

ExHIBIT A

STATEMENT BY MARION WILLIAMSON, DIRECTOR, EMPLOYMENT SECt RITY AGENCY,
GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF LLABOE, ON PROPOSED TRADE ExPANSIOV AcCT OF 1962,
H.R. 11970.

The Trade Expansion Act of 1962 would establish a Federal unemployment
compensation system.

Th» Federal Unemployment Tax Act provides that: “All money withdrawn
from the unemployment fund of the State shall be used solely in the payment of
unemployment compensation.” (Internal Revenue Code, sec. 3304(a) (4).) All
State laws include a similar provision.

The laws of 42 States specifically prohibit the concurrent payment of unem-
ployment compensation from both State and Federal sources.

The laws of eight States would permit concurrent State and Federal pay-
ments if it is acknowledged that Federal payments are Federal unemployment
compensation. The House report to H.R. 11970 (p. 30) says that payments
under this act would not be unemployment compensation.

R7270—A2—pt. 4——1
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DISQUALIFICATION PROVISIONS OF AL". 4TATE EMPLOYMENT SECURITY LAWS RELAT-
ING TO SEEKING OR RECEIVING JoB INSURANOE UNDER A LAW OF ANOTHER STATE
OR OF THE UNITED STATES.

ALABAMA

“Sec. 214. Disqualification for benefits.—An individual shall be disqualified
for total or partial unemployment: * ¢ *

“G. For any week with respect to which or a part of which he has received
or is seeking unemployment benefits under an unemployment compensation law
of any other state or of the United States; provided, that if the appropriate
agency of such other state or of the United States finally determines that he is
not entitled to such unemployment benefits this disqualification shall not apply.”

ALASKA

“SEc, 741. Disgualification for benefits.—An insured worker shall be disquali-
fied for waiting-week credit or benefits for any week of his unemployment if with
respect to such week the Commission finds that: * * * (e) For such week or
any part of such week he has received or is seeking unemployment beneflts un-
der any other employment security law in any manner other than in accordance
with the reciprocal arrangements with other States or the Federal government,
but if the appropriate agency finally determines that he is not entitled to benefits
under such other law, this paragraph shall not apply; or ¢ * * /!

ARIZONA

“SEC, 23-775. quuauﬂcanon from benefits—An individual shall be disquali-
fied for benefits: *

L 4 O . L L] ] [ ]

3. “For any week with respect to which or a part of which he has received
or is seeking unemployment benefits under an unemployment compensation law
of another state or of the United States, but if the appropriate agency of such
other state or of the Uniced States finally determines that he is not entitled
to such unemployment benefits, such ineligibility shall not apply.”

ARKANSAS

“Sec. S1-1106. Disqualification for benefits.—For all claims flied on and after
July 1, 1955, it so found by the Commissioner, an individual shall be disqualified
for benefits—* * * (f) Recelving other remunerations. For any week with
respects to which he receives or has received remuneration in the form of * * *
(2) Unemployment benefits under an unemployment compensation law of an-
other state or of the United States.”

CALIFORNIA

“SEC. 1255, Ineligibility due to receipt of other benefits.—An individual is not
eligible for unemployment compensation benefits on account of unemployment for
any week or part of any week with respect to which he has received or is
seeklng unemployment benefits under an unemployment compensation law of
any other state or of the United States. If the appropriate agency of the other
state or of the United States finally determines that he is not entitled to
unemployment compensation benefits, this section shall not apply.”

COLORADO

“SEec. 82—4-13. Disqualification—compensgation from other state.—~An individual
shall be disqualified for benefits for any week with respect to which or a part of
which he has received or is seeking unemployment benefits under an unemploy-
ment compensation law of another state or of the United States; If the appro-
priate agency of such other state or of the United States finally determines
that he l!s 'not entitled to such unemployment benefits, this disqualification shall
not apply.”
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CONNECTICUT

~Sec. 31-238. Disqualifications.—An Individual shall be ineligible for benefits.
s * ¢ (4) during any week with respect to which the individual bas received
or is about to receive remuneration in the form of (a) * ¢ * any payment by
way of compensation for loss of wages, or any other state or federal unemploy-

ment benefits, * * ¢
DELAWARE

“Sec, 3315. Disqualification for benefits.—An individual shall be disqualified

for benefits— * * ¢
[ L]  d * * . *

“(5) For any week with respect ‘o which or a part of which he has received or
is seeking unemployment benefits under an uremployment compensation law of
another State or of the United States, but if the appropriate agency of such
other State or of the United States finally determines that he is not entitled to
such unemployment benefits, this disqualification shall not apply; * * *”

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

“Sec. 10. (g) Receipt of other unemployment compensation.—An individual
shall not be eligible for benefits for any week with respect to which he has
received or is seeking unemployment compensation under any other unemploy-
ment compensation law of another State or of the United States: Provided, That
if the appropriate agency of such other State or of the United States finally
determines that he is not entitled to such unemployment benefits, this disqualifi-

cation shall not apply.”
FLOBIDA

“Src. 443.06. Duquauﬂcauon for benefits.—An in<ividual shall be disqualified
for benefits— *

. * * * L) L J *

“(3) For any week with respect to which or a part of which he has recefved
or is seeking unemployment benefits under an unemployment compensation law
of another state or of the United States; provided, that if the appropriate
agency of such other state or of the United States finally determines that he is
not entitled to such unemployment beneflts, this disqualification shall not apply.”

GEORGIA

“SEec. 5. Dtsquauﬂcaﬁon for benefits.—An individual shall be disqualified for
benefits: * *
* * * * * * [ ]
“(f) For any week with respect to which he has received or is seeking unem-
plorment compensation under an unemployment compensation law of another

State of the United States.” .
HAWAIX

“Sec. 93-29, Dtaquauﬂoanon Jor benefits.—An individual shall be disqualified

for benefits: ¢
* [ ] L 3 [ ] L] L ] ]

(f) Other unemployment benefits., For any week or part of a week with re-
spect to which he has received or is seeking unemployment benefits under any
other employment security law, except the Agricuitural Unemployment Compen-
sation Law, but this subsection shall not apply (1) if the appropriate agency fi-
nally determines that he is not entitled to benefits under such other law, or (2)
if benefits are payable to him under an Act of Congress which has as its purpose
the supplementation of unemployment benefits under a state law.”

IDAHO

“SEC. 72-1366. Personal eligibility oconditions.—The personal eligibility condi-
tions of a benefit claimant are that—?* * *
* * [ ] L ] | ] L L ]
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“(k) A benefit claimant shall not be entitled to benefits for any week with
respect to which or a part of which he has received or is seeking unemployment
benefits under an unemployment compensation or insurance law of another state
or of the United States, except as the director shall by regulations otherwise
preseribe: Provided, That if the appropriate agency of such other state or of the
United States shall finally determine that he is not entitled to such unemploy-
ment compensation or insurance benefits he shall not by the provisions of this

subsection be denied benefits.”
ILLINOIS

“SEo. 605. Receipt of Unemployment Benefits Under Another Law.—An in-
dividual shall be ineligible for benefits for any week with respect to which he
has received or is seeking unemployment benefits under an unemployment com-
pensation law of the United States or any other State, provided, that if the appro-
priate agency of the United States or of such other State finally determine that
he is not entitled to such unemployment benefls, this ineligibility shall not apply.”

INDIANA

“Sec. 1508. Receipt of other benefits.—Except as provided in section 2303 of
this act, an individual shall be ineligible for waiting period or benefits rights:
For any week with respect to which or a part of which he receives, Is receiving,
has received or is seeking unemployment benefits under an unemployment com-
pensation law of another state or of the United States; Provided, that this dis-
quatification shall not apply if the appropriate agency of such other state or of
the United States finally determines that he is not entitled to such employment
benefits, or if benefits under Title IV of the Veterans' Readjustment Assistance
Act of 1952 or Title XV of the Social Security Act are payable.”

IOWA

“Sec. 96.5. * * * Causes.—An individual shall be disqualified for bene-

fitg: * = *
. * * * * * *

“g. Benefits from other state.—For any week with respect to which or a part
of which he has recelved or is seeking unemployment benefits under an Unem-
ployment Compensation Law of another state or of the United States, provided
that if the appropriate agency of such other state or of the United States finally
determines that he is not entitled to such unemployment benefits, this disqualifi-

cation shall not apply.”
KANSAS

“Sgc. 44-700. Disqualification for bdemefits.—An individual shall be disquali-

fled for benefits: * * *
L ] * * L g * ] *

“(e) For any week with respect to which or a part of which he has receive!
or is seeking unemployment benefits under the unemployment compensation
law of any other state or of the United States: Provided, That if the appro-
priate agency of such other state or the United States finally determines that
he is not entitled to such unemployment benefits, this disqualification shall not
apply. (f) For any week with respect to which he is entitled to recelve any
unemployment allowance or compensation granted by the United States under
an act of congress to ex-service men and women in recognition of former service
with the military or naval service of the United States.”

KENTUCKY

“Sec. 341.360. Conditions of disqualification for benefits.—~No worker may
serve a waiting period or be paid benefits for any week of unemployment with
respect to which: * * *

» * * ] * | ] L]

“(2) He has received or is seeking unemployment compensation under an
unemployment compensation law of another state or of the United States, ex-
cept as otherwise provided by an arrangement between this state and such other
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state or the United States. But if the appropriate agency of such state or of the
United States finally determines that he is not entitled to such unemployment

compensation, this subsection shall not apply.”

LOUISIANA
“Kkc. 1601, Disqualification for benefits.—An individual shall be disqualifled
for benefitg: * * *
* * * * * . *

*(5) For any week with respect to which or a part of which he has received
or is seeking unemployment beneflts under an urnemployment compensation law
of another state or of the United States, provided that if the appropriate agency
of such other state or of the United States finally determines that he is not
entitled to such unemployment benefits, this disqualification shall not apply.
If the Congress of the United States passes any law providing for unemployment
compensation benefits intended as a supplement to the benefits provided by this
Chapter this disqualification shall not apply.” :

MAINE

“Sec. 15. Disqualification for benefits.—An individual shall be disqualified
for benefitg: * * *
. L] * [ ] * L L ]
“V. For any week with respect to which he is receiving, is entitled to receive
or has received remuneration in the form of ; * * * B, Benefits under the unem-
ployment compensation or employment security law of any state or similar law

of the United States; * * *
MARYLAND

“C. Disqualification for benefits.—An individual shall be disqualified for bene-
fits— L BN
[ ] * * * * *
“(g) Benefits under laws of another state or of the United States. For any
week with respect to which or a part of which he has received or is seeking
unemployment henefits under an unemployment insurance law of another State
or of the United States; provided, that if the appropriate agency of such other
State or of the United States. finally determines that he is not entitled to such
unemployment benefits, this disqualification shall not apply”.

MASSACHUSETTS

“SEc. 28. Disqualification because of receipt of other benefits.—No waiting
period shall be served and no benefits shall be paid under this chapter to an
individual for any week with respect to which, or a part of which, he has re-
ceived or is seeking unemployment benefits under an unemployment compensa-
tion law or employment secyrity law of any other state or of the United States:
provided, that, if the appropriate ageney of such other state or of the United
States finally determines that -he is not entitled to such unemployment benefits,
this section shall not apply.”

MICHIGAN

“17.5631 Disqualification of benefits.—Sec. 421.29(8)-—An individual shall be

disqualified for benefits: * * *
* L d * * * ! »

“(3) An individual shall be disqualified for benefits for any week ‘with respect
to which or a part of which he has received or is receiving or is seekiLg unem-
ployment benefits under an unemployment compensation law of another state
or of the United States: Provided, That if the appropriate agency of such other
state or of the United States finally determines that he is not entitled {o such
unemployment beneflts, this disqualification shall not apply.”

MINNESOTA

“SEc. 208.08. Benefit Eligibilily conditions. Subdivision 2.—No week shall be
counted as a week of unemployment for the purposes of thig section: * * ¢
* * L] * » * *
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“(8) With respect to which he is receiving, has received, or has filed a claim
for unemployment compensation benefits under any other law of this state, or
of any other state, or the federal government, including readjustment allow-
ances under Title V, Servicemen’s Readjustment Act, 1944 but not including
benefits under the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952 or any other
federal or state benefits which are merely supplementary to those provided for
under section 268.03 to 268.24, inclusive; provided that if the appropriate agency
of such other state or the federal government finally determines that he is not
entitied to such benefits, this provision shall not apply.”

MISSISSIPPI

“Sro. 7379(f). Disqualification for benefits.—An i{ndividual shall be disquali-
fied for benefits— * * * .
L ] * L ] L ] . *

(f) For any week with respect to which he has received or is ses":Ing unem-
ployment compensation under an unemployment compensation la & another
state or of the United States. Provided, that if the appropriate af - of such
other state of the United States finally delermines that he is not entitled to
such unemployment compensation benefits this disqualification shall not apply.
Nothing in this subsection contained shall be construed to include within its
terms any law of the United States providing unemployment compensation or
allowances for honorably discharged members of the armed forces.”

MISSOURI

“Incligidility for benefits. Sec. 288.040. 2.— * * *
L J L ] L ] * * * .

“3. A claimant shall be ineligible for waiting week credit or benefits for any
week for which or a part of which he has received or is seeking unemployment
benefits under an unemployment insurance law of another state or of the United
States: provided, that if it be finally determined that he is not entitled to such
unemployment benefits, such ineligibility shall not apply.”

“Sec. 87-108. Disqualification for benefits. An individual shall be dis-
qualified for benefits—* * *

* * * * * * *

“(e) For any week with respect to which he is recelving or has received
payment in the form of—* * ¢

“(3) Benefits under the railroad unemployment insurance act or any state
unemployment compensation act or similar laws of any state or of the United
States. This disqualification does not apply to any week with respect to which
an individual is receiving or has received benefits under an unemployment
compensation law of another state or of the United States, if such benefits are
paid pursuant to Section 87-129.”

NEBRASEA

“SEC. 48-628. Bencfits; conditions disqualifying applicant—An individual shall
be disqualified for benefits: * * ¢

* * » L] * ] *

“(f) For any week with respect to which or a part of which he has received
or is seeking unemployment benefits under an unemployment compensation
law of any other state or of the United States; Provided, that if the appropriate
agency of such other state or of the United States finally determines that he is
not entitled to such unemployment beneflts, this disqualification shall not
apply; * *

NEVADA

“SEC. 612.400. Receipt of benefits under another unemployment compensa-
tion law.— (1) An individual shall be disqualified for benefits for any week with
respect to which or to & part of which he has received or is seeking unemploy-
ment benefits under an unemployment compensation law of another state or of
the United States. (2) If the appropriate agency of such other state or of the
United States finally determines that he is not entitled to such unemployment
benefits, this disqualification shall not apply.”
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NEW HAMPSHIRE

“SEc. 2824. Disqualifications for bemefits.—An individual shalt be disquali-
fied for benefits and no waiting perlod may be served except as otherwise pro-
vided by subsection K of this section: * * *

» ] * » * ] .

“G. For any week or part of a week with respect to which he is seeking to re-
ceive or has received payments in the form of unemployment compensation, or
payments supplementary to New Hampshire unemployment compensation, un-
der any law of the Federal government. Provided, however, that there shall
be no disqualification for seeking to receive or recelving unemployment com-
pensation, or supplementary payment, under: (1) Title XV of the Soclal Se-
curity Act; or (2) Any federal law whose purpose is to assist In the readjust-
ment of individuals from military to civilian life; or (3) The Veterans’ Read-
Justment Assistance Act of 1052,

“H. For any week or part of a week with respect to which he is seeking to
recelve or has recelved payments in the form of unemployment compensation
under an unemployment compensation law of any other state or under a similar
law of the federal government. Provided that seeking to receive or receiving
payments under any raciprocal arrangement to which New Hampshire is a
party under section 16 of this chaper, shall not disqualify the individual for
benefits.” ‘ ' '

NEW JERSEY

“Sro0. 43:21-5. Disqualification for bdenmefits—An individual shall be dis-

qualified for benefits. * * *
[ ] [ ] . * L] [ ] L ]

“(f) For any week with respect to which or a part of which he has received or
is seeking unemployment benefits under an uremployment compensation law
of any other state or of the United States; provided, that if the appropriate
agency of such other state or of the United States finally determines that he is
not entitled to such unemployment benefits, this disqualification shall not apply.”

NEW MEXICO

“SEc. 59-9-5. Disqualification for benefits.—An individual shall be disqualified

for benefits— ¢ * ¢
. * * [ ] * * *

“(e) For any week with respect to which, or a part of which, he has received
or i8 seeking through any agency other than the commission, unemployment
benefits under an unemployment compensation law of another state or of the
United States; Provided, That if the appropriate agency of such other state or
of the United States finally determines that he is not entitled to such unem-
ployment benefits, this disqualification shall not apply.”

. NEW. YORK

“SEoc. 592.2. Suspension of accumulation of benefit rights—Concurrent pay-
ments prohibited. No days of total unemployment shall be deemed to occur
in any week with respect to which or a part of which a claimant has received
or is seeking unemployment benefits under an unemployment compensation law
of any other state or of the United States provided that this provision shall
not apply if the appropriate agency or such other state or of the United States
finally determines that he is not entitled to such unemployment benefits.”

NORTH CAROLINA

“Sec. 96-14. Disqualification for benefits.—An individual shall be disqualified
for benefits: * * ¢
* ] * * L] * L ]
“(7) For any week after June thirtieth, one thousand nine hundred thirty
nine with respect to which he shall have and assert any right to unemployment
benefits under an employment security law of either the federal or a state
government, other than the State of North Carolina.”
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NORTH DAKOTA

“Sec. 52-0602. Disqualifications fci' svicefits.—An individual shall be disqual-
ified for benefits: * * *

» * * * * * *

“5. For any week with respect to which or a part of which he has received
or is seeking unemployment benefits under an unemployment compensation
law of another state or of the United States, provided, that if the appropriate
agency of such state or of the United States finally determines that he is not
entitled to such unemployment benefitd, this disqualification shall not apply.”

OHIO

“Receipt of other benefits. Sec, 4141.31 (¢).—No benefits shall be paid for any
week with respect to which or a part of which an individual has received or is
seeking unemployment benefits under an unemployment compensation law of
any other state or of the United States, or for any week with respect to which
he has received or is seeking remuneration from any federal system of unem-
ployment or readjustment allowances for individuals discharged from the land
or naval forces of the United States; provided the disqualifications shall not
apply if the appropriate agency of such other state or of the United States finally
determines that he is not entitled to such unemployment benefits.”

ORKLAHOMA

“Sec. 215. Disqualification for benefits.—An individual shall be disqualified for
benefits: * * *

* L] * * * L) .

“(f) For receiving or seeking unemployment benefits under another law.—For
any week with respect to which or a part of which he has received or s seeking
unemployment benefits under an unemployment compensation law of another
state or of the United States or is entitled to receive readjustment allowances
under the Servicemen's Readjustment Act of 1944 (Public Law 346—78th Con-
gress) (Chapter 268—2d Session) : provided, that if the appropriate agency of
such other state or of the United States finally determines that he is not entitled
to such unemployment benefits, this ineligibility shall not apply.”

OREGON

“Sgc. 657.210. Disqualification for compensation in other furisdictions.—An
individual is disqualified for beneflts for any week with respect to which or
a part of which he has received unemployment benefits under an unemploy-
ment compensation law of another state or of the United States. However, if
the appropriate agency of such other state or of the United States finally deter-
mines that he is not entitled to such unemp.oyment benefits, this disqualifica-
tion shall not apply.”

PENNSYLVANIA

“Sec. 402. Ineligidility for Compemation —An employee shall be ineligible
for compensatlon for any week

“(c) With respect to whlch or a part of which he has received or is seeking
unemployment benefits under an unemployment compensation law of any other
state or of the United States: Provided That, if the appropriate agency of such
other state or of the United States finally determines that he is not entitled to
such unemployment benefits, the disqualification shall not apply; * * *”

RHODE ISLAND

“SEc. 28-44-19. Receipt of compensation—An individual shall be disquali-
fled from recelving benefits for any week of his unemployment occurring within
any period with respect to which such individual is currently receiving, or
hnsneceived remuneration ln the form of— * * *

L] [ ]

“(h) Beneﬂts under an unemployment compensatlon law of any state or

of the United States;”
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SOUTH -CAROLINA

“SEC. 68-114. quuahﬂcatwn Jor benefits.—Any insured worker shall be
meligible for benefits: *

] [ ]

“(e) For any week with respect to which or a part of which he has received
or is seeking vnemployment benefits under an unemployment compensation law
of another state or of the United States; provided, that if the appropriate
agency of such other state or the United States finally determines that he is
not entitled to such unemployment benefits, this disqualification shall not apply.”

SOUTH DAKOTA

“SEC. 17.0830. Disqualification for benefits: Conditions Prescridbed.— * * *
(7) An individual shall not be entitled to any benefits for any week with
respect to which or a part of which he has received or is seeking unemploy-
ment benefits under an unemployment compensation law of another state or
of the United States, provided that if the appropriate agency ¢f such other
state or of the United States finally determines that he is not entitled to such
unemployment benefits this disqualification shall not apply.”

TENNESSEE

“SEec. 50-1324. Disqualification for benefits.—An individual shall be dis-
qualified for benefits— * * ©
] [ ] L] L] [ ] L 4 ®

“F. For any week with respect to which, or a part of which he has received,
or is seeking unemployment benefits under an unemployment compensation
law of another state or of the United States, provided, that, if the appropriate
agency of such other state or of the United States flnally determines that he
is not entitled to such unemployment benefits, this disqualification shall not
apply; Provided, however, ihat the disqualification imposed by this paragraph
shall not apply to any individual wbo is seeking or who has received benefits
provided for by the provisions of the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act
of 1952 (Act of July 16, 1952. Ch. 875, 668 Stat. 663), and provided further
that any payments heretofore made by the Department of Employment Security
to an individual who was seeking or receiving simultaneous benefits under
said Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952 are hereby validated. In
addition to the foregoing reasons an individual shall be disqualified from ob-
taining the advantage of a waiting period for any week with respect to which,
or a part of which, he bas received, or is seeking, unemployment benefits
under an unemployment compensation law of another state or of the United
States, provided, that if the appropriate agency of such other state or of the
United States finally determines that he i1s not entitled to such unemployment
benefits, this disqualification shall not apply; Provided, however, that the dis-
qualification imposed by this paragraph shall not apply to any individuat who
is seeking or who has received benefits provided for by the provisions of the
Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952.”

TEXAS

“Seo. 5221 b-3. Disqualification for venefits—An individual shall be disquali-
fied for benefits: * * * (e) For any benefit period with respect to which he is
receiving or has recelved remuneration in the form of:

* ] * * * * *

“(8) Old Age Benefits under Title II of the Social Security Act as amended, or
similar payments under any Act of Congress, or a State Legislature; provided,
that if such remuneraticn is less than the benefits which would otherwise be due
under this Act, he shall be entitled to receive for such benefit period, if otherwise
eligible, beneﬁtq reducecd by the amount of such remuneration. If such benefits,

payable under this subsectlon after being reduced by the amount of such re-
muneration are not an even multiple of One Dollar (81), they shall be adjusted
to the next higher muttiple of One Dollar ($1).”
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UTAH "

“Sec. 35-4-5. Ineligibility for benefits—An individual shall be ineligible for
benefits or for purposes of establishing a waiting period: * * *
* * * * * * *

“(f) For any week with respect to which or a part of which he has received
or is seeking unemployment benefits under an unemployment compensation law
of another state or the United States, provided, that if the appropriate agency
of such other state or of the United States flnally determines that he is not en-
titled to such unemployment beunefits, this disqualification shall not apply.”

VEBMONT

“Seo. 1344. Disqualification for benefits.—An individual shall be disqualified
for benefits; * * *
* * * * * * »

“(7) For any week with respect to which or a part of which he has received or
is seeking to receive unemployment benefits under an unemployment compensa-
tion law of another state or of the United States, provided that if the appropri-
ate agency of such other state or of the United States finally determines that he
s not entitled to such unemployment benefits, this disqualification shall not ap-

ply."
VIRGINIA

“SEc. 60—46. Benefit eligibility conditions.—An unemployed individual shall
be eligible to receive benefits with respect to any week only if the Commission
finds that; * * ¢

* ] * * * * *

“(f) He is not receiving, has not recelved or is not seeking unemployment
benefits under an unemployment compensation law of any other state or of the
Unlited States, provided, however, that if the appropriate agency of such other
state or of the United States finally determines that he is not entitled to such
unemployment benefits, this subsection shall not apply.”

WASHINGTON
(No similar language found in Disqualification or Eligibility provisions.)
WEST VIRGINIA

“ArTICLE VI, SEO0. 2368 (78) ([4]. Dtsqualification for benefits.—Upon the
determination of the facts by the director an individual shall be disqualified for
benefits: * * *

* * * * * * *

“(5) For a week with respect to which he is receiving or has received * * *
“(c) Remuneration in the form of a primary insurance beneflt under title
two of the sdcial security act, as amended, or similar payments under any act
of Congress, from and after receipt by him of his first payment for such
benefits.
WISCONSIN

“Sec. 108.04. (12) Prevention of duplicate pdyments—(a) Any individual
who is entitled to federal readjustment allowances under the Servicemen’s
Readjustment Act of 1944 may nevertheless claim benefits based on his avail-
able credit weeks under this chapter, and may receive such Lenefits if otherwise
eligible; but any individual who receives a federal readjustment allowance for
a given week shall be ineligible for benefits paid or payable for that same week
under this chapter. (b) Nimilarly, any individual who receives, through the
comm ssion, any uviner type of 1 nemployment benefit or allowance for a given
week shall be ineligible for i.-neflts paid or payable for that same week under
this chapter. (c¢) Any individual who receives unemployment compensation
for a given week under any federal law through any federal agency shall be
ineligible for henefits paid or payable for that same week under this chapter.
(d) Any individual who receives unemployment compensation for a given week
under the law of any other State (with no use of benefit credits earned under
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this chapter) shall be ineligible for benefits patd or payable for that same week

under this chapter.”
WYOMING

“Sec. 27-26. Disqualification for benefits.—* * *

“B. An individual shall be disqualified for benefits.—* * *

“III. For any week or part of a week with respect to which he has receivea
or is seeking unemployment benefits under an unemployment compensation law
of another State or of the United States, provided that if the appropriate
agency of such other state or of the United States finally determines that he
is not entitled to such unemployment benefits, this disqualification shall not
apply provided further, that this disqualification shall not extend to the receipt
of benefits under an unemployment compensation law of the United States if
such benefits are paid under a Federal-State agreement entered into by this
State pursuant to the provisions of such law.”

FEDERAL Law

The Federal Unemployment Tax Act provides that: *Ail morey withdrawn
from the Unemployment Fund of the State shall be used solely in the payment
of unemployment compensation” (Internal Revenue Code, Section 3304(a) (4).)

RoyEeer v. BRowN, 93 A. 2p 667
(Supreme Court of New Hampshire, Jan. 6, 1953)

‘Appeal, under R. L. c. 218, section 5G, by Maurice F. Royer from a decision of
the Appeal Tribunal of the Division of Employment Security of the Department
of Labor.

"“The petitioner is a veteran of the Korean war, so-called. On October 15, 1952
he filed an initial claim under Title IV of the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance
Act of 1952, 38 T1. S. C. A. section 991 et seq. Pub.L. No. 550, 82d Cong., 2d Sess.,
section 7656, On October 20, he made & claim under R. L. c. 218 for unemployment
compensation to which he was entitled because of his previous civilian employ-
ment record. Laws 1951, c. 140, scction 5. He also filed a continued claim for
compensation under the Federal Act.

“He was thereupon disqualified by petitionee from recelvinz any benefits under
R. I.. c. 218 because ‘he also sought to receive payments in the form of unemploy-
ment compensation under a similar unemployment compensation law of the
federal government.' See Id. section 4F. This decislon was affirmed by the
Appeal Tribunal and a written request by the petitioner to the Director to reopen
the case was denied. Royer thereupon duly filed this appeal.

“The Superior Court reserved and transferred to this Court, on an agreed
statement of facts the following questions of law :

“ ‘1, Is Title IV of the Veterans’' Readjustment Assistance Act of
1952 * * * g similar unemployment compensation law of the federal
government within the meaning of Revised Laws, Chapter 218, section 4-F,
as amended?

* ‘2, Is the petitioner disqualified from receiving State Unemplovment
Compensation benefits for the week ending October 18, 1952, under Revised
Laws, Chapter 218, section 4-F, as amended ?

LAMPRON, Justice.

“We are of the opinion that Royer is not disqualified from recelving unemploy-
ment compensation beneflts under R. L. c. 218 because he filed for compensation
under Title LV of the Veterans' Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952, Pub.L. No.
550. 82d Cong., 2d Sess., section 7658, as the latter is not ‘a similar law of the
federal government’ within the provisions of R. L. ¢. 218, section 4F. That section
reads substantially as follows: ‘4. Disqualifications for Benefits. An individnal
sha'l be disqualified for benefits * ¢ *. F. For any week or part of a week with
resnect ¢o which he 18 seeking to receive or has recelved payments in the form of
un: mployment compensation under ar unemployment compensation law of any
oth2: state or under a similar law of the federal government.’ ( Emphasis added.)

“*‘Similar’ is defined thus in Wehster's New International Dictionary (2d ed.) :
‘nearly corresponding: resembling in many respects: somewhat live; having a
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general likeness.” See Vermont Accident Ins. Co. v. Burns, 114 Vt. 1483, 40 A.24
707. It connotes homogeneity. Piaget-Del Corporation v. Kulik, 118 N.J.L.
485, 45 A.2d 125,

“R.L. c. 218 was enacted because, among other reasons, ‘the public good and
the general welfare of the workers of this state require the enactment of this
measure for the setting aside of unemployment reserves to be used for the bene-
fit of unemployed perscns, and for providing a systematic accumulation of funds
during periods of employment to provide benefits for periods of unemploy-
ment’. Laws 1935, ¢. 99. In the present Federal Act ‘the home, farm, and busi-
ness-loan benefits, the unemployment compensation benefits, the mustering-out
payments, and the employment assistance provided for * * * are for the purpose
of assisting in the readjustment of such pergons from military to civilian life.”
Id. section 102, 38 U.S.C.A. section 801. [Emphasis added.]

“Our State law applies to any employing unit which in each of 20 different
weeks * * * has or had in employment four or more individuals. Section
1H(1). It pays benefits generally to any such unemployed individual who is
able to work, and is available for work, who has followed the requisite procedure
and is not disqualified for certain specified reasons. Sections 8,4, 5. The funds
for these benefits are derived from contributions made by employers subject to
the law. Section 6. Payments are made to claimants on an annual earnings or
wage credit basis. Section 2, The Federal Act applies only to veterans and to
those veterans only who have served in the Armed Forces after June 27, 1950.
Sections 102, 201. All claimants are given a flat benefit rate of $26 per week
without regard to any wage credit concept. Section 401(b). There are no em-
ployer contributions. If a veteran receives an education and training allowance
under the Act he is ineligible for benefits. Section 408(a) (2). It is also
correlated to mustering-out payments. Section 401(b). If a veteran is eligible
to receive unemployment compensation under his State law this Act merely sup-
plements that payment to bring it up to $26 per week. Section 408(a) (1).
‘Under no circumstances shall any veteran receive compensation under this title
* * * in g total amount in excess of $676." Section 408(d).

“[1, 2] It seems to us that the above juxtaposition of the salient provisions
of both acts demonstrates clearly that the Veterans’' Readjustment Assistance
Act of 1952 is not an unemployment compensation law and consequently pay-
ments received thereunder are not received under ‘a similar law of the federal
government’ within the meaning of R.L. c¢. 218, section 4F. 1t is true that pay-
ments are made to veterans under Title IV of that Act because they are unem-
ployed. However said Title and the payments inade under it are an integral
part of a law 1which has for its chief purpose to provide ‘vocational readjustment
and restoring lost educational opportunities’ to certain veterans and to assist ‘in
the readjustment of such persons from military to civilian life.! Section 102.
R.L. c. 218, on the other hand, has for its sole aim the establishment of a per-
manent method of 'systematic accumulation of funds during periods of employ-
ment to provide benefits for periods of unemployment’ to all persons in a broad
type of employment, Laws 1935, ¢. 99, and payments are made thereunder for
that sole purpose. [Emphasis added.]

“It might not be amiss to point out the incongruous results which the inter-
pretation sought by the petitionee would bring about. A veteran who has
never worked and therefore is not entitled to any benefits under R.L. c. 218 would
be eligible to receive $26 per week under the Federal Act. If one who is entitled
to $19 per week under our law, as is the petitioner, should apply for supple-
mental benefits under the Federal Act to bring his compensation to $26 per
week, he would forfeit his $19 state compensation and he could receive only
$7 under the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act (the difference between
$26 and what he is eligible for under the State Act).

“Each question submitted to us is answered in the negative.

“Case discharged.

“All concurred.”

NOTES

(1) The foregoing New Hampshire opinion cites no authority for its conclu-
fions reached in Divisions 1 and 2 of the decision,

(2) The word “similar” in the disqualification provisions of the New Hamp-
shire law do not appear in the corresponding provision of the Georgia law. (The
New Haempshire decision turned in part on the word “similar” in the New
Haixpshire statute.)
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(8) The New Hampshire court had under consideration title IV of the Veter-
ans' Readjustment Act of 1952 which, according to the New Hampshire decision,
“has for its chief purpose to provide ‘vocational readjustment and restoring lost
educational opportunities’ to certain veterans and to assiat ‘in the readjustment
of such persons from military to civilian life.” The purposes of title IV, there
being construed, were not the same as the purposes of the trade expansion bill,
now under consideration and the reasoning in the New Hampshire case would
not be applicable in the present situation.

(4) Too, the veterans of the military services were in the highest and noblest
sense employees of the United States and were paid wages.

(5) Veterans of our wars have earned and been afforded privileges since our
first war with England.

On January 2, 1951, the U.S. Supreme Court, in a memorandum decision, sus-
tained the decision of the Supreme Court of Errors of Connecticut in the case of
Hannan vs. Administrator, Unemployment Compensation Act, originally reported
in 756 Atlantic (2d) 483, 137 Connecticut 240, The memorandum decision con-
tained no opinion but simply held: ‘Certiorari denied,” and was reported in
340 U.S. 914, .

In the case of Hannan v, Administrator, Unemployment Compensation Act,
75 Atlantic (2d) 483, the Supreme Court of Errors of Connecticut said on pages
483486 :

~# * * The issue determinative of the appeals is whether the plaintiffs are
eligible for benefits under the Connecticut Unemployment Compensation Act
« » * £,» such periods of time as they were receiving subsistence allowances
under the Federal Servicemnen's Readjustment Act.

L] . * L * * *

“On June 22, 1944, Congress passed the Servicemen's Readjustment Act, here-
inhefore referred to, 'to provide Federal Governme: ¢ aid for the readjustment in
civilian life of returning World War II veterans.’ * * *

“General Statutes, section 7508 [Connecticut], provides, inter alla: ‘Dis-
qualifications. An individual shall be ineligible for benefits * * * (4) during
any week with respect to which the individual has received or is about to re-
ceive remuneration in the form of (a) * * * any payment by way of compen-
sution for loss of wages, or any other state or federal unemployment benefits
% *: (7) during any week with respect to which an individual is receiving
any unemployment allowance or compensation granted by the United States
under an act of congress to ex-servicemen in recognition of former military
service” The determination of the meaning of these two provisie»s read to-
gether presents a problem of statutory construction which involves a consid-
eration of their terms and t’.e purpose and intent which caused their adoption.
Hartfora Production Credit Ass’n v, Clark, 118 Conn. 341, 343, 172 A. 266 ; Cham-
bers v. Lowe, 117 Conn. 624, 626, 189 A. 912; Waterbury Savings Bank v. Dana-
her, 128 Conn. 78, 81, 20 A. 1 455. In interpreting the provisions of section 7508
in the light of the federal legislation, we note that subsection (4) was a part
of our statute law before the federal acts hereinbefore referred to were adopted.
* * * In May, 1943, subsection (7) was added to our statute, to take effect
Oc¢tober 1, 143. * * * The Congress had . eady made provision for the edu-
cation and training of disabled veterans and for their subsistence while tak-
ing such training. We cannot velieve, in the light of the legislative history of
our act and the language used, that the legislature intended otherwise than to
avold a duplication of benefits so far as claims against the Connecticut unem-
ployment funds were concerned, just as the Congress had done. The language
Is broad. ‘[Alny unemployment allowance or compensation granted by the
UCnited States * * * to ex-servicemen in recognition of former military service’
means just what it says, compensation in the form of unemployment allow-
inees or compensation in the form of cost of training and money for subsistence
during that training. It could hardly be thought necessary, when the Service-
men’s Readjustment Act was adopted, to change this broad wording.

“It is argued that the subsistence allowance is not ‘unemployment allowance
or compensation’ within the terms of the disqualifying clause. The subsistence
allowance was, In effect, a substitute for wages which the recipient was not
able to earn while pursuing a course of study. * * * It is a monetary allow-

SN L
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ance intended to provide a person in receipt of education or training under
[Veterans® Regulation No. 1(a), Part 8] with a measure of support during such
educatfon or training. * * * The subsistence allowance paid under the circum-
stances of the present cases is an ‘unemployment allowance or compensation’
within the fair intent of subsections (4) (a) and (7) of section 7508. To hold
otherwise would lead to endless inequalities among veterans and would result
in a duplication of benefits which both the Congress and the General Assembly
in‘ended to avoid.

- ] * * * »

“In this opinion the other Judges concurred.”

ExHIBIT B
DISQUALIPICATION FOR BENEFITS

SEec. 5. An individual shall be disqualified for benefits—
(e) For any week with respect to which he is receiving or has received re-
muneration in the form of—

(1) Wages in lieu of notice;
(2) Compensation for temporary partial disability under the Workmen's

g&mpensatlon Law for any State or under a similar law of the United
tes; or
(3) Old-age beneflis under title II of the Social Security Act, as amended,
or similar payments under any Act of Congress: Provided, That if such
remuneration is less than the benefits which would otherwise be due under
this Act, he shall be entitled to receive for such week, if otherwise eligible,
benefits reduced by the amount of such remuneration.

(These draft bills meet the minimum standards for State unemployment
compensation laws required under the Social Security Act, which would permit
employers making contributions thereunder to offset such contributions up to
90 percent of the Federal pay-roll tax to which they became subject beginning
January 1, 1936. These drafts are merely suggestive and are intended to pre-
sent some of the various alternatives that may be considered in the drafting
of State unemployment compensation acts. Therefore, they cannot properly
be termed “model” bills or even recommended bills. This is in keeping with
the policy of the Soctal Security Board of recognizing that it is the final respon-
sibility and the right of each State to determine for itself just what type of
legislation iv desires and how it shall be drafted.

ExHmIT C
DISQUALIFICATION FOR BENEFITS

SEc. 5. An individual shall be disqualified for benefits—

(e) For any week with respect to which he is recelving or has received re-
muneration in the form of-—
" (3) Old-age benefits under Title 2 of the Social Security Act, as amended, or
similar payments under any Act of Congress; Provided, that if such remunera-
tion is less than the benefits which would otherwlse be due under this Act, he
shall be entitled to recelve for such week, if otherwise eligible, benefits reduced
by the amount of such remuneration. (Georgia Laws 1937, Unemployment Com-

pensation Law, Section 5 (e) (8), pp. 812, 814.)

ExHIBIT D

Sec. 5(f). For any week with respect to which he has recelved or i8 seeking
unemployment compensation under an Unemployment Compensation Law of
another State or of the United States, (Georgia Laws 1937-1938, Unemployment
Compensation Law Amended. Section 5 (f), p. 363.)



TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1963 1699

ExRIBIT E

ATLANTA, Ga,
Retel September 3 to Governor Arnall re State unewmployment benefits, section
5(F) of the Georgia unemployment compensation law provides as follows: “An
individual shall be disqualified for benefits: (F) for any week with respect to
which he has received or is seeking unemployment compensation under an
employment compensation law of another State or of the United States.” Ac-
cordingly, it is my opinion that if the Georgia benefit allowance were to be
supplemented by additional Federal allowance, a claimant would be disqualified
from receiving benefits from the Georgia unemployment compensation funéd under

the terms of section 5 (F') of the Georgla law.
EuerNRE CooK, Attorney General.

STATE OF GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF LABOR,
EMPLOYMENT SECURITY AGENCY,
Atlanta, Ga., August 10, 1962.
To: Mr. Marion Williamson, director, ESA.
From : Dean J. Ratliffe, chief ol investigations.
Subject: Puerto Rico—Disqualification provision as to receiving job insurance
under Federal law.

Section 704(b) (5) of the Puerto Rico Code covering the Puerto Rico emaploy-
ment security law, provides:

“Disqualifications.- -An insured worker shall not be disqualified for waiting-
weex credit or benefits for any week of his unemployment unless, with respect
to such week, the Director finds that: * ¢ *

“(5) %or the week in which he has received or is seeking unemployment
benefits under any other employment security law, but if the appropriate agency
finally determines that he is not entitled to benefits under such other law, this
provisiou shall not apply; or ¢ * *»

The Cramyax. The Honorable Christian B. Herter, the former
distinguished Secretary of State, has entered the room, and the Chair
would like to recognize him.

A Herter, take a seat, sir, and we are very happy to have you
withus. Take a seat and proceed.

STATEMENT OF HON. CHRISTIAN B. HERTER, WASHINGTON, D.C.

Mr. Herter. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, it is
a great privilege to appear before this committee to present my views
on the trade policy proposals you are now considering.

I would like to discuss with you today not the details of the dynamic
and even revolutionary* changes our country faces in today’s world,
but rather the nature of our national response to those changes.

Many of these changes reflect the actions not of enemies but of
friends. However, the actions and aspirations of friendly nations
can pose serious obstacles to the efforts our own country must make
to protect our trading position, our political position, and our total
negotiating leverage i the councils of nations. The extent to which
we can protect and expand our national strength—and we can do so
only in the closest cooperation with the rest of the community of free
nations, both developed and less developed—will be an important
measure of our ability not only to fulfill our national need for
stepped-up growth and higher standards of living at home, but our
ability to strengthen our defenses in the face of the unrelenting
;le?ilgllls of nations which threaten the principles and institutions we
hold dear. ’
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There is much more to the achievement of these objectives than
trade policy alone. However, I cannot overemphasize what to me is
a clear and unmistakable imperative—that a sound, forward looking,
and truly responsible approach to this area of public policy is indis-
pensable to the success of the broader program. It seems to me that
the bill now before you is a bare minimum of the kind of legislation
that fits these standards. There are many ways in which I believe
this bill could be improved—improved, tKat is, in the direction of
greater flexibility in the discretionary authority of the President.

However, I would like to use the time at my disposal this morning
to urge you, and through you, the Senate itself, to hold fast to this
minimum proposal. I urge you to reject any effort to comprise its
principles.

Attempts will be made and, I understand, are already being made
to write specially contrived formulas into the bill which would cur-
tail the essential authority it now gives the President in negotiating
reciprocal trade agreements,

Attempts will be made and are being made to restore the outdated
peril point procedures of present legislation and the restrictive pro-
visions of the old escape clause.

Such proposals are made, I am sure, by people who say they sup-
port the objectives of the President’s program, by people who say
that the United States must negotiate with the szropean Common
Market, that it must act responsibility in its relations with the less
developed areas, and that it must strengthen the economic defenses of
the free world against the designs of international communism,

Yet many of these proposals would, in my judgment, make it im-
possible for our country to achieve these overall objectives on which
there appear such overwhelming agreement.

In today’s world it would be national folly to revert to the restric-
tive policies of the past; yet there is in most of these proposed amend-
ments—and indeed even in various provisions of the present bill—a
mysterious nostalgia for the protectionism of the past. Even where
some of the proposed amendments represent a departure from past
protectionism and a movement, at least so it seems, in the direction of
freer trade, thry present a pattern which, by the standards of what
we must accomplish in today’s world, must be tagged for what it
really is—a new protectionism.

There are some who will go along with the negotiating authority
as it is proposed in the bill now before you, but who will attempt to
make changes in the escaps clause by having the reserve list expanded.

Any escape clause makes reciprocal bargaining difficult at best, but
let us make no mistake about it—the reserve list, which limits the
total negotiating list we bring in the bargs.ining table, is an important
dimension of our total negotiating position. The amount of tariff-
cutting authority in this legislation is only part of the President’s
negotiating authority.

The United States must show a real interest in negotiating if we
expect the European Common Market and other areas of the world
{o agree to come to the negotiating table sericusly intent on reaching
an agreement. A real interes. i negotiating will require not only
the authority provided in this bill, but also an impressive list of rod-
ucts on the negotiating list and impressive evidence that we shall not
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withdraw concessions via the escape clause except as an indispensable
last resort. ‘ o

To set such a standard for U.S. trade policy is surely not asking
too much of the American economy. I know that all of us on both
sides of this witness table bélieve in the resourcefulness of the free
enterprise system. If we really believe this, then there is no better
way to show it than to adopt a trade policy that clearly bespeaks our
enchiring confidence in the free enterprise system.

I submit that a trade policy that shows such confidence is a major
element in the ceaseless effort we must make to hold the confidence
of the rest of the world in American policy and American purpose.

The American economy is today burdened with many probf)ems
It will be facing increasing competition from other nations, virtually
all of whom have received our assistance in their efforts to recover
from the effects of war and to achieve unprecedented economic goals.
The way to help American industry in this kind of competitive setting
i~ not to use the escape clause as a quick and easy safety valve for
the problems, the neglects, and the miscalculations in our domestic
economy. The way to meet these problems with constructive solu-
tions, and these are the only kinds of solutions to which our efforts
should be geared, is to begin without delay to find such solutions
through the close cooperation of both Government and industrg.

There is much that American industry can do to help itself, and
there is much that Government can do in a free enterprise system
to facilitate such self-help.

The bill before you now includes some ways in which Government
can fulfill such a responsibility. But the time to begin to find such
solutions is not when problems become crises, but rather right now as
we chart our economic course for the future and face up to the many
ways and means of keeping the ship of state on that course.

I am very much aware of the fact that the Presidential discretion
and negotiating ‘authority, which I believe are so vital to our na-
tional objectives, are based on the delegation of major authority by
the Congress to the Chief Executive.

I am closely aware of what this means for both the legislative and
executive branches of our Government. It hasbeen my great privilege
to have served in both branches. The Congress, I am certain, wants
to feel sure that the discretion the President asks the Congress to
oive him will be used in accordance with the intent of the (f’ongress
in the enactment of this legislation.

I therefore feel that both the Congress and the Executive, as well
as the Nation as a whole, would benefit greatly from closer coopera-
tion between the legislative and executive branches of Government
with respect to trade policy. . . .

I would therefore recommend that, in enacting this legislation, the
Congress establish a select joint committee to study the progress of
this policy and recommend to the Congress ways in which the pro-
aram may be moved forward with increasing success. Great care
should be taken by the President in the choice of the chief nego-
tiator he is required to appoint under this legislation and in the choice
of the negotiating team. ,

87270—82—pt. 4——35
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Equal care will be required by the Congress in its designation of the
committee and the committee’s staff whose job it will %‘; to provide
the kind of legislative oversifght which I have suggested.

I want to emphasize that legislative oversight in trade policy must
not be-in terms of legislative review of newly negotiated agreements,
but rather should take the constructive form of evaluating the prog-
ress of the program and proposing additional measures to assyre its
success.

In conclusion I urge you to recognize that we have not only reached
& point of no return; we have arrived at a moment in our Nation’s
history when—recognizing the facts, the challenges, and the oppor-
tunities of the world in which we live—we must move confidently
forward with the posture and gait of leadership.

This is a time—not for going back, as some have proposed, or for
conducting a study of where we are, as others have advocated—but
a time of great decision reflecting the courage of our convictions.

The bill before you is no panacea for all our ills. T'he success of this
program will take a lot of hard work. The bargaining we do will be
the toughest we have ever done. We may not use any of the authority
in this bill this year or next or the year after that.

But the bill before you is a vital policy instrument representing a
declaration or purpose that is urgently needed right now to influence
the myriad decisions, both public and private, now being made all
around the world.

Those decisions will not wait. Therefore, our decision in trade
policy must not be delayed. )

_Thank you, sir, for giving me the opportunity of presenting my
views,

The CHarRMAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Herter.

We assure you we will give full consideration to your views.

Any questions?

Thank you very much, sir for your appearance,

The next witness is Mr. Charles P. Taft.

Take a seat, sir, and proceed.

STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES P. TAFT, CINCINNATI, 0OHIO

Mr. Tarr. Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen of the committee, my
name is Charles P. Taft. I propose to file this entire statement.
1 am going to try to summarize it as your chairman has requested
me to do.

The Cuamyman. Without objection the entire statement will be
inserted in the record. : )

Mr. Tarr. While I am general counsel for the Committee for a
National Trade Policy which I helped to organize in 1953, I am
appearing today in my individual cag)acit as a longtime advocate
ogexpan ed world trade and liberal U.S. trade policies. i

The committee represents an important part of leadership in Ameri-
can business, small and large, which believes in the free enterprise
system and in competition as its foundation. I deplore the utter pes-
simism of the witnesses for protection who have again predicted doom
as they have so many times before. . )

In the face of a new world trade situation, they seek restoration of
the oldtime restrictions. These have now been dressed up for your
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benefit on this committee and presented to the Senate by some of your
colleagues in 37 varieties of Government intervention to avoid com-
etition.

P These 37 proposed amendments are very difficult, I may say, to
follow. I found great diﬁicult;?7 in making sure exactly what ti'ney
say. When I found out I wasn’t sure what it meant. They are very
hard to interpert. We are trying to prepare a summary of their con-
tent and when we have that we will ask permission of the chairman
to turn it over to the committee for their use in any way that they
seek to do so.

The Cuamrman. Without objection.

(The information referred to follows:)

ANALYSIS OF THE BUSH AMENDMENTS

The 37 amendments proposed by Senators Bush, Capehart, Allott, Bennett,
Hickey, Saltonstall, Thurmond and Tower would, if adopted by the Senate and
enacted by the Congress, make extremely difficult, if not impossible, meaningtul
tariff negotiations. While purporting to set up improved gutdelines for the
President in administering the act, the practical effect of the amendments
would so hamstring the Executive in his operations and so limit his area of
discretion as to make the legislation meaningless. These amendments are
clearly calculated to destroy the bill.

Specifically, these amendments, which are analyzed in detail in the attached
material, would in the main—

1. Seriously impair the President’s flexibility in negotiation procedures
by spelling out in the legislation specific concepts of reciprocity and requir-
ing that the trade agreements concluded conform in detail to these arbi-
trary definitions;

2. Eliminate the special trade adjustment assistance provisions as an in-
strument of Government attention to industrial injury from imports—elimi-
nating & way in which Government may help such industries find endur-
ing solutions to such problems;

3. Leave to existing area redevelopment and manpower development and
training legislation the responsibility for programs of assistance (on a pri-
ority basis) to firms and workers seriously injured by imports, thus merg-
h:-lg two areas of public policy that have different purposes and different
criteria;

4. Restore the specific peril point. This would require a finding by the
Tariff Commission of a particular point at which serious injury would be
likely to occur to particular products or segments of industries, again with-
out reference to the larger economic picture of the industry. This pro-
1‘;lsion could only have the effect of drastically reducing the U.S. negotiating

st;

5. Restore the escape clause with its provision for industry “segmentation”
and concept of “snare of the market.” This would preclude any total evalua-
tion of an industry situation in terms of its broad viability and instead re-
quire findings of injury by the Tariff Commission for indlvidual products,
q;xlte independent of the relation of their production to the larger industrial
plcture; -

g;l Setriously limit the provision for elimination of duties on tropical
products;

7. Withdraw Presidential discretion in the use of section 252 which au-
thorizes the withdrawal of U.S. tariff concessions in situations where other
countries maintain non-tariff or discriminatory restrictions against U.8. ex-
ports ; this would certainly make for very dificult negotiation;

8. Change the House bill to require a mere majority of the yea’s and nsy’s
(not a constitutional majority), and make it privileged, in irstances where
Congress considers overriding Presidential declsion in escape clause cases.
This, of course, avolds committee procedures and makes congressional over-
ride far easier and susceptible to surprise moves by enterprising protection-
ist Members of Congress.

In sum, the amendments equate the “stabllity” they purport to seek with status
quo. Instead of devising ways to make the trade expansion policy work, they
contrive to prevent it from getting off the ground.
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DETAILED ANALYSIS OF THE BUSH AMENDMENTS
(The numbers used are those used 'n the Bush presentation)

1. Proposed amendment, section 201(a)

The amendment would require the President to deciermine that the first pur-
pose of the act as set forth in section 102(1) would be served, plus any of the
other purposes, before he negotiated a trade agreement. The purpose of this
amendment is to make export expansion a required purpose in every agreeme. t.

Reply: Section 201(a) already means what the proposed amendment would
have it mean. Lines 17 to 20 require that the President first find that “any ex-
isting duties or other import restrictions of any foreign country or the United
States are unduly burdening and restricting the foreign trade of the United
States” before he may negotiate an agreement. The fact that the amendment
has been proposed retlects the fallure of its authors to appreciate the closer in-
terrelationship of all four of the declared purposes of the act.

2. Proposed amendment, scction 202,

The amendment would delete the section, on grounds (a) that the admin.
{stration’s justication for it was that the rates 5 percent or less had little or
au cconomic significance, thus justifying their elimination as a matter of admin-
istrative convenience, but (b) that the Ways and Means Committee said it did
not mean to minimize the significance of these rates.

Reply: The purpose of section 202 is not the reason of expediency which is
attributed to an administration witness. Nor can it be said that in every case
a duty of & percent or less is of no significance. The purpose of section 202 is
to make such products meaningful additions to the negotiating list, meaning
the list of products to be negotiated not just with the EEC but with other coun-
tries as well. Since tariff concessions with other countries, and with the KC
outside the 80-percent formula, can be cuts not exceeding 50 percent, such con-
cessions on items where the duty is & percent or less are not much of a con-
cession. There are similarly low duties in Western Europe, perhaps particu-
larly in the EEC as a resvlt of the averaging of national rates (especially where
some had been zero). Such rates often have restrictive effects measured only
by the administrative delays and interpretations involved in clearing them
through customs. Authority to go to zero in such cases could produce con-
cessions aboard which 50-percent authority would not be able to produce. This
authority could be a useful part of the President’s negotiating leverage. As for
the effect of tariff elimination on the industries concerned, such determinations
would, under the bill, have to be made according to the same guidlines govern-
ing other tariff decisions.

8a. Proposed amendment, section 211

The amendment would restrict the application of the free-trade, 80-percent
formula to items in which the United States accounted for at least 25 percent
of world exports.

Reply: In the first place the proposed amendment does not accomplish—and
no amnendment of this type can accomplish—its declared objective., Its authors
want to have the free-trade formula confined to those products in which U.S.
exports are “‘of some significance,” hence apparently of competitive strength in
world markets. 'The proposal seems to assume that U.S. exports of all items
within the 23-percent-of-world-exports category would amount to at least that
proportion. There would be no such uniformity within each category ; nor are
tariff rates the same within each category.

In the second place, if the United States had to apply such a formula as the
proposed amendment suggests, there is every reason to expect the EEC to use
a comparable formula, not necessarily of the same magnitude. It might be &
higher percentage. It would be applied particularly against products in which
the U.S. proportionate position is relatively large and our stake in the EEC
market presently great.

Such restrictive formulas do not contribute to the impressive negotlating au-
thority we must have if we are to be effective in minimizing the tariff handicaps
posed by the EEC'S common external tariff. They rather lessen it. The au-
thority pattern in the bill permits the exclusion from the free-trade negotiations
of products in which such reductions of duty would be lkely to cause serious
jnjury for the industries concerned. On the other hand, it provides a negotiating
feamework likely to make it possible for the United States to increase its ex-
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ports in the categories covered by the 80-percent formula, and even our propor-
tions of world exports of the items in each category. The bill provides ma-
chinery for treating injury that may result from tariff concessions.

The proposed amendment, like others in this series, seeks a comfortable assur-
ance ahead of time that no injury will occur. It seeks an unattainable certainty.
It overlvoks the potentials of the authority in the bill and of the trade expansion
which that authority could generate.

3b. Proposed amendment, section 211(b) (2) (B)

The amendment would require the Tariff Commission to make public not
only its determination of the product composition of each category covered by the
80-percent authority (already required), but also any modifications of such
determinations.

Reply : Such a change is unnecessary in view of the clear requirement already
in the bill, which by any reasonable interpretation must also include any
changes the Commission might make in its definitions of category cowposition.

3¢. Proposed amendment, section 211(b) (2)

The amendment would provide that the Tariff Commission, in modifying its
determination of the product composition of 80 percent categories, may wmake
such changes either for purposes of correcting earlier definitions or for exclund-
ing those products on which it finds that tariff reductions below the limit
specified in the bill would cause or threaten serious injury.

Reply: This injects peril-point requirements (themselves objectionable; see
later comments) into a section designed to deal only with the definitions of
product categorles. Aside from Its objectionable features on other grounds,
such a proposal is out of place here.

3d. Proposed amendment, section 211(0) (2)(B)

The amendment would require that the world trade data on which the 80
percent definitions are based should be made public.

Reply : Such & proposal would only confirmn a practice already in effect. See,
for example, the detailed statistics presented by the Secretary of Comumerce to
the House Ways and Means Committee and the Senate Finance Commnittee on
the product categories that would qualify under the 80-percent formula.

8 ¢ I, and g. Proposed amendments, section 211(c) (2)(C)

The amendments would require that definitions of the 80-percent categories
omit those exports “for which payment is not made nor undertaken to be mate
in the currency of the exporting nation on a commercial basis.”

Reply : Since omission of such data from the exports of both the United States
and the EE(C (economlically similar economies) and from the total base on
which the United States plus EEC proportion is calculated would most likely
not significantiy affect the product list, there would seem to be no objection to
this amendment. However, there is clearly a problem of how to define “com-
mercial basis,” and the cumbersome task of determining for all the countries
concerned how much of the exports of each of them in each product category
is inanced by such things as foreign atd. Are loan-financed exports “commer-
cial” if finariced by the World Bank or the Export-Import Bank and ‘‘noncom-
mercial” if covered by the foreigm-ald program per se? This is only one of
many questions open to many interpretations.

In additioa, under conditions of free convertibility of most West European
currencies since 1959 with respect to current transactions, it is conceivable that
some “commercial” exports might be paid for in currencies other than those of
the exporting country. It would also be very difficult to develop the necessary
world export data according to means of payment. Moreover, whether or not
the products involved are financed on a “commerecial” basis, the demand fnr
them reﬂect-= their competitive attractiveness to world customers.

3h. T'mpmt'd nmcndmml section 211(d)

The amendment would require that the Tariff Commission make public the
advice it gives the President regarding the statistical material he is required
to use In formulating his negotiating list for negotiations with the EEC.

Reply: This amendment would make public the material provided hv one
agency of government to the Presidént for the preparation of a list which will
_be made pablic and on which public hearings will be held. The amendments does
‘not seem sound, from the standpoint either of the procedures of preparing a
negotiating list or of principles of government administratton.
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4. Proposed amendment, section 211(e)

The amendment would reinstate the peril-point procedures with respect to
negotiations with the EEC.

Reply: This amendment would (a) seriously curtail the ability of the Presi.
dent to develop a negotiating list he considers best calculated to serve the
national interest, (b) prevent the President from coordinating an adjustment
assistance approach to import competition problems with his choice of a sound
negotiating list, and (c¢) require the Tariff Commission to make precise judg-
ments of likely serious injury on a list of a couple of thousand products. The
so-called peril-point investigations of the past were, and never could have been
more than, shadows of reality. They could never be more in the future.
Predictions of this kind take no account of the adaptability of domestic indus-
tries to growing imports. This cannot be predicted. Moreover, an industry is
no collection of identical producers. To which producer or producers is a
peril-point germane? Thus the proposed amendment would add unrealistic
procedures that would curtail both the President's negotiating authority and hLis
ability to cope with problems of serious vulnerability to import competition.
These peril-point findings would be final and conclusive.

sga. b, e d, e and f. Proposcd amendments, section 213

The amendment would add to the btll's section concerning tropical products
a requirement that a tropical product on which the President may go to zero
must not be a product “directly competitive with an article produced in signifi-
cant quantities in the United States.”

Reply: This amendment takes no account of (a) the fact that the quantities
may be small, (b) the needs of the U.S. economy, (¢) the dificult question of
defining “directly competitive,” (d) the fact that even substantial quantities
of directly competitive products may not pose any problems for U.S. producers,
and (e) the safeguards in the bill to deal with situations of import injury.

6. Proposed amendment, section 221

The amendment would reinstate the old peril-point procedures with respect
to any agreement negotiate@ under this legislation. One of tbe criteria to be
used which would necessarily point to likely injury from tariff concessions woutd
be a significant decline in the domestic industry’s share of the market.

Reply: See reply under No. 4. In addition, the share-of-the-market concept
as a necessary criterion of injury completely overlcoks the true positicn of the
domestic industry. While in No. 6 the peril-point procedures do not prevent
Presidental discretion in negotiations, they deter the necessary scope of dis-
cretion and for unreatistic and arbitrarily determined reasons.

7. Proposed amendment, section 224

The amendment would require that the President not only may not make an
offer of & concession until after he has complied with certain procedures specified
in the legislation (such & reauirement is already in the bill) but he shall not
make a concession until after those criteria have been n.at.

Reply: A concession is made only after a U.S. offer has been accepted by the
country most interested in it. Thus the proposed amendment adds nothing to
the bill,

8. Proposed amendment, section 225(a) (1)

The amendment would remove reference to section 351 dealing with tariff
adjustment under the bil! adjustment assistance concept.
Reply : The substance of this change Is analyzed helow under Nos. 18--32.

9. Proposed amendment, section 225(d)

The amendment would delete the 4-year limit on the period during which the
President shall reserve from the negotiations products which had been the subject
of a Tariff Commission finding of serlous injury (even though not the subject
of escane-clause action), thus making this exemption last for the 5 years of the
legislation.

Reply: While there seems little difference betweer: the 4 years provided in
the bill and the b years proposed in the amendment. the 4 yvears’ provision of
the bill is already 4 years too long. It should be remembered that the exemption
from negotiation (subject to certain qualifications which are not likely to alter
the exemption) in this case covers escape-clause cases in which the Tariff Com-
mission had found Injury but the findings were rejected by the President. To
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extend the 4-year exemption to 6 years would give the affected industry protec-
tion it could not prove it deserved. Although the Tariff Commission is required
to update its earlier findings and the exemption is made only where the industry
requests {t, the time factors involved are so limited that it is highly likely the
Commission would certify the exemption in most cases after a proforma exami-
nation of recent trends—an examination, incidentally, which would take no
accourit of the ability of the Government to use adjustment assistance to help
the industry improve its position. It is assumed also that the affected industries
would ask for the exempticu in every case.

10. Proposed amendment, section 225(c) .

The amendment would require that the communication by the Tariff Com-
nmission to the President regarding the likely effect of concessions on the par-
ticular indus.ries should take the form of peril-point findings.

Reply : See earlier references to the peril-point procedures.

1Ha b candd. Proposed amerndment, a new section 226

' These amendments write a definition of reciprocity into the bill. They require
that the President should not make trade concessions where the EEC (a party
to au agreement or benefiting from an agreement), “except as otherwise per-
mitted by the terms of such agreement,” does not commit itself to admit like
articles from the United States *‘on terms and conditions no less favorable than
those which would be applicable to their exports of such articles” to the United
States. The amendments would require that all countries with which we
negotiate trade agreements or which get the benefits of s'ch agreements admit
like articles exported from &ll free countries “free from quantative and other
nontariff restrictions” and subject to most-favored-nation treatment. The
amendments would also require that U.S8. concessions be made obly to principal
suppliers of the particular product.

Reply: The amendments write into the bill a form of reciprocity which, by
taking no account of differences in the cconomies of the negotiating countries
and differences in the products traded even within given product classifications,
would virtually make impossible the negotiation of meaningtul trade agreements.
Strict bllateral cumparisons with EEC, product category for like product cate-
gory even where the concession to be made by the United States is to obtain
concessions from countries outside the EEC), conflicts with any semblance of
sound multilaleral trading arrangement. This bilatecalism, with which the
EEC could be expected to respond reciprocally in kind, would apply whether or
oot the councessions we sought from the EEC were on products on which our
concessions were of special interest to the EEC and vice versa. The amendment
also takes no account of the possibility that some EEC nontariff and nonquota
restrictions on imports nay still be in effect without violating GATT and on
which sustained efforts will still be necesssry to get them reduced or eliminated.
The proposed restriction would prevent an agre:ment until all of these restric-
tions (assuming we have nothing comparable in our own country) are discon-
tinued, regardless of the effect of those rest ictions on U.S. exports.

By tying the effectuation of U.S. concessio.s on various products to the readi-
ness of all countries to accord most-favored-nation treatment to imports of those
products, our ability to obtain concessions and new market opportunities in the
countries where we need them would be seriously curtailed. The proposed
amendment is clearly designed to furce the application of most-favored-nation
treatment by EEC countries to Japan and other Asian countries. Not only is
this not the effective way to do it, but it assumes that all foreign concessions in
which we are interested will also be substautial interest to those Asian countries.
The assumption is not valld. The whole concept of reciprocity embodied in these
amendments suggests that we are doing other countries favors by making trade
concessions—favors for which we can extract all kinds of compensation at will.
It overlooks our national need for export expansion and for getting concesslons
abroad.

As for the proposed requirement that U.8. concessions be offered vnly to the
principal suppliers of the product outside the United States itself, the proper use
of the dominant supplier concept—-the way it has been used to date—is in terms
of dominant supplier to the United States, not dominant supplier in general. If
the proposed amendment were adopted, we should expect countries from whom
we seek certain concessions to deny them on grounds that the United States
while the dominant supplier of the patticular priducts to the particular coun-
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tries involved in the negotiations, was not the dominant world supplier. The
lilzelihood that the two definitions of dominant supplier would coincide in many,
even most instances, does not remove the objections, since it is important that
we have the widest possible flexibility and the best possible negotiating list.

12. Proposed amendment gection 226

The amendment would require that the President explain his reasons for not
following the Tariff Commission’s peril-point findings, which are provided for in
other proposed amendments in this series.

Reply: This is a point contingent on the more basic peril-point proposal made
in another amendment. See the comment on the proposed reinstatement of the
peril-point procedures.

13a. Proposed amendment, section 242(a)

This is a clerical point contingent on the proposed deletion 0x the adjustment
assistance provisions for industries. See comment on tiat amendment
(No. 18-32). .
13b. Proposed amendment, section 242(a)

The amendment would make the Secretary of Commerce the Chairman of the
Interagency Trade Organization created by the bill.

Reply: While this would fix by statute the existing role of the Secretary of
Commerce as Chairman of the Trade Policy Committee (a role which the Presi-
dent has indicated he intends to carry over into the operation of the new inter-
agency group), it is the view of the CNTP that the bill should designate the
President’s Special Representative for Trade Negotiations as the Chairman. This
would seen especially proper in view of the President’s declared i{ntention (in a
letter to Chairman Mills of the Ways and Means Committee) to work mainly
through the special representative in his efforts to achieve full coordination of
the activities of the various departments in trade policy matters.

14. Proposed amendment, new 8ection 242(b) (3)

The amendment would delete the word “‘unjustifiable.” This is a clerical point
contingent on the amendments preposed in the No. 16 series.

15. Proposed amendment, new 8ection 244

The amendment would require that the President seek information and advice
during the course of regotiations from each distinct industry and agricultural
subdivision whose products are like or directly competitive with each *distinct
and homogeneous grouping of articles which is the subject of negotiations.”

Reply: This requirement with respect to such a large number of products
would be unwieldy. The advice of the industries concerned should clearly be
sought before the negotiations. This is amply provided for in the bill. In addi-
tion. the President should, at his discretion, consult them further during the
course of the negotiations as he finds it necessary and helpful to do so. Gen-
eral language to this effect might be written into section 222, To require what the
proposed amendment requires would not only be unwieldy, but it would require
advice from only one poiut of view in U.S. commerce in the particular product—
omitting not only the arguments of importers and consumers but also the views
of members of an industry who may not agree with the so-called ‘“‘representa-
tives” of an industry, however such representatives may be identified.

16 a, b, ¢, d, c. Proposed amendments, section 252

The amendments would, by deleting the word ‘“unjustifiable,” require re-
taliatory action by the President whenever a foreign country or common mar-
ket receiving the benefit of U.S. trade concessions maintains nontariff trade re-
strictions (including variable import fees) which burden U.S. commerce. They
would also delete the word “unlimited” with reference to variable import fees
as examples of nontariff restrictions.

Reply: Technically it seems possible to continue Presidential flexibility in
dealing with nontariff restrictions, for whether or not such restrictions—using
language in the bill—*oppress,” “prevent the expansion of trade on 8 mutually
advantageous basis,” or “substantially burden U.S. commerce in a manner in-
consistent with provisions of trade agreements” is left to the President’s dis-
cretion. The proposed amendment is nevertheless objectionable since it directly
rejects the fact that there are GATT rules on which the difference between
“justifiable” and ‘‘unjustifiable” turns. It also rejects the whole experience of
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the early postwat period when nontariff restrictions could clearly be Justified
for balance-of-payments reasons, and may still be justifiable in some cases,

The lawyer who wrote these proposed ameudments acknowledges (perhaps
unwittingly) that there must be an element of discretion involved. In insisting
that there must be a “mandatory directive” rather than a ‘‘discretionary power”
on the matter of foreign nontarift restrictions, he then adds that “any restric-
tion which imprtirs the value of commitments nade to us should be the subject
of action to eliminute the restriction where appropriute” [ Emphasis added.]

The italic terms clearly involve discretion.

The proposed amendments open the door to similar actions by other countries
in the face of U.S. restrictions even where ours have been cleared with GATT
and are hence “Justifiable” in that sense.

The proposed deletion of “unlimited” with respect to variable import fees
appears to overlook differences between those import fees which may be lim-
ited by international agreement and be “justifiable” under GATT and those
which are unlimited, fluctuating in accordance with market changes and the
discretion of the government that imposes them,

By proposing to delete a reference to Presidential discretion as to whether
any retaliatory action he takes is consistent with the purposes of this legisla-
tion, the amendment directly rejects the need to serve the objectives of this
legislation (a conclusion that i3 implied in the whole package of amendments).
By deleting the word ‘“‘unjustiiable” in connection with the types of foreign
import restrictions on which hearings should be conducted, the proposed amend-
ment takes no account of the requirement of public hearings in section 223
regarding concessions the United States should seek from other countries—in
other words, on ‘“justifiable” import restrictions, which are the only kinds of
restrictions for whose reduction the United States should be prepared to make
concessions. Section 252(c¢), on the other hand, deals with foreign restrictions
on which a trading of concessions is not in order—that is, “unjustifiable” re-
strictions.

17a. Proposed amendment, gection 255

The amendment would require the President, at the first appropriate terminal
point in an agreement with the EEC, to terminate that trade agreement if he
finds that, in the most recent 2-year period for which data are available, U.S.
exports plus BEC exports did not represent at least 80 percent of world ex-
ports, or that the U.S. share was less than 25 percent.

Reply: This amendment is related to an earlier proposed amendment in sec-
tion 211 preventing free-trade negotiations with the EEC unless these percent-
ages were met. In addition to the objections expressed in our comments at that
point, the proposed amendment here takes no account of the economic position
of the U.S. industry and requires the President to terminate concessions if the
percentage shares of world exports reach certain points. It rejects the concept
of an expanding market and the ability of a country to de well even with a
smaller share. It also takes no account of the compensatory action the United
States would be required to“take on other U.S. duties, or alternatively the re-
taliatory action we would encounter in the EEC. Such contingencies hardly
contribute to the continuity which traders need in respect of import restrictions
and to the export expansion objectives of the legislation.

17b. Proposed amendment, gection 255

The amendment would add a section requiring the President to withdraw
corcessions from countries which do not practice the trade policies set forth
in te proposed amendnients identified in the number 11 series above.

Rep'v: This amendment takes no account of the fact that individual conces-
sions are often not identifiable as having been made in exchange for particular
commitments. Reciprocity, as noted earlier, cannot feasibly (considering our
objectives) be a bilateral trading of concessions product for product. In addi-
tion to the earlier objections on the number 11 series, this amendment seeks
enforcement of an originally unworkable amendment, taking no account of the
facts of international economic and political life.

18 through 32. Proposcd amendments .

The amendments would restore the escape clause of existing law, making it
even more restrictive—for example, by specifying limited criteria of Injury:
4 significant decline in the share of the domestic market and either & significant
decline in net earnings or a decline (omitting the word “sigunificant’) in em-
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ployment, a loss of wages due to shortened work periods, or a decline in wage
rates. It appears to omit the provision in existing law that the specified criteria
in the escape clause do not exclude other considerations the Tariff Commission
may waat to take into account.

The proposed amendment would also provide for congressional override of
Presidential rejection of Tariff Commission decisions by a simple majority of
both Houses on a privileged motion.

Reply: Restoration of the old escape clause (with or without the added
features that make it even more restrictive) has many objectionable features.
It conflicts seriously with the need to confine the withdrawal of trade con-
cessions and its trade-restriction multiplier effect to cases in which the con-
cession has been at least a considerable factor in the import expansion; the
proposed amendmnet would make it possible for import restrictions to be
established even where the concessions were a very minor factor (even a
negligible one) in the array of factors that caused the expansion. Moreover,
the premise for this set of proposed changes—that the bill requires that the
increased imports must be found to have been caused solely by the conces-
sion—is fallacious. The bill says “as a result of concessions.” The criteria
of injury are also such as to lead to findings of serious injury where no such
injury really has occurred or is threatened. Restoration of the old escape
clause. (with or without the new restirctive characteristics) also leaves the
President with no statutory alternative to the imposition of import restrictions
where he accepts a Tariff Commission finding of serious injury.. This could
at times hurt the chances of import-buffeted industries of getting Government
relief, inasmuch as the foreign policy of the United States could make it neces-
sary for the President to reject a Tariff Commission finding if the only course
of action he could take—and would in fact be required to take—would be im-
port restrictions. It would also deny the President a combination of policy
instruments designed to help the industry reach enduring solutions to its
problems.

The proposed amendments conflict with the increasingly urgent need-—con-
sidering today’s world trade needs of the United States--to make the escape
clause consistent with the facts and dynamics of economic life, including the
ability of a free enterprise system to adjust to change, and the ability of an
industry to shift production resources, and its ability to do well even while
experiencing & decline in its share of the market. The amendments focus on
criteria reflecting a desire to preserve the status quo in a rapidly changing in-
ternational economic setting, rather than to help the United States find a firm
place for itself in the world economy of which it is inextricably a part and in
which it can grow only if it keeps pace with the pace of that environment.

The amendments would make a mockery of the desire to prevent injury, for
thev would seriously retard the effort that must be made to protect and promote
the opportunities both of the affected industries and particularly of the total
national economy on whose health all producers are so inextricably dependent.
The role of Government should be to facilitate this, not to protect certain shares
of the market.

By restoring the segmentation of industry provision of the old escape clause,
the amendments would deny the Tariff Commission the freedom it should have—
and which the bill gives it—to reach economically realistic and sound definitions
of industry, consistent with the facts of economic life. The basis on which the
author of the amendments rejects these provisions of the bill is his contention
that. under the bill. “injury caused by imports of a particular article must be
measured against the total operations of all the firms of the industry in ques-
tion.” This contention does not reflect either the language of the bill or the
intent of the Ways and Means Committee In reporting the bill to the House.
Even with this faulty reading of the bill, the amendment suggests that the
responsiblility of Government is to help protect a product, not the investment
and the workers and the industry’s strength and opportunities.

The proposed change in the provision for congressional override of Presiden-
tial refections of Tariff Commission findings and recommendations would deny
to the Senate Finance Committee and the House Ways and Means Committee
the responsibility they should have to study such matters. The amendment
would open the door to votes in either Chamber that would make a mockery of
the legislative process. .

As already suggested by the above comments, the proposed amendments reject
the adjustment assistance concept in industry cases. They limit adjustment
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assistance to firms and workers, and then only to the extent provided by the
Area Redevelopment Act and the Manpower Development and Training Act.

33 and 3. Proposed amendments, chapters 2 and 3 of title I11

The amendments would delete the adjustment assistance provisions of the bill
as they apply to firms and workers and replace them with procedures which
make assistance available on a priority basis under the Area Redevelopment
Act and the Manpower Development and Training Act.

Reply: In the first place, the bill's adjustment assistance provisions do not
preclude the effective use of those statutes as the source of remedies to firms
and workers. Moreover, it should be expected that these adjustment provisions
of the bill will be administered in close coordination with the other programs
which provide adjustment assistance of some kind. However, the program
under this bill is designed to meet a situation which the other statutes are not
designed to deal with, More specifically, for example, it is conceivable that an
injured firm may not be in an area qualifying for Government attention voder
the Area Redevelopment Act. Even where a firm may be in a “redevelopment”
area, & redevelopment plan would have to be formulated by the area and ap-
proved by the State and Federal Governments before assistance under that
statute may flow. The criteria and other provisions of that law are different
from those needed in dealing with individual import-impact cases. Although
the Government would, under the proposed amendment, be authorized to apply
the provisions of the Area Redevelopment Act to these import-impact needs
(both to firms and workers) as the Secretary of Commerce “shall determine
to be appropriate for the sound economic redevelopment of the affected estab-
lishment and workers * * * notwithstanding any provision of such Act to the
contrary” such a shelving of the standards of that statute gives the Secretary
of Commerce authority that seems too sweeping and probably flirts with un-
constitutionality. It also poses problems for the entire structure of the area
redevelopment program.

With respect to the Manpower Development Act, the purposes and criteria are
different from those of the assistance-to-workers provisions of the trade bill.
For example, payments to workers during their unemployment are in the nature
of unemployment compensation benefits based on their previous wage earnings.
Payments under the Manpower Act are not in the nature of unemployment
compensation but of subsistence benefits based on statewide criterig, not on the
wage record of the workers who are found to have been dislocated by imports.
Other criteria in the Manpower Retraining Act are also different from those in
the trade biil. For example, the trade bill deals with all workers dislocated by
imports. The Manpower Act deals only with heads of households. Moreover,
transferring the assistance-to-labor program to the Manpower Training Act
neglects those import-impacted workers who have reached near-retirement age
and may be found unacceptable for retraining for other skills.

35. Proposed amendment, a new scction 406

The amendment would require that any of the determinations the President
miakes under this bill “shall be based upon findings of fact by the President
that the conditions ur principles specified in each [case] exist or are applicable
as shown by the record of the investigation made incidental to such deter-
mination."”

Reply: This amendment is not at all necessary. It adds nothing not covered
by the language or the clear intent of the bill. It isn’t even necessary to assure
that the delegation of authority to the President meets the standards of con-
stitutionality.

36. Proposed amendment. a new section 407

The amendment would require that the President make public certain reports
and judgments to him by the Tariff Commission and the Interagency Trade
Organization as soon as practicable after their purposes have been accomplished.

Reply : The bill already calls for the publication of escape clause reports of
the Tariff Commission. It seems unwise, from the standpoint of sound prin-
ciples of government, to require the President to release at any time judgments
made to him by the Interagency organization.

37, Proposed amendment. a 1iew aectién 408

The amendment would inject a new peril joint and escape clause concept in
addition to those already mentioned-—this one designed to prevent “serious
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impairment of the rate of growth” of growth industries producing products iike
or directly competitive with imports.

Reply: In view of the role of growth industries in our economy—they are
the heart of the ability of the economy to sustain a trade expansion policy and
our rising standards of living—the amendment says in effect that, if imports are
found to impair our economic life, we should isolate ourselves from the rest
of the world, This amendment seems to be a fitting capstone to the whole
structure of these 37 varieties of protectionism.” As throughout these amend-
ments, no recognition is given to the dynamics of the American economy and
its free enterprise system, or to the contribution of trade expansion to growth.
Their only remedy for import injury—even for such a national catastrophe as
the impairment of the growth rate of our growth industries—is import restric-
tion, which impairs growth. The cumulative effects of these prescriptions of
protection are & nation on the run backward.

My, Tarr. The President is seeking authority by delegation of
Congress for a fixed period—authority of the same character, but with
far more definition and restriction, as was given to President Roose-
velt in 1984. There is an escape clause in the bill; there is a Tariff
Commission examination of the negotiating lists. Tlese provisions
establish sound and constructive guidelines for the protection of both
the national interest and the particular interests of affected industries.

The President also asks for unprecedented authority in regard to
negotations with the Common Market. He asks also for special
authority to seek assurance that Latin America can hold and ex-
pand its markets for tropical products in Europe; he asks for author-
ity with which to negotiate against restrictive farm policies in Europe
Wiich could exclude, and already are beginning to exclude, our farm
exports.

This is a new world, yet the 37 varieties of protection proposed by
some of your colleagues are a total rejection of that world. The Com-
mon Market is a new context for the reciprocal trade agreements dis-
cussion. T have spoken to groups from coast to coast since last Octo-
ber, in nearly every case quite conservative.

Where earlier the protective idea was bred in their bones, I am sure
from what they said to me, I found without exception the most ex-
* traordinary interest in the Common Market, and a universal concern
that we should meet its challenge by a similar outburst of free enter-

rise.

P Senator Tower may sponsor the 37 varieties of protection but the
National Review, edited by Mr. Buckley, does not agree with him.
I don’t doubt that some businessmen and a few of their employees are
actively talking to your colleagues. They do not represent the gen-
eral business or labor sentiment of this Nation; and the rest of the
community has little doubt at all of the immediate necessity for the
passage of this bill, -

In 1962 the United States faces the successful, dynamic, and explod-
ing Common Market, the European Economic Community. For the
first time in 30 years Western Europe, by all standards a major
market for Ameriecan goods, is bubbling in a vigorous revival of the
free enterprise system. From that extraordinary economic activity,
and from export sales to other parts of the world, we have profited
to a degree that has relieved our lastest period of recession and thus
continue to make a substantial contribution to our own capacity to
absorb the 1,200,000 youngsters annually added to our labor force, as
well as the unemployed. ‘
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The machine tool industry, the heart of our growth potential, I
don’t believe they testified before you against this bill, sent 25 per-
cent of their production abroad in 1960 and nearly 4Q percent in 1961.

Our export surplus is vital not only to our international balance of

ayments and to the limitation of our gold outflow, but to our capacit

or growth and to our ability to lead the free world in meeting an
surpassing the challenge of the Soviet bloc. ‘ .

The Common Market and the rest of Europe are not waiting for
as. Without positive and construciive action now, we shall find our
present trade with Europe seriously reduced, . ' ‘

As the trade barriers go down Inside the Common Market and as
the outer wall is averaged, real damage not yet realized will come
from more American plants forced to go to Europe to get inside those
walls; from increasing exclusion of our farm products as agricultural
interest of France and Germany finally reach agreement on higher
support prices instead of lower; and from the proposed preferences
for present and former European colonial empires, shutting out tror-
ical products upon which many of our Latin American friends re
for tgeir very lives. This is why Isay we must act now.

One of the thirty-seven varieties of protection proposed by your
colleagues, and I am going to discuss these amendments because I
didn’t think they have been prepared or discussed in earlier hearings,
is that a requirement of specific forms of reciprocity be written into
the bill. No one disputes the necessity for reciprocity; the problem
is how to define it. The language in the 37 varieties was written by a
protectionist lawyer, not by a technician in international trade nego-
tiation,

His concepts of trade, negotiation, and the adaptability of a free
enterprise system would prevent the vigorous trade expansion policy
so necessary to our national objectives.

Reciprocity cannot be achieved by the old German bilateral deals
of the 1930’s, or by the bilateral trade agreements on Latin American
raw materials of the McKinley and Dingley tariffs in the 1890’
They didn’t work and they don’t work.

International trade expansion is inevitably multilateral and eludes
bilateral arrangements like mercury.

There can be no doubt that we must favor the most-favored-nation
treatment originated by Secretary of State Hughes and Senator Lodge
in 1922, but there can }l,)e no’ dou?;t also that we must negotiate as has
been done in GATT with those who benefit by. it, and require them to
paﬁsomethin for it. . L

ixact predetermined mathematical measures of reciprocity as at-
tempted m these proposed amendments are impossible realistically.
When we negotiate industrial concessions, for instance, either for free-
ing our agricultural exports or Latin American exports to go to
Europe, this_oFeration is so much a matter of expert judgment that
the only possible language for reciprocity, in my opinion, would be an
instruction to the President, in so many words, that in his negotiations
he must seek as nearly as ({)ossible full reciprocal benefits. This, I
think the legislation, as modified by the House Ways and Means Com-
mittes and passed by the House, does now, ' :

One of our major difficulties in world trade today is international
restrictions like the equalization taxes or “variable levies” involved
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in the present Common Market “agreement” on agriculture (and put
“agreement” in quotes because it is really not an agreement as yet on
anything which is necessary to their final agreement), as well as other
internal taxes that sometimes are a violation of GATT, but are slow
and difficult to get rid of. ) )

Section 252 represents a vigorous expression of the intent of Con-
gress that the President work toward the elimination of these protec-
tive measures, and an injunction to utilize in every proper case the
penalties provided. .

One of the thirty-seven varieties would deny the Senate Finance
Committee and the House Ways and Means Committee responsibility
with respect to resolutions for congressional override of Presidential
decisiens in escape clause cases. By making these resolutions privi-
leged and subject to congressional approval by a simple majority of
those present and voting, it bypasses regular congressional procedure
for careful examination and analysis.

The 37 varieties thus contrive to negate as easily as possible Presi-
ential decisions in trade policy. When these proposals deal with the
role of the Congress, their purpose is not to give the Congress a posi-
tive, constructive role, but rather to make the role of the President
ineffective.

At this point I would like to emphasize that the Congress, in dele-
gating such important authority to the President in such an area of
essential national interest, ought to find appropriate ways to concern
itself with the trade expansion policy on a sustained basis during the
period covered by the legislation.

This is the point to which the distinguished former Secretary of
State has just referred, and.I want to do it only in a little more de-
tail than he did, and submit to you, as I have promised to do (but it
is not in my statement), proposed language that would help to accom-
plish the purpose.

Congress never surrenders its final power in trade policy, nor
should it neglect its responsibility to make sure that this trade expan-
sion program in all its many complex features is a successful one, and
conforms to its intent.

But the way to do this is not through the negative role of a con-
gressional review of newly negotiated agreements, or even of esca
clause decisions. It is rather through aglrfnative examination of tﬁg
pro, of the program.

ow can this be done?

The present bill requires the President to send an annual report to
:gg Cot gress “on trade agreements and adjustment assistance under

is act. .

The Tariff Commission is also required to submit to the Congress
“an annuel report on trade agreements under this act.” The report
of the President should be a major and information report to the Con-
gress on the President’s stewardship each year of the trade expan-
sion policy during that year.

. Congress should hold hearings on that report, perhaps through a
join! committee (or a select committee of each House), consisting of
represcntatives of the various committees with major jurisdiction
over some aspect of export and import policy. The purpose of these
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would be the constructive purpose of assuring that all necessary steps
are being taken to make the new trade expansion policy a success.

The President should be required to report not only on trade
agreements and other activities he has undertaken in international
trade consultations, but also on ths effectiveness with which the
American economy is adjusting to import competition and availing
itself of new export opportunities. 'f‘his report would afford him
the o %)_ortunity to advise the Congress on a regular basis in areas
of public policy which might require new legislation to enhance the
effectiveness of the trade expansion program.

These procedures, which amount to active accountability to the
Con%ress by the President on his administration of the program,
would provide a framework for congressional review of progress
made on various policy aspects which concerned the Congress when
it enacted the new policy. This constructive surveillance over the
President’s conduct of the program would be matched by active ad-
ministration responsiveness to congressional intent in this field.

Thus the President would continue to have the authority and flex-
ibility he needs to cope effectively with the many issues of both for-
eign and domestic policy involvedy in the Nation’s trade relations with
the rest of the worlg.

The Congress would not only retain control over the tax and com-
merce powers, but would make that control constructive by cuncern-
ing itself with ways and means of enhancing the practicality and
effectiveness of a trade expansion policy. -

The language of the present act and of the administration bill that
passed the House makes a bs(:Fimﬁng toward this objective. .

Under this proposal the dignity and importance given to this
annual review could approach that which has been achieved by the
hearings and report of the Joint Economic Committee with respect to
the Economic Report of the President.

The traditional methods of relief are not abandoned in this bill.
In fact there are many objections that too much is retained. My own
judgment has keen that essentially the President is given no more
power than he has already, and less than he had under the original
act except in the question of percentages of possible reductions.

The procedures are irpproved upon and made to serve the basic
interests of the Nation as well as of the industries and workers who
may be injured by growing import competition. The present form
of Telief in the existing legislation is not as effective as that under
H.R. 11970.

In the first place, in spite of the importance which the late Senator
Milliken gave to the peril point—and I discussed it with him when
he was working on it in 1948, when he originated it in that year—
experience has indicated the impossibility of fixing a point in a tariff
duty at which “no damage” stogs, and damage begins.

ﬁle distinguished chairman of this committee has referred to the
fact that it is very difficult to determine whether imports did the
damage to a particular industry, perhaps even to a particular plant.
There are certainly some instances where this can be shown very
clearly, but there are also many in which it is very difficult to do so.
If it is difficult to do so then how is the Tariff Commission in so many
of the cases expected to find a point at which damage will begin.
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. For instance, does damage begin at that point for the very efficient,
integrated, and competitive Mr. Cannon in North Carolina, or for a
little nonintegrated and ineficient textile mill in South Carolina or
Virginia trying to make the same products?

Or from another point of view, when it takes 6 months for the Tariff
Commissicn, probably understaffed and overworked anyway, to con-
sider fully an escape-clause matter under the present act, In regard
to a single sector of an industry, how in the world can that agency
establish a precise peril point for the thousands of items proposed for
the complicated negotiations that concluded this year in the trade
agreement with the Common Market countries?

The answer is that it could not and did not. '

I quote the following paragraphs, the firsi from the President'’s
statutory report to Congress on that agreement of January 1962, and
the second from the accompanying detailed description of the nego-
tiations, by the negotiating team.

The one on page 10 is from the President and the one on page 11 is
from the negotiating team:

I belleve that we must recognize that under the law the Tariff Commission
was required to make hasty predictions as to future market conditions for
thousands of individual articles. These predictions were necessarily super-
ficia:.. FEven if there had been available, and there was nct, a full range of data
for production, trade, and prices on all these articles, the Commission’s task
was a highly speculative one. This was particularly true with regard to items
exported from the Common Market countries. These countries are going
through revolutionary changes in their trade patterns, attendant upon the de-
velopment of a new internal market of unprecedented proportions. In some
cases, products which were previously available for export to other countries
will find thelr future markets within the area. In other cases, products which
had not previously been exported will appear as new export specialtles.

The Tariff Commission’s peril-point findings were, therefore, carefully re-
examined and a number of additional items were found in which it appeared
possible to offer tariff reductions. These were items in which the procedures
and standards stipulated In the Trade Agreements Act had compelled the Com-
misslon to make unduly restrictive judgments or to make judgments unsupported
by relevant evidence. In many instances, tariff reductions of even a few per-
centage points had been precluded. In some instances, peril points had been set
on items where imports represented only a minor fraction of domestic pro-
duction. In others, perll points had been found at existing duty levels for
specialty commodities which were produced abroad for a narrow and highly
speclalized market in the United States and which were not competitive with
domestic production. In still other cases, a single peril point had been set for
basket categories of many items, even though the situation as between items in
the category appeared to differ markedly. It was in cases of the foregoing char-
acter that it was decided that tariff reductions could be made.

The so-called peril-goint investigation has always been a shadow
of reality; yet many basic decisions have been based on superficial
and arbitrary peril-point findings which have been required under the
trade agreements legislation of the past decade.

The new bill calls for a Tariff Commission judgment provided to
the President on the scope of problems that may arise as a result of
tariff reductions. This is even more than the negatiators ever had as
meaningful guidelines ur:der previous legislat’: a.

The escape clause under the bill passed by the House does by in-
ference excPude the segmentation of industry provided by the present
act. ,
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How can the supporters of the 37 varieties of protection contend
that the Roosevelt-Hull-Truman-Eisenhower policy accompanying
those proposals, or the congressional policy either, really intended that
the Government have an obligation to protect production of a certain
narrowly defined product quite aside from the ability of a diversified
ir;(()i&xst?; and its workers to adjust to an import problem in that
produc -

The fact is that a few garlic far.ns in California, a tartaric acid
plant in Brooklyn, and producers of horseradish in Iowa—none of
them involving more than a few hundred workers—have had escape-
clause proceedings and have taken the time of the overworked Tariff
Commission all for themselves,

The real segments of any industry that have any meaningful
economic_character come within the definition of an industry in the
present bill. V hether they exclude those that/don’t have meaningful
economic character is a matter of inference. I say they do, but it is
not stated in that way.

Import restrictions to provide relief for only small sectors of in-
dustries could and have brought windfall gains to the strong and
integrated members of that industry, often without coping really with
the special needs of weaker members.

Lead and zinc measures at times have been in that category. If
the .veaker members of an industry can make a successful adjustment
to import competition, through their own efforts abetted by Govern-
ment assistance, there will often be no need whatever for the Govern-
ment to protect it against such competition.

Such relief by import restrictions does not solve the problems of
the affected progucers. Moreover, such restrictions cannot be invoked
without compensatory action required under a prior trade agreement,
either through the withdrawal of certain concessions by other govern-
ments which are parties to the agreement, or through new concessions
we would have to make on other products.

Where import relief is found to be necessary—and it may be in-
voked only to help an entire industry or major part of an industry—
the bill clearly implies that the relief should be only temporary, pro-
viding an adjustment period durin§ which the industry should be ex-
pected to seek solutions te its difficulties.

Import relief may be technically a temporary measure under pres-
ent legislation, but there iS no incentive under the present act for the
affected producers tc seek real solutions t«, their problems.

The net effect of these new provisions would be to spur American
prouucers to adjust quickly to new import sit- ations,

In Frinciple trade adjustment to damage by imports is very sound.
It will not only remedy import damage but strengthen our economy
and our abilities to compete without subsidy.

(a) Though vigorously suI:})orted by labor, trade adjustment was
& businessman’s suggestion. John Coleman, president of Burroughs
Corp., and later president of the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, pro-
posed it Fublicly to the Randall Commission in October 1953. It
was not a labor proposal. _

(d) It is widely clainied that trade adjustment somehow dictates to
plants and workers how to run their businesses. There is no dictation

87270—62—pt. 4——8
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to anybody. If a plant or workers want to apply, they may. No-
body makes them.

T}lyleir application has to contain a plan which the applicant pre.
pares himself, designed to meet his competitive problem as he sees it.

Each plan has a definite time factor, a termination point. Govern-
mental help is not perpetuated, but specifically limited, quite contrary
to farm or shipping programs.

(¢) The remedies are not something new, but programs with good
experience behind them. This has been in effect for the Iron and
Steel Community, and for the Common Market, and actively avail-
able for from 8 to 7 years. For them in that period it has cost less
than $12 million, or not that much under different calculations.

(@) Large companies don’t need SBA loans and won’t use this ex-
cept -conceivably for individual plants.

(e) Vocational rehabilitation and training within industry have
worked to an increasing degree. Unemployment compensation and
moving expenses for workers are the basis of the worker provisions.
These remedies are old and successful. .

(#) Talk of favoritism like the old RFC charges, or the current
agricultural ones, is clearly exaggerated. Most Federal loan pro-
grams are well run.

(¢9) The claims of subsidy are again much exaggerated. There

is no such subsidy here as those to shipping or to metal production
or to agriculture.

More than that, the alternative to trade adjustment is subsidy to
those unable to compete—in the form of tariffs or quotas that let
prices rise as they did this spring for glass. Then the consumer
pays the subsidy, by order of the Government.

(h) Not only is there little if any subsidy in trade adjustment,
but whatever there is is limited in time. There is nothing indefinitely
continuing about assistance to any plant or worker in this bill.

Why should workers idled by imports get special benefits that are
unavailable for workers displaced by automation or any other factors!?

The same kind of question arises with respect to those sections
of the adjustiment assistance program that provide help to husiness
firms: Why should production facilities idled by imports get special
benefits that are unavailable to firms injured by other economic
forces?

The basic answer to both questions is the same. The President put
it this way in his trade policy message to the Congress, January
25,1962

When consideiations of natlonal policy make it desirable to avoid higher
tariffs, those injured by that competition should not be required to bear the fuil
brunt of the impact. )

In other words, this is not a case of the normal operation of the
American enterprise system; it is a case of competitive injury brought
about by direct Government action in the national interest.

To qualify for adjustment assistance, the industry or the firm would
he required to provide substantial injury attributable to import com-
petition. Firms would have to show that, as a result of tariff conces-
sions, competitive imports were entering the United States “in such
increased quantities as to cause, or threaten to cause serious in-
jury * * #7 and this raises exactly the question raised by the dis-
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tinguished chairman of the committee as to how you know whether
the imports really did the damage. i

It has always been my claim that most of the claims of damage are
really due to other factors. This could be demonstrated widely in
the textile industry, for instance, where you have had so many pro-
ducers if you get into a case of a price war, you immeditely begin to
cut prices across the board, and put some of them in very serious
difficulties.

There is no question in my opinion that this has been responsible for
more of the trouble of the textile industries than imports ever have,
which have been restricted in general to a few specialized products.

The Senator will remember the case of the velveteen plants, one of
which is in the State of Virginia, I believe. When the chairman and
I discussed this in 1955, there were, I think;-1,200 employees in vel-
veteens in the entire United S , and promises made if the
bill was passed that all the velvéteen plants would be utter y%ifroyed.

In 1958, 3 years later thiere were 900 still employed in velveteen

lants in the United Btates. I don’t kngw-the breakdown ‘ag to
irginia, but this was dertainly true total. S \

So not only the pyedictions aE/G ten quite inaccurate but in addi-
tion to that it is vény hard te"know whether import$ did it, and i
that particular cage you will remember that.the Japanese had water-

proofed the velvgteens and brought them in at™12 percent instead of

33 or 40 perceny and then taken the,'waqérprooﬁng off. This was
stopped shortly jafter the time that the bill was before this Senate
in 1955. o - ) . .

To return to thy discussion of ‘qualifying for adjustment assistance,

H
t
H

In making its determination!the Tariff Commission should take into account ;

which it considers relevant including—

all economic facto p
g\he produgtivé facilities of the- firm;

(1) Idling o
(2) Inuabllity

the act proposes g 3

f the firm to operate at a profit; or g
(2) Unemployment or underemployment in ‘he firm. 2
Workers wounld haye to provexﬁﬁly the third item “unemployment
or underemployment of a significant . number or proportion of -the
workers” caused or immuagliately threatened by such increased imports.
Where imports tend fo @xert an injurious impact on a firm and its
workers, the problem is gene only one of several encouritered, and
the problem from imports is usually. one of the lesser Ones.

1t should be expected that firms and workérs with import d@ies
and those without import difficulties will avail themselves o the
facilities at their common disposal. It is conceivable that the prob-
lems of these firms and workers may be successfully dealt with through
the facilities available outside the trade legislation, :

To the extent that such facilities are not adequate, firms and
workers who can prove injury from import competition would be
entitled to special consideration in view of the fact that the problem
they encounter is one to which national policy of trade liberalization
may have substantially contributed.

Constant reference 1s made in debate—and the protectionists sug-
porting the 37 varieties have done so—to State Department diplomatic
or foreign aid considerations as measured against injury to our
workers and businesses.

~
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Foreign policy may occasionally be one consideration in a negotia-
tion, but this is not the major reason for the President’s decisions on
escape clause or peril point matters. The major consideration in all
trade agreement operations is the total effect on the American
economy. . o

Many years back the cheese amendment (which I am sure all of
you three who are here today will remember) which was a tight quota
on foreign cheese, was attached as a rider to a defense appropriations
bill in violation of our trade agreement with Holland.: The Dutch,
damaged by this restriction of their export of speciality cheeses—
important to them, but not really serious for our dairy industry—
promptly put a quota on American wheat flour, which was much
more serious to our wheat farmers than Dutch cheese ever was to
our dairy farmers.

This necessity for an overall economic view of foreign trade prob-
lems is what all our international traders understand, and what the
supporters of the 37 varieties of protection clearly ignore.

he State Department or the President in protesting or preventing
action like the cheese amendment is not coddling the Dutch or other
foreign nations, but protecting producers and exporters in the rest
of the economy, looking at our economic situation as a whole, if the
restrictive measures are put into effect.

Thus it is that the 37 varieties, in attempting to curtail the Presi-
dent’s discretionary authority, seek to secure protection for some
products—usually minor—in the whole economy, at the expense of
the economy as a whole. I have specified some of those in my testi-
mony before the Ways and Means Committes and I won’t repeat it.

The continuing protectionist argument is that a growing industry
is damaged if it does not grow as fast as imports.

Again, this is a rejection of the overall benefit of imports io our
economy and our consumers. Our automobile producers lost to im-
ports in their share of the market for a few years,

But how else would the consumer have secured the wide selection
he now enjoys which the American producers had not found it eco-
nomic to produce. Why should there be any of this kind of protec-
tion which the 37 varieties propose, when the American companies
involved are actually prosperous and increasing their business?

Don’t they ever ciange their product mix in the face of domestic
competition ¢

The claim that such producers are damaged because of an increase
in foreign proportion of the total U.S. market, and a decrease in
theirs (although they are decreasing their business), is the most com-
plete nonsense, especially when it comes from people who insist they
favor the free enterprise system.

If they mean what they say about favoring the free enterprise sys-
tem by saying this they clearly don’t believe in that system.

"The 37 varieties of protection are clearly and wholly devised to
produce a closed system—a comfortable, noncompetitive, high-priced
business world. That results in a dying economy that cannot com-
pete or even continue to exist in this world against the dynamie, opti-
mistic booming producers of Eur?e. L :

I agree that we need tough traders in the administration, and we
who support this bill must insist on that. T would remind this com-
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mittee of one situation with which they may or may not be familiar
but which to me is a sample of one gap we have had in the general
area. Ycu may not know that the drug producers (who have been
vigorously attacked in some quarters but nevertheless are certainly
entitled to fair treatment in this) complained bitterly because the
patents which they secure here are not recognized in Italy. Their
new products are pirated, copied, and produced in Italy, for instance,
and then distributed in many, many places outside the United States—
even here. The representations made to Italy have been wholly in-
adequate, in my opinion, to bring about some revision of that situation.

We should be tough, and I am emphasizing that samq}le in support
of my position that maybe we haven’t been tough enough.

But we will not be accomplishing tough ne%‘otiation by trying to
direct them in every detail from the back seat. The annual report and
vigorous bipartisan annual review by Congress which I propose—
and which the former distinguished Secretary of State proposed just
before me—with the many features of trade policy directed and
coordinated as this bill proposes, are the way to achieve that result.

Finally, I would like to endorse the specific amendments recom-
mended by Carl J. Gilbert, Chairman of the Committee for a National
Trade Policy, in his testimony before you on behalf of CNTP on July
24, 1362. These are nine amendments which are now part of the
record.

1. Sections 202 and 253—Low-rate articles authority and staging re-
quirements: Amend to allow a minimum annual reduction of 1 per-
cent ad valorem of tariffs under this authority to avoid complexities
in calculation,

2. Section 225—Reserve list: Amend to allow non-tariff-adjustment
assistance to be utilized as an alternative to commodities being placed
on reserve list.

3. Section 232—Safeguarding national security : Amend to require
the Executive to seek solutions to the problems making tariff shelter
necessary with a view to eventually terminating such shelter.

4. Section 241—Special representative for trade negotiations:
Amend to broaden role of chief negotiator to concentrate in him the
coordination and administration of the powers delegated to the Presi-
dent in the act other than adjustment assistance and escape clause,
and empower him to advise the President on the impact of domestic
policies on our international trade.

5. Section 242—Interagency trade organization: Amend to require
special representative to serve as chairman.

6. Section 201—Tariff Commission investigations and reports:
Amend to require that Tariff Commission reports in escape clause
cases and Presidential proclamations in escape clause action be based
on industry data no morethan 6 months old.

7. Section 323—Weekly amounts (adjustment assistance) : Amend
to require full Federal payment of adjustment allowances in place
of partial State and Federal to those workers eligible for State un-
employment compensation.

8. Section 851-—Tariff adjustment authority: Amend to provide
that any tariff grotection given shall automatically be reduced, over
the period found to be necessary to complete the adjustment, in stages
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decreasing to zero at the end of the period unless the President author-
izes other treatment,

9. Section 402(2)—Reports: Expand to require President to in-
clude an appraisal of the overall U.S. position in world trade and
the impact of domestic policies on our international trade.

The CHairMAN. Thank you, Mr. Taft. It is not clear to me what
you mean by 37 varieties of protection. I have heard of 57 varieties
of soup. I don’t know where you will find those.

Mr. TaFr. I thought of 57—

Senator Dovcras. I believe Howard Johnson says he has 87 vari-
eties of ice cream. .

Mr. Tarr. They were presented by Senator Bush and I think he
will present them this afternoon.

The CuHamrman. There is no use in your going to any trouble
about it.

Mr. Tarr. They appear on page 14371 of the Congressional Record
for the Senate.

The CHAIRMAN. You mean 37 amendments?

Mr. Tarr. Yes, sir; 37 specific amendments in so many numbers
for August 2,1962.

Senator WiLriams. These are the Bush amedments?

Mr. Tarr. These are the Bush amendments.

Senator WirLiams. And you are submitting nine amendments?

Mr. TaFr. Yes.

Mr. Gilbert submitted them, I am endorsing them, that is correct.

Senator WiLLiamMs. Yes. Yours are not part of the 37 and that
makes it 46¢

Mr. TarFt. I should hope not; ours are very simple, they are de-
scribed here in brief terms that anybody can understand. If you can
read the description of the 37 amendments in the Congressional Rec-
ord on pages 14371 over to the bottom of 14373, without an awful lot
of work, you are a better man than I am, I ean assure you.

The CHamman. I would like to ask you about your amendment
No. 7, to require full Federal payment of adjustment allowances in
place of partial State and Federal to those workers eligible for State
unemployment compensation. Do you mean then that those workers
would exclude themselves entirely from the State unemployment
benefits?

Mr. Tarr. Sir,Iam noexpert in this area, and I heard this morning
a gentleman, it seemed to me, who knew what he was talking about,
the representative, the longtime administrator of unemployment com-
pensation in Wisconsin.

I think I will simply say that I listenéd to him with great interest
and education. He knows mnuch more about it than I do, and I think
I would normally be governed by his recommendation.

' The CuarMaN. Do you favor the Federal Government paying in
toto, and the State contributing nothing? '

Mr. Tarr. That is correct. That was one of the suggestions that
came from several witnesses.

The CuamyaN. Do you know whether that is possible under the
State laws? C ;

Mr. Tarr. I can only refer you to what the gentleman said. He
thought it was.
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The CHaRMAN. Under State laws certain people are entitled to
certain benefits? : 7

Mr, Tarr. ThisI can’t answer. I did not prepare this amendment,
it is not in my field of expertis,

The CxamrMaN. You have endorsed it and I assume you knew it.

Mr. TaFr. I have the general principle also endo by the gentle-
man from Wisconsin. If you are going to do it for the reasons set forth
in the bill it ought to be paid entirely by the Federal Government just
as it was done for veterans in Georgia.

The CramrMAN. You would exclude these companies that are in-
jﬁred Igy imports entirely from the State compensation systems; is
that it?

Mr. Tarr. I am not really sure of that, sir, I don’t know whether
that is the effect of our amendment or not.

The CramrMan. That is what your amendment says, the Federal
Government would pay the entire cost of it.

Mr. Tarr. That is a matter of reimbursement, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. Maybe you could furnish me a memorandum so I
could understand it.

Mr, Tarr. Well, I think, sir, that you can get more from the gentle-
men from Wisconsin, and Senator Javits, I understand has introduced
an amendment for this purpose.

The CaamMAN. I don’t think the gentleman from Wisconsin advo-
cated that at all.

Mr. Tarr. He suggested ways in which the purposes of the bill
could be accomplished and, in doing so, I think, the record says that
it could be accomplished if the Federal Government reimbursed wholly
for what was paid out for this reason.

The Cuarman. I wouldn’t go on record for saying that the gentle-
man from Wisconsin favors it because I don’t think he did.

Mr. Tarr. I didn’t say that.

He said that he suggested ways in which it can be done. I think
our amendment works in that direction. It may not be worded as
accurately as perhaps it should be.

The Cuaamman. As long as you approved the amendment I have
confidence in you. You have appeared before this committee many
times. As chairman of the committe I have twice reported the
Reciprocal Trade Agreement Extension Act.

I made my maiden speech in 1934 in the Senate in favor of the recip-
rocal trade agreements. If you advocate this I would like you to give
me a memorandum on exactly what you mean.

That is not an unreasonable request, is it ¢

Mr. Tarr. No,sir;itisnot. I will try todo so.

(The following was later received for the record:)

Questions have been ralsel concerning the nature and extent of henefits to
workers and the danger of Federal intrusion in State unemployment compensa-
tion programs.

A worker displaced as a result of import competition due to a tariff reduction
suffers as a result of deliberate national policy designed to benefit the Nation as
a whole. It is not a case of the normal operation of the free enterprise system.
Therefore, it seems just to extend appropriate assistance to him.

The objections to the specific provisions cf the bilt which provide Federal
standards for qualification and payments at rates substantially above those pro-

vided under the most liberal State system reflect a fear that this will set a pat-
tern for Federal standards and high compensation rates throughout the pro-
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gram. We stand behind a sound program of assistance to workers hurt by im.
port competition, but we do not claim any special competence as to amount or
duration of payments. We do think it is desirable to quiet these widely ex-
pressed fears of employers without crippling the adjustment assistance pro-
gram, despite the bill’s stipulation that the excess of the trade adjustment allow-
ance over the amount the worker would get from ordinary or current Federal-
State unemployment insurance, if there were no adjustment assistance program,
is to be reimbursed to the State by the Federal Government.

It seems to us that the reasoning followed in jJustifying extraordinary pay-
ments to workers because their plight is the result of national policy would also
apply to the States. The impact of import competition is indeterminate at this
time since it will depend upon future tariff negotiations and the changing eco-
nomics of world trade. The impact of the burden of unemployment payments,
State by State, is unpredictable now and is almost certain not to be evenly
spread. Since the demands on State unemployment insurance funds determine
the rate which must be paid by employers, they are a factor in competition for in-
dustry among the States. It seems that to require individual states to bear the
full burden of e%pense caused by actions of the Federal Government which are
in the general national interest is no more fair than requiring injured workers
to bear unaided the burden of unemployment thus generated. Consequently, I
respectfully suggest that your committee consider amending the bill before you
to require the Federal Government to meet directly the full cost of benefits ex-
tended to workers who qualify for trade readjustment allowances. By thus
maintaining a separate program, though adminfstered at cost through State agen-
cles, the objections to the level of payments, to Federal standards, and to the
fmpact on jadividual States, together with the fears of establishing precedents
to be followed by State unemployment insurance programs, would be quieted.

The CramrMAN. Don’t put it on the gentleman from Wisconsin be-
cause I don’t think he would want to carry that burden.

Mr., Tarr. No, but all I pointed out, sir, and I will repeat it, he
said if you wanted to accomplish the purpose indica: _d in the bill, that
is to say to compensate those who are injured by an affirmative Gov-
ernment action, that one way in which it could be done was by pro-
viding in some appropriate way for the Federal Government to reim-
burse fully for what was paid out for this purpose.

If your bill doesn’t do it then certainly I would advocate amending
it so 1t does it appropriately in that way and I have no intention what-
ever because I support the State principle in unemployment compen-
sation myself, I have no intention of attacking that principle.

The CraryaN. As a former Governor of a State you would have
to amend the State unemployment compensation law because those
that are out of employment are entitled by law to such benefits.

Mr. Tarr. I understood the gentleman was suggesting a process by
which you would not have to amend the State laws and I would be in
favor of that. Whether he approved of it or not, I am saying he did
suggest how it could be done.

enator WiLLiams. Do I understand you endorse the recommen-
dations that the gentleman from Wisconsin may submit to this com-
mittee in that connection ?

Mr. Tarr. Well, I think so, I didn’t hear very much that I disagreed
with but if he covers something I didn’t hear him say I might not ap-
prove of it, ' . '

The CrairmaN. I would suggest you read his testimony.

Mr. Tarr. Ilistened to it very carefully,sir. :

The CramrmaN. You will see he disagreed with practically all of it.

Mr. Tarr. I am not sosure. I will read his testimony and if it does
I will give you a memorandum on that. ' ‘
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The CuarMaN. This particular part of it he disagreed with all
of it if my ears were open and I could hear.

Senator Douglas? ‘

Senator Dougras. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Taft, I know you are a very
modest man and you don’t like to brag but let me say I have always
thought you were one of the finest citizens in the country and your
testimony this morning bears ont the high opinion which I have of
you.

Mr. Tarr. Thank you, sir.

Senator Doucras. Now in connection with the question as to what
Dr. Raushenbush testified about, I have the text of his statement be-
fore me, and I would like to read this passa%-e.

Several alternatives are available for these purposes and the sec-
ond alternative was as follows and I quote precisely: '

Complete Federal financing—If Congress should find it essential for any
reason to stick with the 65-65 percent deal, then all of the 52 (65 or 78) weekly

benefits or allowances to be paid under this pending Federal law and Federal
program should be 100 percent federally financed, with no State-financed bene-

fits in the picture.

Mr. Tarr. Senator, may I interrupt to say he was asked that—I
think by Senator Curtin—as to whether he meant that that program
should be administered through the Federal Government he replied
at once, no, that it must be administered through the State offices.

Senator DoucLas. Yes.

Then he went on to say that would remove the supplementation and
conflict angles. It would cost more Federal money but it would carry
out the idea of the Ways and Means Committee that, and then another
clause:

The terms of worker assistance are not meant to be precedents for the unem-
ployment insurance program.

Mr. Tarr. That is what I was referring to.

Senator DoucLas. Yes.

The Cuamnyan. I think in justice to the gentleman from Wisconsin
the Chair should communicate with him and state that Mr. Taft thinks
he is satisfied and approves of the amendments that Mr. Taft has pro-
posed, and I will obtain that and insert it in the record.

Mr, Tarr. I am not sure he will, sir, because he did not draft it.
I am saying I thought what he proposed indicated——

The Cuairyan. You said he indicated agreement with the proposal.

Mr. Tarr. No, sir. That is not what I said. 'What I said was just
exactly what he said there that he proposed a way in which it could be
done. He said nothing about whetger he approved it or not.

Senator DoucLas. I%I may read the ﬁnaF sentence.

The CHammyan. Excuse me.

Senator Douveras. He said:

In brief use 100 percent Federal financing for this uniquely Federal responsibil-
ity and for all of this uniquely Federal program. .

That is precisely what Mr, Gilbert proposed, is that right? :

Mr. Tarr. I think that was his intent. Whether the language con-
forms to it, I don’t know. .

Senator Doueras. I want to say, Mr, Taft, I think that the country
holds you in very high esteem, and (ieservedly so.
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Mr. Tarr. Thank you.

Senator CarLsoN. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Taft, I just want to say, voo
that your many years of interest in the studies of our international
trading programs entitle your testimony to receive every consideration
and it certainly will from me. I did notice in your statement that
there are a few instances in which you have some concern, at least, as
to our future trade, and one of them that caught my eye particularly
](_}eals with the agricultural trade, and you state in your testimony

ere:

One of our major difficulties in world trade today is international restrictions.
like the equalizations variable levies involved in the present Common Market
agreement on agriculture, as well as other international taxes that sometimes
are g violation of GATT.

Mr, Tarr. Yes, sir.

Senator CarLsoN. It is a fact. is it not, there have been violations
in this in the past? Is there any reason to assume that we can be
reassured there won’t be in the future?

Mr. Tarr. I think it is fair to say, Senator, that in the cases where
there have been violations in the past, we have ultimately, although
it may have taken quite a while, secured actual results in conforming
to the GATT.

For instance, there was a time at which both the Germans and the
Belgians put restrictions on the importation of coal, which seemed to
us, to the Government, a violation of the GATT, and representations
were made, and the removal substantially of those restrictions was
secured.

Now, Germany has again put some additional restrictions on coal,
I don’t know about Belgium. I have not gone into the question as to
whether this is a violation of GATT. If it is, we have got to start all
over again. But it is a demoeratic, effective process that may take
time, and it is one which protects us, just as much as it protects some-
body else, because they may claim that we are putting restrictions on,
or that we are paying export surpluses on certain products in which
Kansas is interested which may ultimately be violations of the GATT.

So we are interested that that process of deciding whether it is a
violation should be one that goes tﬁrough a regular judicial affair and
comes out at some fair result.

I can only say the one I mentioned in which the good result was
ultimately secured.

Senator Caruson. If I may I would like to mention one that we
are interested in in Kansas, and that is a violation of GATT and I
ﬁrm{y believe it is, in regard to the importation of wheat flour into
the Netherlands. At present, that, I thipk, has been studied some rnd
I think it is generally agreed it is in violation and nothing has Leen
done about it.

Mr. Tarr. I might explain to the cummittee that while I don’t know
too much about the details of the program and you can get much
more, did get it from Mr. Shuman who spoke for the farm bureau.
They attempt to see to it that any import must be sold at the market
price in the country where it is sold.

Now, how you accomplish this, I don’t know. There is a variable
levy between what you try to sell it at and what the market is, and the
Government takes that position. The administration of it sounds
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to me pretty difficult but this is certainly what they set out to do, and
this is clearly, in my opinion, a protective measure, and is, therefore,
a violation, if that is an item which they are not permitted to protect
under the GATT. 3

Senator CarusoN. Mr. Taft, I think we all t}ppreciate the impor-
tance of international trade, I certainly do and I know you have been
interested in it for years, and I am hoping we can work out a pro-
gram, and I share your views that our trading just be touch and go.
I think we are going to deal with people who are experts in this field
of trading, and I sometimes am tearful we are not going to have the
right restrictions, if restrictions are necesyary or whatever it is that
;s necessary, to be sure we get our share and the trade is equitable and

aIr.,

Mr. Tarr. Mr. Chairman, we should consider that Belgium, Hol-
land, and Luxemburg are countries which have to depend a great deal
on imports and, therefore, want fairly low tariffs—and therefore,
fairly low prices on the products whicﬁ they huy. This is not true
of apples, Senator, because Belgium has held up on apples, as you well
know, but in a numberv of the items those are consumer countries, and
vet with all that fact and with the fact that France has low support
prices the distinguished Chancellor of the German Government has
succeeded in preventing an agreement on the French support price
level which would in general be satisfatcory to us, and has prevented
any agreement up to date really on where that support price level is
gomng to be,

This is a sample of the fact if you are going to get anywhere on
this one you really have to be just as tough as he is.

Senator Carrson. If I may add, if Great Britain joins the Common
Market, it will probably be the more difficult. :

Mr. Tarr. Well, it isn’t quite the same because Britain -has the
subsidy process. I suppose they would be insulted or somebody would
if we called it the Brannon plan but they have to change to a support
price operation instead of the present subsidy program so they are
moving to a newer one. They don’t quite know how it is going to work
and I don’t think that agriculture is the place where they give us the
most trouble but they will add to the protective side of 1t within the
Common Market if they get in. -

Senator WiLLiams. Mr, Taft, is there any basic difference between a
taviff and a variable fee as far as the effect is concerned?

Mr. Tarr. I wouldn’t really think so, except it is supposed to be
adjusted, apparently on the face of it, as the market may. change in
agricultural products and you and I know, of course, that it does,
50 many pounds per chickens or poultry, which is shipped. I don’t
know how they can chanFe tast enough to keep that thing at any
kind of a level gate; it would be terribly confusing.

Senator WiLLiams. It is really, variable fees in effect are really
another form of tariff's under another name.

Mr. Tarr. That is my opinion, if they are on an item which they
are not permitted to put a tariff on in the GATT.

Senator WiLLiaMs. Yes, and it would be more or less & violation of
the principle of GATT at the least. )

r. Tarr. T think thisis correct.
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I suppose the Senator knows we have been shipping some $60 mil-
lio? or Qmore of poultry to the Common Market countries, or Europe
at least

Senator WirLrasms. There has been a substantial increase in che
tariff in the last few weeks.

Mr. Tarr. That isright.

Senator Wirtiams. Inthe form of variable fees.

I noticed in your statement you referred to the retaliatory action
taken by the Dutch.

Mr. Tarr. Compensatory, I think.

Senator WiLttams. Compensatory, all right, by the Dutch at the
time we restricted the imports of cheese.

Mr. Tarr. That isright.

Senator Wirriams. And do you think that we more or less asked
for that and they were justified in such action ?

Mr. Tarr. I think they were just as much as the Belgians were
in picking out a few things that we didn’t like either, when they
compensated for glass and carpets.

Senator WiLLtams. Well, I am inclined to agree with you.

Mr. Tarr. I had heard, sir, they had proposed to put it on some-
thing else that wouldn’t do us much damage but somebody advised
them it would be better to put it on us where it would hurt us most,
which isafter all smart trading.

I don’t know why they shouldn’t.

Senator WirLr1amMs. By the same token as these countries put these
variable fees or barriers on trade on soine of our products which to us
appear to be violations we would be justified in taking similar action
and raising the tariffs on some of their products, is that right?

Mr. Tarr. I think so, and the bill as passed by the House instructs
the President to 1give greater consideration to that kind of a penalty.

I think I would have to add, however, that if our objective is to try
to get all of the range of restrictions down, you don’t accomplish it by a
tariff war which is what we had between 1919 and 1939.

So that you must be somewhat reluctant to do it and you would try
to prevent the taking of steps of that kind on our side in the first place,
or if it is on their side try to stop it in advance by indicating what we
would dvif they do it ?

Senator WiLriams. I agree with you on that but I think it is very
important. at. the same time that we let. them know.

Mr. Tarr. Absolutely. o

Senator Wirrniams. We would not hesitate to do it if they do it.

Mr. Tarr. Tf we haven’t done it in the past, Senator, 1t will take
us a little time to convince them we meant' it. This is also what I con-,
clude about tough trading. ‘ ‘

Senator Doucras. Mr. Chairman, may I ask another question?

Senator Williams has touched on a very important point. In your
statement you refer to section 252 which in your judgment gave the
President the power to protect American interests.

Mr. Tarr. You mean in this agricultural field ¢

Senator Dovor.as. Of course, but also on coal because Germany has
a tariff-free quota or a restriction of 6 million tons on imports of coal,
5 million of which come from the United States, and we could lay down
at least 20 to 40 million tons of coal.
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In section 252 the .gpwers of the President:are confined, to with-
drawing concessions, if foreign countries began discriminatory action
against us. S R B

Since we have already reduced our tariffs below the Common Market
level, and have given away a goodly proportion of our marbles, I don’t
say all of them, but a goodly g)eropor,tion of our m.:rbles, 1 have
been dubious whether this may be sufficient protection for us. And
while I certainly would deplore a retaliatory tariff war,as you would,
nevertheless I find myself on agreement with the Senator from Dela-
ware: on this point and I take it with you. We should have some
powers which the President can point to or the President’s representa-
tives can point to when they negotiate with foreign countries. :

Mr, Tarr. The original act provided, sir, for an increase in-the
tariff also. : o o

Senator Doueras. Yes. C o

Mr, Tarr. Within the discretion in the negotiating agreement. I
haven’t examined that particular section. Perhaps I had better do a
little memo on it for the committee. S 4

Senator Doucras. I know the point. R

Mr. Tarr. I know it does go back to the original level of the tariff.

Senator Douaras. I would not confine myself to the precise article.
We have given away most of our trading advantages but we have a
great advantage on automobiles. Our tariff on automobiles is, I think,
now 614 percent. o

Mr. TaFr. 634. . ‘

Senator Doucras. The German tariff is over 22 percent.

Mr. Tarr. Well, the British is almost that high, too.

Senator Doucras. Yes. L :

. While I would hate to see a retaliatory tariff war, as: you would,
nevertheless if we could say “if you persist in discriminating against
American chickens and in keeping out American wheat, and make
it difficult for American durable goods to be sold in your markets, and
in restricting feed grains and soybeans, we should be compelled to
consider whether or not we would place a tariff on your products.” I
think this would have a réstraining influence on the high tariff forces
inside Germany and France which are very powerful, as you kunow.

On the other hand, I think it is sound advice that one should never
threaten until one is prepared to back itup. But I have formed the con-
clusion that the European nations arc convinced that we will be
soft on them.

Mr. Tapr. Senator, I agree in general with what you have said.

One remark, however, that our tariffs are generally low, I think
deselrves a comment because there are many of our tariffs which are
not low,

Senator Dougras. I understand that.

fM}fi Tarr. And the chemical tariffs are one of the principal samples
of this. L —

Senator DoucLas. Iagree with that.

Mz, Tart. So we do have some areas in which concessions, perhaps,
could ‘be made and personally, my own judgment is that is an area
where we could do it without émagmg anything or anybody except
ml the general range of profits, perhaps, . It certainly would not cause
& loss. T T RN R RN

T
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Senator DouoLas. I agree thoroughly with you on that.

Mr. TaFr. Yes.

Senator DoucrLas. And I agree with the program of trying to get
as good terms as possible from the Common Market.

Mr. Tarr. Youare quite correct.

Senator Doucras. Without our making tariff concessious.

Mr. Tarr. We can’t %?t automobile tariffs off in Furope by any
reciprocity change, by what we do on automobile tariffs in the United

States.
Senator Doucras. But you might be able to get reductions in their

restrictions on American farm products and American durable goods
other than automnobiles.

Mr. Tarr. By some other kind of concession on this side?

Senator Doteras. Well, by threatening to increase the tariff on

automobiles if they didn’t.

Mr. Tarr. Thisis a possibility obviously although it was never more
than 10 percent.

Senator DoueLas. It’s now down to 614.

Mr. Tarr. 634.

Senator DoverLas. I wish in the few days that remain, that your
group would consider this. I don’t regard it as a breach of the prin-
ciple of cooperation for the international expansion of trade, but I
think it strengthens the tough bargaining which you have properly

emphasized.
Mr, Tarr. That is right.
The Cramuman. Thank you very much, Mr. Taft, we are glad to

have you, sir. o
Mr. Tarr. Thank you, sir. :
(Mr, Taft’s prepared statement follows:)

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE COHARLES P. TAFT, oF CINCINNATI, OHIO, IN
Suprpokt oF H.R. 11070, THE TRADE EXPANSION AoT OF 1962

My name is Charles P. Taft. While I am general counsel for the Committee
for a National Trade Policy, which I helped to organize in 1953, I am appearing
today in my individual capacity as a longtime advocate of expanded world trade
and liberal U.S. trade policies. The committee represents an fimnportant part of
leadership in American business, small and large, which believes in the enter-
prise system and in competition as its foundation. I deplore the utter pessimism
of the witnesses for protection who have again predicted doom as they have so
many times hefore. In the face of a new world trade situation, they seek restora-
tion of the old-time restrictions. These have now been dressed up for your bene-
fit—and presented to the Senate by some of your colleagues—in 37 varleties of
Government intervention to avoid competition.

The President is seeking authority by delegation of Congress for a fixed period—
authority of the same character, but with far more deflnition and restriction,
as was gliven to President Roosevelt in 1934, There is an escape clause In the
bill; there is a Tariff Commission examination of the negotiating lists. These
provisions establish sound and constructive guidelines for the protecton of both
the national interest and the particular interests of affected industries. The
President asks for unprecedented authority in regard to negotiations with the
Common Market ; he asks also for speclal authority to seek assurance that Latin
America can hold and expand its markets for tropical products in Europe; he
asks for authority with which to negotiate against restrictive farm policles in
Europe which could exclude, and already begin to exclude, our farm exports.

This is a new world, yet the 87 varieties of protection proposed by some of your
colleagues are a total rejection of that world. The Common Market is a new
context for the reciprocal trade agreements discussion. I have spoken to groups
from coast to coast since last October, in nearly every case quite conservative.
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Where earlier the protective idea was bred in their bones, I found without excep-
tion the most extraordinary interest in the Common Market, and & universal con-
cern that we should meet its challenge by a simllar outburst of free enterprise.
Senator Tower may sponsor the 37 varieties of protection but the National Review
does not agree with him. I don't doubt that some businessmen and a few of
their employees are actively talking to your colleagues. They do not represent
the general business or labor serntiment of this Nation; and the rest of the com-
munity has little doubt at all of the Immediate necessity for the vassage of
this bill, : .

In 1962 the United States faces the successful, dynamie, and exploding Coitmon
Market, the European Economic Community. For the first time in 30 years
Western Europe, by ail standards a major market for American goods, {8 bubbling
in a vigorous revival of the free enterprise system. From that extraordinary
economic activity, and from export sales to other parts of the world, we have
profited to a degree that has relieved our latest period of recession and thus
continue to make a substantial contribution to our own capacity to absorb the
1,200,000 youngsters annually added to our labor force, as well as the unemployed.
The machine tool industry, the heart of our growth potential, sent 25 percent of
production abroad in 1960 and near 50 percent in 1961. Our export surplus is
vital not only to our international balance of payments and to the limitation of
our gold outflow, but to our capacity for growth and to our ability to lead the
free world in meeting and surpassing the chalilenge of the Soviet bloc.

The Common Market and the rest of Europe are not waiting for us. Without
positive and consiructive action now, we shall find our present trade with Europe
seriously reduced. As the trade barriers go down inside the Common Market and
as the outer wall is averaged, real damage not yet realized will come from more
American plants forced to go to Europe to get inside those walls; from increasing
exclusion of our farm products as agricultural interests of France and Germany
finally reach agreement on higher support prices instead of lower; and from
the proposed preferences for present and former European colonial empires, shut-
ting out tropical products upon which many of our Latin American friends rely
for their very lives. We must act now.

One of the 37 varieties of protection proposed by your colleagues is that a
requirement of specific forms of reciprocity be written intc the bill. No one dis-
putes the necessity for reciprocity; the problem is how to deflne it. The lan-
guage in the 37 varieties was written by a protectionist lawyer, not by a tech-
nician in international trade or an expert in international trade negotlation.
His concepts of trade, negotiation, and the adaptability of a free enterprise
system would prevent the vigorous trade expansion policy so necessary to our
national objectives.

Reciprocity cannot be achieved by the old German bilateral deals of the
1930's, or by the bilateral trade agreements on Latin American raw materials
of the McKinley and Dingley tariffs in the 1890's. They didn’t work and they
don’t work. International trade expansion is inevitably multilateral and eludes
bilateral arrangements like mercury.

There can be no doubt that we must favor the most-favored-nation treatment
originated by Secretary of State Hughes and Senator Lodge in 1922, but there
can be no doubt also that we must negotiate as has been done in GATT with
those who benefit by it, and require them to pay something for it.

Exact predetermined mathematical measures of reciprocify as attempted in
these proposed amendments are impossible realistically. When we negotiate
industrial concessions, for instance, either for freeing our agricultural exports
or Latin American exports to go to Europe, this operation is so much a matter
of expert judgment that the only possible language, in my opinion, would be
an instruction to the President, in so many words, that in his negotiations
he must seek as nearly as possible full reciprocal benefits. This, I think the
leglslation does now.

One of our major difficulties in world trade today is international restrictions
like the equalization taxes or “variable levies” involved in the present Common
Market “agreement” on agriculture, as well as other internal taxes that some-
times are a violation of GATT, but are slow and difficult to get rid of. Section
252 represents a vigorous expression of the Intent of Congress that the President
work toward the elimination of these protective measures, and an injunction to
utilize in very proper case the penalties provided.

One of the 37 varleties would deny the Senate Finance Committee and the
House Ways and Means Committee responsibility with respect to resolutions
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for congressional override of Presidential decisions in escape clause cases. By
making these resolutions privileged and subje¢t to congressional approval by a
simple majority of those present .and voung. it bypasses regular congressional
procedure for careful examination and analysis,

The 37 varieties thus contrive to negate as easily as poseuble Presidential
decisions in trade policy. . When these proposals deal iwith the role of the Con.
gress, their purpose is not to give the Congress a positive, constructive role, but
rather to make the role of the President ineffective.

At this point I would like to emphasize that the Congress, in delegating such
important authority to the President in such an area of essential national in-
terest, ought to find appropriate ways to concern itself with the trade expan.
sion policy on a sustained basis during the period covered by the legislation,

Congress never surrenders its final power in trade policy, nor should it neg-
lect its responsibility to make sure that this trade expansion program in all
its many complex features is a successful one, and conforms to its intent. But
the way to do this is not through the negative role of a congressional review of
newly negotiated agreements, or even of escape clause decisions. It is rather
through affirmativeé examination of the progress of the program. .

How can this be done?

The present bill requires the President to send an annual leport to the Cop-
gress .“on trade agreements and adjustment assistance under this Act.” The
Tariff Commission is also required to submit-to the Congress “an annual report
on trade agreements under this Act.” The report of the President should be a
major and informative report to the Congress on the President’s stewardship
each year of the trade expansion policy. Congress should hold hearings on that
report, perhaps through a joint committee (or a select committee of each House),
consisting of representatives of the various committees with major jurisdiction
over some aspect of export and import policy. The purpose of these would be
the constructive purpose of assuring that all necessary steps are being taken
to make the new trade expansion policy a success. The President should be
required to report not only on trade agreements and other activities he has
undertaken in international trade consultations, put also on the effectiveness
with which the American economy is adjusting to import competition and
availing itself of new export opportunities. This report would afford him the
opportunity to advise the Congress on a regular basis in areas of public policy
which might require new legislation to enhance, the effectiveness of the trade
expansion program,

These procedures, which amount to active accountability to the Congress by
the President on his administration of the program, would provide a framework
for congressional review of progress made on various policy aspects which
concerned the Congress when it enacted the new policy. This constructive sur-
veillance over the President’s conduct of the program would be matched by
active administration responsiveness to congressional intent iu this field.

Thus the President would continue to have the authority and flexibility he
needs to cope effectively with the many issues of both foreign and domestic pol-
icy involved in the Nation's trade relations with the rest of the world. The
Congress would not only retain control over the tax and commerce powers, but
would make that control coustructive by concerning itself with ways and means
of enhancing the practicality and effectiveness of a trade expansion policy.

The language of the present act and of the administration bill that passed
the House makes a beginning toward fbis objective. We attach a proposed
revision for consideration of this committee. Under this proposal the dignity
and importance given to this annual review could approach that which has
been achieved by the hearings and report of the Joint Economic Committee with
respect to the Economic Report of the President.

The traditional methods of relief are not abandoned in this bill. In fact,
there are many objections that too much is retained. My own judgment
has been that essentially the President is given no more power than he has
already, and less than he had in 1934 under the.original act. The procedures
are improved upon and made to serve the basic interests of the Nation as well
as of the industries and workers who may be injured by growing import com-
petition, The present form of relief in the existing legislation is not as effective
as that under H.R. 11970,

In the first place, in spite of the 1mportance which the late Senator Milliken
gave to,the peril point when he originated-it in 1948, experience has lndicated
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the. impossibility of fixing a point in a tariff duty at which “no damage"” stops,
and damage begins.

For instance, does dauage begin at that point for the very efficient, intégrated
and competitive Mr. Cannon in North Carolina, or for a little nonintegrated and
lneﬂiclg; textile mill in South Carolina or Virginia trying to make the same

roduc
P Or from another point of view, when it-takes 8 months for the Tariff Commis-
sion, probably understdffed and overworked anyway, to consider fully an escape
clause matter under the present act, in regard to a single sector of an industry,
how in the world can that agency establish a precise peril point for the thou-
sands of items proposed@ for the complicated negotiations that concluded this
year in the trade agreement with the Common Market countries? The answer
is that it could not and did not. I quote the following paragraphs, the first
tfrom the President’s statutory report to Congress on that agreement, and the
second from the accompanying detailed description of the negotiations, by the
negotiating team:

“I believe that we must recdgnize that urder the law the Tariff Commission
was required to make hasty predictions as to future market conditions for
thousands of Individual articles. These predictions were necessarily super-
ficial. Even if there had been available, and there was not, a full range of data
for production, trade, and prices on all these articles, the Commission’s task
was a highly speculative one. This was particularly true with regard to items
exported from the Common Market countries. These countries are going through
revolutionary changes in their trade patterns, attendant upon the development
of a new internal market of unprecedented proportions. In some cases, products
which were previously available for export to other countries will find their
future markets within the area. In other cases, products which had not pre-
viously been exported will appear as new export specialties.”

“The Tariff Commission’s peril point findings were, therefore, carefully re-
examined and a number of additional items were found in which it appeared
possible to offer tariff reductions. These were items in which the procedures and
standards stipulated in the Trade Agreements Act had compelled the Commis-
sion to make unduly restrictive judgments or to make judgments unsupported by
relevant evidence. In many instances, tariff reductions of even a few percent-
age points had been precluded. In some instancas, peril points had been set
on {tems where imports represented only a minor fraction of domestic production.
In others, peril points had been found at existing duty levels for specialty com-
modities which were produced abroad for a narrow and highly specialized mar-
ket in the United States and which were not competitive with domestic pro-
duction. 1In still other cases, a single peril point had been set for basket cate-
gories of many items, even though the situation as between items in the category
appeared to differ markedly. It was in cases of the foregoing character that it
was decided that tariff reductions could be made.”

The so-called peril point investigation has always been a shadow of reality;
yet many basic decisions have been based on superficial and arbitrary peril point
findings which have been reqaired under the trade agreements legislation of the
past decade.

The new bill calls for a Tariff Commission judgment provided to the President
on the scope of problems that may arise as a result of tariff reductions. This
{8 even more taan the negotiators ever had as meaningful guldelines under previ-
ous legislation.

The escape clause under the bill passed by the House does exclude the seg-
mentation of industry provided by the present act. How can the supporters of
the 37 varieties of protection contend that the Roosevelt-Hull-Truman Eisen-
hower policy, or the congressional policy either, really intended that the Govern-
ment had an obligation to protect production of a certain narrowly defined
product quite aside from the ability of a diversified industry and its workers to
adjust to an import problem in that product. The fact is that a few garlic farms
In Califoirnia, a tartaric acid plant in Brooklyn, and producers of horseradish in
Towa—none of them involving more than a few hundred workers—have had
escape clause proceedings and have taken the time of the overworked Tariff
Commission all for themselves. The real segments of any industry that have
any meaningful economic character, come within the definition of an industry
in the present bill. Import restrictfons to provide relief for only small sectors
of industries could and have brought windfall gains to the strong and integrated
members of that industry, often without coping with the special needs of weaker

87270—62—pt. 4——7T7
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members. Lead and zinc measures at times have been in that category. If the
weaker members of an industry can make a successful adjustment to import com-
petition, through their own efforts abetted by Government assistance, there will
often be no need whatever for the industry as a whole to seek tariff or quota
relief from the Government to protect it against such competition.

Such relief by import restrictions does not solve the problems of the affected
producers. Moreover, such restrictions cannot be invoked without compensa.
tory action required under a prior trade agreement, elther through the with.
drawal of certain concessions by other Governments which are parties to the
agreement, or through new concessions we would have to make on other produets,

Where import relief is found to be necessary—and it may be invoked only to
help an entire industry or major part of an industry—the bill clearly implies
that the relief should be only temporary, providing an adjustment period during
which the industry should be expected to seek solutions to its difficulties, Im-
port relief may be technically a temporary measure under present legislation,
but there is no incentive under the present act for the affected producers to seek
real solutiens to their problems.

The net effect of these new provisions would be to spur American producers
to adjust quickly to new mport situations.

In principle trade adjustment to damage by imports is very sound. It will not
only remedy import damage but strengthen our economy and our abilities to com-
pete without subsidy.

(a) Though vigorously supported by labor, trade adjustment was a business
man’s suggestion.

John Coleman, president of Burroughs Corp., and later president of the U.S.
Chamber of Commerce, proposed it publicly to the Randall Commission in Octo-
ber 1953.

(b) It is widely claimed that trade adjustment somehow dictates to plants
and workers how to run their businesses. There is no dictation to anybody. If
a plant or workers want to apply, they may. Nobody makes them.

Their application has to contain a plan which the applicant prepares himself,
designed to meet his competitive problem as he sees it.

Each plan has a definite time factor, a termination point. Governmental help
is not perpetuated, but specifically limited, quite contrary to farm or shipping
programs.

(¢) The remedies are not something new, but programs with good experience
behind them. This has been in effect for the Iyon and Steel Community, and
for the Common Market, and actively available for from 3 to 7 years. For them
in that period it has cost less than $12 million, or not that much under different
calculations.

(d) Large companies don’t need SBA loans and won't use this except con-
celvably for individual plants.

(e) Vocational rehabilitation and training svithin industry have worked to an
increasing degree. Unemployment compensation and moving expenses for work-
ers are the basis of the worker provisions, These remedies are old and success-
ful.

(f) Talk of favoritism like the old RFC charges, or the current agricultural
ones, is clearly exaggerated. Most Federal loan programs are well run,

(g) The claims of subsidy are again much exaggerated. There is no such
subsidy here as those to shipping or to metal production or to agriculture,

More than that, the alternative to trade adjustment is subsidy to those unable
to compete—in the form of tariffs or quotas that let prices rise as they did this
spring for glass. Then the consumer pays the subsidy.

(h) Not only is there little if any subsidy in trade adjustment, but wkatever
there is, is limited in time. There is nothing indefinitely continuing about as-
sistance to any plant or worker in this bill.

Why should workers idled by imports get special benefits that are unavailable
for workers displaced by automation or any other factor?

The same kind of question ar§ses with respect to those sections of the adjust-
ment assistance program that provide help to business firms: Why should pro-
duction facilities idled by imports get special benefits that are unavailable to
firms injured by other economic forces?

The basic answer to both questions is the same. The President put it this
way in his trade policy message to the Congress (Jan. 25, 1962): “When
considerations of national policy make it desirable to avold higher tariffs, those
:njureél”by that competition should not be required to bear the full brunt of the
mpact. ‘
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In other words, this is not a case of the normal operation of the American
enterprise system; it is a case of competitive injury brought about by direct
Government action in the national interest.

To qualify for adjustment assistance, the industry or the firm would be re-
quired to prove substantial injury attributable to import competition. Firms
would have to show that, as a result of tariff concessions, competitive imports
were entering the United States “in such increased quantities as to cause, or
threaten to cause, serious injury * * *.” “In making its determination the
Tariff Commission should take into account all economic factors which it con-
siders relevant, including (1) idling of the productive facllities of the firm,
(2) inability of the firm to operate at a profit, or (3) unemployment or under-
employment in the firm.” Workers would have to prove only the third item—
“unemployment or underemployment of a significant number or proportion of the
workers” caused or immediately threatened by such increased imports.

Where imports tend to exert an injurious impact on & firm and its workers,
the problem is generally only one of several encountered, and the problem from
imports is usually one of the lesser ones. It should be expected that firms and
workers with import difficulties and those without import difficulties will avail
themselves of all the facilities at their common disposal. It is conceivable that
the problems of these firms and workers may be successfully dealt with through
the facilities available outside the trade legislation. To the extent that such
facilities are not adequate, firms and workers who can prove injury from import
competition would be entitled to special consideration in view of the fact that
the problem they encounter is one to which national policy of trade liberalization
may have substantially contributed.

Constant reference is made in debate, and thc protectionists supporting the
37 varieties have done so, to State Department diplomatic or foreign aid con-
siderations as measured against injury to our workers and businesses.

Foreign policy may occasionally be one consideration in a mnegotiation, but
this is not the major reason for the President’s decisions on escape clause or
peril point matters. The major consideration in all trade agreement operations
is the fotal effect on the American economy. Many years back the cheese smend-
ment (a tight quota on foreign cheeses) was attached to a defense appropria-
tions bill. The Dutch, damaged by this restriction of their export of specialty
cheeses—important to them, but not really serious for our dairy industry—
promptly put a quota on American wheat flour, which was much more serious
to our wheat farmers than Dutch cheese ever was to our dairy farmers. This
necessity for an overall economic view of foreign trade problems is what all our
international traders understand, and what the supporters of the 37 varieties
of protection clearly ignore. The State Department or the President in pro-
testing or preventing action like the cheese amendment is not coddling the
Duteh or other foreign nations, but protecting producers and exporters in the
rest of the economy, looking at our economic situation as a whole.

Thus it is that the 37 varieties, in attempting to curtail the President’s dis-
cretionary authority, seek to secure protection for some products—usually
minor--at the expense of the economy as a whole.

The continuing protectiopist argument is that a growing industry is damaged,
if it does not grow as fast as imports. Again, this is a rejection of the overall
beneflt of imports to our eeconomy and our consumers. Our autowmobile pro-
ducers lost to Imports in thelr share of the market for a few years. But how
else would the consumers have secured the wide selection they now enjoy which
the American producers had not found it economic to produce. Why should
there be any of this kind of protection which the 37 varieties propose, when the
American companies involved are actually prosperous and {increasing their
business?

The claim that such producers are damaged is really the most complete non-
sense when It comes from people who insist that they favor the free enterprise
system. If they mean what they say, they don’t believe in that system. The 37
varieties of protection are clearly and wholly devised to produce a closed
system-—a comfortable, noncompetitive, high-priced business world. That re-
sults in a dying economy that cannot compete or even continue to exist in this
world against the dynamic, optimistic, booming producers of Europe.

I agree that we need tough traders in the administration, and we who support
this bill must insist on that. But we won’t be accomplishing tough negotiation
by trying to direct them in every ‘detail from the back seat. The annual report
and vigorous bipartisan annual review by Congress which I propose, with the
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many features of trade policy directed and coordinated as thig bill proposes,
are the way to achieve that result.

Finally, ' -ould like to endorse the specific amendments recommended by
Carl J. Gilrt. ., Chairman of the Committee for a National Trade Policy, in his
testimiony before you on behalf of CNTP on July 24, 1962. These are nine
amendments which are now part of the record.

1. Bections 202 and 258. Low-rate articles authority and staging require-
ments.—~—Amend to allow a minimum annual reduction of 1 percent ad valorem
of tariffs under this authority to avoid complexities in calcutation.

2. Seotion 225. Reserve list.——Amend to allow nontariff adjustment assistance
to be utilized as an alternative to commodities being placed on reserve list.

3. Section 232. Safcguarding national gsecurity.—Amend to require the Exec-
utive to seek solutions to the problems making tariff shelter necessary with a
view to eventually terminating such shelter. :

4. Section 24l1. Special representative for trade mnegotiations.—Amend to
broaden role of chief negotiator to concentrate in him the coordination and ad-
ministration of the powers delegated to the President in the act other than
adjustment assistance and escape clausé, and empower him to advise the Prest-
dent on the impact of domestic policies on our international trade.

5. Section 242. Interagency Trade Organization—Amend to require special
representative to serve as Chairman.

6. Section 201. Tariff Commisgion investigations and reports.—Amend to re-
quire that Tariff Commission reports in escape-clause cases and Presidential
proclamations in escape-clause action be based on industry data no more than
6 months old.

7. Section 323. Weekly amounts (adjustment assistance).—Amend to require
full Federal payment of adjustment allowances in place of partial State and
Federal to those workers eligible for State unemployment compensation.

8. Section 351. Tariff adjustinent authority—Amend to provide that any tariff
protection given shall automatically be reduced, over the period found to be
necessary to complete the adjustment, in stages decreasing to zero at the end
of the period unless the President authorizes other treatment.

9. Section }02(2). Reports—Fxpand to require President to include an ap-
praisal of the overall U.S. position in world trade and the impact of domestic
policies on our international trade.

The CuarMaN. The next scheduled witness, Charles M, Ashley,
has yielded to Charles F. Percy of the Bell & Howell Co. who must
take a plane.

Mr. Percy, you take a seat and proceed. .

Senator Doucras. Before Mr. Percy testifies, since he comes from
Tllinois, I want to say that I think we are all glad to welcome him
here. He has a very distinguished career, and is one of the finest
citizens in our State, active in many good movements and we are
glad to have him.

STATEMENT OF CHARLES H. PERCY, CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD,
BELL & HOWELL CO.

Mr. Peroy. Thank you, Senator Douglas.

Mr. Chairman—— )

The CaamyaN. Take a seat.

Mr. Percy. With your permission I would like to submit my state-
ment and make a few exacting comments.

The Cramrman. Withou,, objection.

Mr. Percy. I have long advocated a freer trade policy for the
United States, and have done so with some feeling.

I would like to show you a camera that we tried to produce 12
years ago in competition with the German Leica. 'We brought it out,
were unable to compete with the Leica. There was great temptation
to ask for tariff protection because we couldn’t compete, and we simply
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decided at that time it would be unfair to ask the American con-
sumer to pay more for camera products simpli becduse we were not
able to compete on this particular product and I felt it very unfair to
have an uncertain crutch be the foundation for our company. '

So we decided at that time to disconti iue production of this produet.

We wrote it off asa loss of a million and a quarter dollars and decided
at that time that we would do what we could economically to main-
tain our strength as a company, and urge the same course of action
on our particular industry.

We have a great deal of competition in the photographic business,
as you well know. We have competition from Switzerland, United
Kingdom. Germany, Japan particularly now. Germany alone brings
in more than 150 models of cameras and Japan has more than that.

I have submitted with my testimony a number of charts showing
the dramatic increase in imports and a large percentage of market en-
joyed by foreign competition.

I have not submitted these charts or figures to elicit your sympa-
thy but simply to indicate that very few industries in the United
States have as much competition from abroad as the photographic
industry has, nor has any industry subjected itself to or taken a tariff
reduction as steep as the one we did.

The one on motion picture cameras was reduced 40 percent in 1
year, and as a result of that experience I would urge gradual and mod-
erate reductions in tariffs,as I Eave through the years.

We decided several years ago—and I take this only as a case history
to show that it is possible for adjustments to be made in a company
and an industry that is in great comgetition abroad—we decided on a
three-part program that might be of interest to you, years ago. .

First, we had highly developed skills and specialized areas of the
photographic field and we thought we could take these skills and
through research and development, through improved manufacturing

rocesses, and through increasing our market strength we could

roaden the line that we had in the photographic field.

Secondly, we thought we had certain capital facilities, certain man-
a%fment skills that we could use in other fields, and we asked ourselves
what other fields could we enter profitably to diversify our company
program and meet the ¢hanging needs of a changing economy and
society. . )

We recognized that our environment is in a constant fluctuation as
the result of shifts in the very structure of our society, the economy,
and Government ; the state of technology and the need of the market;
and as a result of changes in the world economic order.

Third, we decided that greater emphasis should be placed on the
development of our oversea market. As a result in a dozen years now
since that decision was made, we have evolved from a company engaied
primarily in the photographic industry to a company that now makes
not only a broader line of photographic products, but also a broad line
of electronic instrumentation, data processing systems, high-vacuum
products, and business machinery equipment and supplies.

For example, the Polaris, Atias, Minuteman, Courier, Mercury,
Telstar, and virtually every major missile and satellite program rely
to some degree on our instrumentation developed to measure, analyze,
record, play back, process, or in some other way evaluate the per-
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formance of men and equipment responsible for carrying out vital
missions.

In the business machine field, Bell & Howell is providing new equip-
ment toaccelerate information handling, increase efficiency, and reduce
costs as business, industry, and Government seek new methods with
which to penetrate the “paperwork curtain.”

I mention thess items simply as an indication that I think that as
a result of competition that we face both in this country and abroad,
we have probably been motivated to seek greater consumer needs in
other areas, and I'm not sure but that same motivation would have
been there if we had had a much more comfortable and protected
market in this country.

As a result; through the years, Bell & Howell sales have grown
from $13 million to $150 million, and they have grown within the
photographic field from $13 million to $50 million, a fourfold in-
crease, where $100 million has been the increase in electronic instru-
mentation and business equipment.

‘We employed when we started this program 1,800 people, and we
now employ 9,000. The value of our securities on the New York
Stock Exchange has increased from a market value of $7 million a
dozen years ago to approximately $100 million today. This transi-
tion has not been easy. It has not been without financial as well as
personal disappointment on occasion, and it is not complete today.

Woe believe, however, that we have been able to respond to a chang-
ing environment, rather than being controlled or defeated by it. We
believe we have been partly successful in analyzing changing needs
and marshaling our resources of capital, labor, management, and
technology to provide fundamentally new products and services for
an ever-changing society.

As a result of the experience that we have had, we have come to
several observation, however, which I would like to close on.

First, I do not think that the effect of tariff reductions would have
been severe, as severe, on photographic goods if they had not been as
drastic as they were.

If we had had a more gradual reduction we could have adjusted
more easily, and T think the industry at this noint has earned a pause,
as I analyze the problems, that we have that will, T hope, refresh us and
carry us to a point where we will be increasingly economically strong
rather than depend upon any political support.

Insofar as the photographic industry is concerned, bargaining by
our own negotiators, that is. our U.S. Government negotiators, has
not been effective in removing restrictions to American photographic
exnorts into other markets.

To illustrate this point, I have shown a chart on a film product, on
film, which is not a large product manufactured by Bell & Howell to
show that where we all started, the major nations of the world, pro-
ducing film years ago with a 25-percent tariff, we are now down to
61/ percent, and the others have stayed right up at 25 percent. So
I would urge that we bargain and bargain very hard; those people
whom we are bargaining against, I would suggest in Europe and the
Common Market countries particularly, are skilled, able negotiators,
with a long background in commerce and industry.
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We have in our Government exceptionally able })eople as well as
in private life who can be drawn from the field of economies, com-
merce, and business as well as government, and I would not put too
much emphasis on diplomacy in this hardheaded economic type of
barﬁ?.ining. I think we must enlist the ablest talent we possibly can
in this country to represent our interests.

The United States also has every economic and moral right to
bargain hard and to insist that restrictions against American goods
be removed to an even greater degree than we reduce tariff barriers
against other countries. The relative position of the United States
has changed today.

We have contributed billions of dollars to the rebuilding of Western
Europe as well as certain other developed nations such as Japan,
We have unused resources in the United States, both in the form of
unemployment and idle production facilities. To the extent that
these resources are not fully utilized, the relative strength of the free
world is thereby diminished, and I think we must make this point
very strongly.

I would like to comment on the section in the sct dealing with the
adjustments required or provided for labor as well as industry.

This act does provide techmical and financial assistance to com-
panies and industry adversely affected by imports. It also provides
generous unemployment compensation as well as moving expenses
anywhere within the United States for workers adversely affected.

Without administration guidelines this act could end up a political
boondoggle where companies, industry trade associations, Iabor unions,
and workers might spend thousands of man-hours, preparing hardship
requests, putting political pressure upon Members of Congress and
creating mountains of paperwork for Government administrators.
Even worse, necessary adjustments on the part of industry might
be delayed and unwarranted further Government controls imposed.

I mention this because so many things could be brought in, in the
name of adjustment because of imports. Almost anyone could find
an illustration of an import coming in and taking a sale away, and I
think the tendency is to overemphasize this and, perhaps, play down
the fact that we simply are subject to all kinds of competition,
technological as well as changing needs of society, which are more re-
sponsible for adjustments in business than imports have ever been.

I do not think in our own case at Bell & Howell we would have any
difficulty in finding departments, divisions, or subsidiaries that could
unfold a remarkable tale of woe.

We have no intention of asking for any kind of Government assist-
ance. We regard adjustments required by imports to be no different
from any other kind of adjustments, competitive or technological,
that we are forced to make. We consider it our job to make these
adi'ustments on our own.

In the last quarter century of its greatest growth, America’s industry
did not become great by being pampered or shelterd. It achieved
greatness because of the intelligence, energy, and enterprising spirit
of its people. It became great through huge expenditures for resesrch
and development, new and imaginative ideas in manufacturing and
merchandising.
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It is great because it firmly believes that there is one way to succeed,
to give the consumer the best ible product for the lowest possible
cost. This, and this alone, will keep Ametican industry vigorous and
healthy in the years to come. :

In closing, 1 would like to say that any kind of adjustments re-
quire some measure of sacrifice. Trade adjustment is the kind of
sacrifice we should be best equipped to make. We are going to be
called in the challenging years ahead to reorient our thinking in &
fast-changing world.  We may be called upon to show our strength,
our courage, our determination, our patience, and our perseverance
in a thousand different ways. If we shirk from this responsibility
now in an area of our greatest strength, our trade and commerce, we
may shrink before even greater tests of our courage. Thank you.

(The prepared statement of Mr. Percy follows:)

STATEMENT BY CHARLES H, PERCY

My name is Charles H. Percy. 1 am chairman of the board, Bell & Howell
Co., with headquarters in Chicago.

Through the years, I have been privileged to testify on the subject of our
foreign trade policy before not only this committee but the House Ways and
Means Committee and the Suhcommittee on Foreign Economic Policy of the
Joint Economic Committee ot ne Congress. I have long advocated a freer
trade policy for the United States and for the entire free world.

Though your committee has recently heard considerable testimony from trade
associations opposed to one provision or another in the proposed Trade Expansion
Act, I am sure that it cannot help but be impressed, as I have been, with the
change in sentiment of business, labor, and the general public on this subject.
We have moved as a country from arn era conditioned by an attitude of pro-
tectionismn into a period of skeptical but decisive action in freeing trade bar-
riers—into a stage where the Nation is no longer debating whether we should
or should not expand imports and exports but rather how it should be
accomplished. '

I will deal today primarily with the relationship that should exist between
Government, industry, and labor when the latter are adversely affected by
increasing imports.

In 1949, Bell & Howell had total sales of $13 million, net earnings of approxi-
mately half-a-million dollars and about 1,800 employees. In that year, the
National A-sociation of Photographic Manufacturers reported that because of
the convnuation of a 25-percent wartime-imposed Federal excise tax on photo-
graphic products, sales of equipment had declined 40.1 percent below the pre-
ceding year.

But the photographic industry was experiencing another dificulty—increasing
imports. Bell & Howell Co., for instance, had spent many years engineering and
tooling a precision, high-quality 35 mm. still camera. It was the company's
first entry into the still camera fleld. It was soon apparent, however, that the
tremendous investment we had made in this new produet was in jeopardy because
the German Leica camera and other foreign imports were able to sell at svbhstan-
tially lower prices. Our camera could not be mass-produced because the way it
had been designed and tooled required many hand operations.

The temptation to turn to Government for a solution to our problenr through
higher tariff protection was very great. We decided then to resist this tempta-
tion. We felt that we had no right to ask the American people to pay a higher
price for this type of camera simply because we found it dificult to compete in
this particular fleld. Not only would it be a disservice to the American consumer,
but it would have made our company dependent upon an uncertain crutch. In
1952, we decided to discontinue production of this camera gnd as a result wrote
off a loss of one-and-a-quarter million dollars. ‘

In subsequent years, competition from abroad has not lessened. It has in-
creased substantially. Today, the U.8. photographic industry competes with
manufacturers in Japan, Germany, Switzerland, Austria, Belgium, Italy, the
United Kingdom, and other countries. Germany alone has sold into the United
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States, in a single year, more than 150 different models and brands of stiil
cameras. Japan has become even more competitive.

I have attached several charts to illustrate this competition. Chart No. 1
indicates trends in photographic imports, exports, and domestic manufacturers’
shipments since 1950. Note that total domestic manufacturers’ shipments have
increased & little over 214 times since 1850, Exports have about kept pace with
this trend. Imports, bowever, are up almost tenfold and have gained at a rate
nearly four times the rate of both doraestic and export shipments of photographic

roducts.
P You might be interested in how this trend compares with imports of total U.8.
merchandise. Chart No. 2 shows that since 1950 photographic imports have in-
creased at a rate more than 5% times that of total U.S. merchandise imports.

Charts Nos. 3 and 4 show imports of 8 mm. motion picture cameras. These
charts indicate that imports have increased from a very small amount in 1950
to just over 200,000 8 mm. movie cameras in 1961, a year in which they achieved
25 percent of the total domestic market, or 214 times the share of market they
bad reached just 2 years before.

I present these figures not to elicit sympathy, but to suggest that perhaps few
industries have received the severe impact that imports have had ou the photo-
graphic industry. I believe too, that no industry should be subjected to the severe
and abrupt tariff reduction of 40 percent that portions of the photographic indus-
try experienced in a single year. I have always advocated gradual and moderate
tariff reductions and today, I reiterate with considerable feeling that gradualness
and moderation i8 imperative for orderly adjustment.

In 1949 Bell & Howell was almost 100 percent dependent upon the photographie
market, largely in the amateur motion picture equipment field. Because of this
dependence, we decided as & matter of policy that we should broaden the charac-
ter of the company. The threat of imports was but one of many factors that
contributed to this decision.

We decided upon a three-part program. First, we possessed highly developed
skills in the photographic fleld and felt they could be used for future growth
within this fleld if we placed greater emphasis upon research and development and
improved manufacturing processes, and concurrently expai:ded and strengthened
our marketing effort.

Secondly, we recognized that we possessed capital faciliti:s and certain man-
agement skills that might have general application to other 2elds of endeavor.
We asked ourselves, What other fields could we enter profitably to diversify our
company program? How could we chart our future business development to
meet the changing needs of our economy and our soclety? We recognized that
our environment is in constant flux as the result of shifts in the very structure
of our society, economy, and Government; in the state of technology; in the
needs of the market; and as a result of changes in the world economic order.

Third, we decided that greater emphasis should be placed on the development
of oversea markets,

As a result, Bell & Howgell has evolved in the last dozen years from a company
engaged primarjly ip the manufacture of a limited line of motion picture equip-
ment to a company manufacturing not only an expanded line of photographic
products, but a broad line of electronic instrumentation, data-processing systems,
high-vacuum products, and business machines equipment and supplies.

For example, Polaris, Atlas, Minuteman, Courier. Mercury, Telstar, and =7ir-
tually every other major missile and satellite program rely to some degree on
our instrumentation developed to measure, analyze, record, play back, process,
or in some other way evaluate the performance of men and equipment respon-
gible for carrying out vital missions. E

In the business machines fleld, Bell & Howell is providing new equipmerit to
accelerate information handling, increase efficlency and reduce costs as business
industry, and Government seek new methods with which to penetrate the
“paperwork curtain.”

Through the creation of an international division we are making a more
significant penetration into foreign markets.

During this dozen years of increasing foreign competition. as a result of
acquisition and internal growth, Bell & Howell’s sales have expanded from an
annual total of $18 million to ‘4150 million. - Of this total, photography rep-
resents approximately $50 million for a four-fold Increase—electronic instru-
mentation and business equipment sales $100 miilion. 7Total annual earnings
have increased from $447,000 to approximatel¥ nine times this amount. Yn 1949
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Bell & Howell employed 1,800 people and today nearly 9,000. The value of our
securities on the New York Stock Exchange has increased during this period
from approximately $7 million to almost $100 million. This transition has not
been easy nor has it been without financlal as well as personal disappointment,
Nor is it even complete. We believe, however, that we have been able to respond
to & changing environment rather than being controlled or defeated by it.
We believe we have been partly successful in analyzing changing needs and
marshaling our resources of capital, labor, management, and technology to
provide fundamentally new products and services for an ever-changing society.

Others might have done a substantially better job than we in achieving our
objectives. We have gained some experience, however, and I pass along to you
for whatever value you may find in them the following observations :

The adverse effect of tariff reductions on photographic goods would not have
been as severe, if reductions had been made on a more gradual basis. But the
photographic industry has absorbed these reductions, without requesting tariff
increases, though I would judge it has earned a “pause” without further tariff
reductions for a number of years while we more fully absorb those that have
been made. '

Insofar as the photographic industry is concerned, bargaining by our own
negotiators has not been effective in removing restrictions to American photo-
graphic cxports into other markets. To illustrate this point, I will take a
produci not manufactured in any volume by Bell & Howell, namely film.

Chart No. 5 shows that the United States, United Kingdom, Belgium, and
Italy, all filii producing countries, started out in 1930 with tariffs of approxi-
mately 25 percent. Other countries have maintained their rates virtually
unchanged whereas the United States tariff has been reduced to 614 percent.
This is not reciprocity and I cannot emphasize too strongly the need for hard-
headed bargaining by American negotiators under any new authority granted
t> the administration by Congress. Nor should we underestimate the skill and
nbility of European negotiators, particularly in Common Market countries, with
whom we will be reaching new agreements. They are exceptionally able people
and more frequently drawn from the fields of economics, commerce, and business
than from diplomacy. We do have in this country, in government and private
life, people with comparable atility. We should enlist the ablest talent possible
to represent our interests.

The United States has every moral and economic right to bargain hard and
to insist that restrictions against American goods be removed to even a greater
degree than we reduce tariff barriers against other countries. The relative posi-
tion of the United States today has changed. We have contributed billions of
dollars to the rebuilding of Western Europe, as well as certain other developed
nations such as Japan. We have unused resources in the United States, both in
the form of unemployment and idle productive facilities. To the extent that these
resources are not fully uttlized, the relative strength of the free world is dimin-
ished. We are now, for the most part, a low tariff country. Many countries, par-
ticularly in Western Europe, have a condition of overemployment. Their curren-
cleg are now convertible. They are pledged in international organization, such
as the GATT, to remove restrictions against imports whenever the balance of
payments reasons for such restrictions disappear.

Our Government must take a hardheaded approach in administering the
trade adjustment provisions of the Trade Expansion Act now under considera-
tlon. This act provides for technical and financial assistance to companies
and industries adversely affected by imports. It also provides generous unem-
ployment compensation as well as moving expenzes anywhere within the United
States for workers adversely affected. Without administration guidelines this
act could end up a political boondoggle where companies, industry trade as-
soclations, labor unfons, and workers might spend thousands of man-hours pre-
paring hardship requests, putting political pressure upon Members of Congress,
and creating mountains of paperwork for Government administrators. Even
worse, necessary adjustments on the part of industry might be delayed and
unwarranted further Government controls imposed.

The pressures today of domestic competition and technological change on
American industry are very great indeed. Very few industries would have diffi-
culty in finding some degree of adjustment required by imports although I feel
that if past history iz an example of the future, the claims made will be grossly
exaggerated. Hard and fast administrative lines should be 1aid down promptly
as to what truly constitutes a hardship. Government assistance can only be
extended to small minorities. Even then it should be only a temporary last
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U.S. IMPORTS, EXPORTS, AND MANUFACTURERS'
@ SHIPMENTS OF PHOTOGRAPHIC PRODUCTS
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resort. Of necessity, it is available only as it is taken from the more productive
and diverted to those in trouble. Government assistance is not manna which
falls from heaven. It must always be pald for by the toil of others.

In our own case, at Bell & Howell we would bhave no difficuit in finding depart-
ments, divisions and subsldiaries that could unfold a remarkable tale of woe.
But we have no intention of asking for any kind of governmental assistance. We
regard adjustments required by imports to be no different from any other kind
of adjustment, competitive or technological, that we are forced to make. We
consider it our job to make these adjustments on our own.

In the last quarter century of its greatest growth, America’s industry did not
become great by being pampered or sheltered. It achieved greatness because of
the intelligence, energy, and enterprising spirit of its people. It became great
through huge expenditures for research and development, new and imaginative
ideas in manufacturing and merchandising. It is great because it firmly believes
that there 18 one way to succeed ; to give the consumer the best possible product
for the lowest possible cost. This, and this alone, will keep American industry
vigorous and healthy in the years to come.

I do not believe that either free trade or protectionism are sacred watchwords.
I believe that the sanest form of consistency is to be had by taking the national
safety as the watchword and judiciously combining freer trade with necessary
adjustment regulations to suit the conditions. But I strongly believe that the
common good can best be served when labor and management take the initiative
in making all adjustments necessary that are within their power to make. We
must look upon Government assistance only as a last resort, supplementsal to our
own determined efforts to keep our trading positions strong. This trading posi-
tion must be solidly established on economie, rather than pelitical foundations.

Any kind of ad;ustment requires some measure of sacrifice. Trade adjustment
is the kind of sacrifice we should be best equipped to make. We are going to
be called upon in the challenging years ahead to reorient our thinking in a fast-
changing world. We may be called upon to show our strength, our courage, our
determination, our patience and perseverance in a thousand different ways. If
we shirk from this responsibility now in an area of our greatest strength, our
trade and commerce, we may shrink before even greater tests of our courage.

Imports of 8mm Motion Picture Cameras
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Producing Country Tariff Barriers on Film
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Senator Doueras (presiding). Thank you very much.

Senator Carlson. '

Senator CarrsoN. Mr. Chairman, just this: Mr. Percy, as one mem-
ber of this committce, I always appreciate your very excellent slate-
ments before our committee.

Ycu are one of the younger businessmen who have really got the
vision and courage to act upon it, and I compliment you.

Mr. PeErcy. Thank you, genat,or.

Senator Doveras. 1, too, want to compliment you, Mr. Percy. In
view of the decrecases in tariffs which your industry has taken, we
might expect you to take a hostile attitude toward this bill. I am
greatly pleased that you have adopted a statesmanlike position.

Do you have time to answer a couple of questions?

Mr., Percy. Yes, sir.

Senator Doucras. One question I would like to ask. You speak of
the necessity for tough bargaining. Do you think that it would be well
to include a provision in the act that the American representatives
should have the power to impose increases in tariffs if tﬁey were not
able to obtain changes in the quota restrictions and discriminatory
treatment of American products by members of the Common Market,
subject, of course, to decisions by GATT?

r. Percy. I think that as a bargaining provision it is probably a
good thing. T think it gives another tool to our negotiators, because
these countries do depend upon our country taking a large body of
imports from them. }} think we have to be exceedingly careful in the
way we use it.

enator Doucras. That is right.

Mr. Percy. Every time we use this authority we find other coun-
tires will give us no monopoly of ingenuity. They will find ways to
retaliate, and this has been the longiistory of tariff increases.

Senator Dougras I quite agree.

Mr. Percy. Every time we reduce something on carpets or textiles
or something like that, they will increase it on someone else.

Senator Doucras. I quite agree, and I have made it clear I think it
was a mistake to increase the tariffs on glass and carpets.

Now, the second question I would like to ask is this: Do I infer
that you are opposed to the trade adjustment provision contained in
the act or that you just do not want the provisions abused ¢

Mr. Percy. I am not opposed to them, Senator. But, taking our
own experience, it would have been so easy for us to say “Well, it is
the Government’s responsibility to now help us and bail us out.”

The greatest weapon that I think we have had in our management

roup is the knowledge that we would not be going to the Government
or help. Th.¢ has required and forced our management group to
find ways to compete, and I think there is no limit to the ingenuity
of people when they know that you have to do something. I think an
undue amount of ture in any industry goes in to asking for Govern-
ment help, which is only a temporary measure.

Economically we must put the foundation under an economy, an
economic basis, not a political basis. :

Senator Dougras. 1 comtgliment you on the ingenuity you have
shown. I am not certain that all industry would have as heroic an
attitude as you mentioned, and certainly it is true, is it not, that such
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assistance as the Government gives to employers tends to be nonfinan-
cial in nature, that is advice on loans, but not outright compensation;
isn’t that true? ]

Mr. Percy. By the wording of this act it would be possible for a
company to submit a proposal where they wouid hire management en-
gineers to come in and study and there is encouragement in the act
really to hire outside technical assistance and present a proposal, and
it says that the company—it would hoYe that the company—would
pay a share in the cost, which is an implication that the Government
will share in its costs.

There are certain circumstances where such action might be war-
ranted. I would hope that one of the guidelines the administration
would lay down so that it would discourage applications coming in
which are costly to process, would be simply there would be a test
first to see whether tEe industry or the company has done everything
on its own that it possibly can.

We have had some 26 years’ notice now that the national policy of
this country is going to be lower trade barriers around the free world.

Senator%ovams. Have you suggested language which might guide
the administration ¢

Mr. Perey. I have not, Senator, but I intend to talk with members
of the administration, and already have in the Department of Com-
merce, to see whether or not this is to be their attitude, because I might
have opposed this particular provision in the act as a crutch that I
dl(: no‘ti, think American labor or business ought to have if it would be
abused.

Senator Dotvaris. Well, now, the next question I have to ask is
directed to allowances for labor. There are very few workmen who
have the resources of the average corporation.

Now, if by decision of th%ovemment’ they suffer a severe and a
substantial financial loss, don’t you think it undermines their inde-
pendence if they get a fraction of the pay which they would earn if
the governmental policy had not-been put into effect ¢

Mr. Percy. I believe the provisions of the act are very generous
in this respect. It does pay 65 percent of their salary for a period of
52 weeks or more in order to readjust and to train, and so forth.

Senator Doveras. Areyou opposed to that?

Mr. Percy. I think emphasis on training and retraining and gain-
ingnew skills is an important~——

enator Dotreras. Are you opposed, to that?

Mr. T cv. I would be opposed to its abuse. I think it is highly
possible for a powerful group to come in before the Department of
Labor and lay their case down, whether it is imports or whether it is
technological change, and we are never really sure about that, It is.
extremely hard to prove these points out.

Again, if it is dore judiciously, if it is done for the rare exception
not the general rule, because if we start to protect the millions of
businesses of this conntry from the different types of adversity that
they can come up against, there is no end to where this could go, and
I think it requires administrative controls which I would oppose,.
and I think it requires much more intervention tlian T would !1E:w
see happen. ’ : _
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Again it is the way in which, the spirit in which, it will be adminis-
tered, and if it is 2 ardheaded approach, if we are as hardheaded in
administering that as we are in our bargaining, I would be satisfied.

Senator Dougras. In other words, you are not opposed to the prin-
ciple, but you are fearful of the dangers in lax administration.

%‘[r. Percy. Yes;thatis right.

Senator Dovcr.as. Thank you very much.

Mr. Peroy. Thank you, Senator.

Senator Doucras. We are working on a tight schedule because
various Members of the Senate will testify. The chairman has been
compelled to leave, but he requested me to serve as chairman in his
absence.

I am very glad to welcome Mr. James M. Ashley of the Trade
Relations Council. s Mr. Ashley here?

I am sorry that there are not more members of the committee, to
listen to your testimony, but the members of the committee will read
your statement, and we are very glad to have you, Mr. Ashley.

STATEMENT OF JAMES M. ASHLEY, PRESIDENT, TRADE RELATIONS
COUNCIL OF THE UNITED STATES, INC.

Mr. Asmrey. Thank you very much, Senatur. I am just as im-
pressed with you as when Jane Adams introduced us in 1929, and
you seem quite adequate to me,

Senator Doucras. That is a very kind thing for you to say.

Mr. Asurey. My name is James M. Ashley. I am president of the
Trade Relations Council of the United States, Inc., and vice president.
of the Libbey-Owens-Ford Glass Co. The council is an organization
of individual companies and trade and agricultural associations. The
membership represents approximately 140 major industrial categories.

Some producer members are large companies, but 80 percent or more
are classified as small businesses. Many council members have, or did
have and hope to regain, an export business. Many import raw ma-
terials, and some have oversea operations.

It is this familiarity with the practical aspects of world trade that
causes the council membership to oppose certain features of the Trade
Expansion Act of 1962. None of us is unaware of the benefits of free
trade when the prerequisites to the successful operation of free trade
are in force. All of our businesses have profited by the absence of
tariff barriers between the States of this Union.

We hold it to be self-evident, however, that if the States were to
erect other barriers to trade—quotas, embargos, import license con-
trols, or the like—the advantage of having no internal tariffs would be
nullified. Nor would it be possible to realize the benefits if currencies
in all garts of the country were not convertible; or if cartels were
allowed to flourish in Pennsylvania but not in Ohio: or if major tax
advantages favored producers in some States; or if there were not
approximate equality of wage productivity. The application of uni-
form national laws to interstate commerce, and the unrestricted flow
of labor and capital across State borders, preclude any disparity which
would make free trade between the States an advantage to some and a

. 7

calamity to others.

87270—62-—pt. +——8
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In view of the importance which proponents of this legislation at-
tach to the formation of another large trade bloc—the European Com-
mon Market—it may serve a useful purpose to recall steps taken by
member countries of this bloc prior to their formation of a customs
union. Little more than 5 years ago, the separate economic courses
charted by France and Germany would have made a customs union
between them dangerous in the extreme.

I suggest that the German Government, determined to avoid the dis-
astrous inflation that followed World War I, had imposed a strict
anti-inflationary policy on its discplined people. The French, on the
other hand, either recalling the great depression or for reasons of
political expediency, tolerated deficit spending for the sake of pro-
moting full employment and the ohjectives of the welfare state.

In 1958, France in effect adjusted her internal policies to those of
the EEC's most disciplined member, West Germany. Had France
not done so, the opening of the Common Market in 1959, even with the
relatively modest tariff reductions which then occurred, might well
have precipitated a business crisis.

The fact that France did take such corrective action was no accident.
The most respected economists in Europe knew that such steps were
prerequisite to the successful operation of a Common Market, said so
and were heeded. Wilhellm Roepke, the internationally known Ger-
man-Swiss authority on European trade problems said so, forcefully,
in 1957. He was not. one to put the cart of tariff reduction before the
horse of economic reform. The return of France to fiscal discipline
made possible the EEC and tariff reductions that benefit both sides of
the Rhine without destroying the livelihood of either.

The former French travel-now-and-pay-later fiscal policy, if off-
setting tariffs had then been reduced or eliminated, was calculated to
affect the French balance of trade adversely. It was plain to European
economists in 1957 that, if tariffs between France and Germany had
been lowered at that time, Frenchmen with their inflated incomes and
prices would have rushed to buy German goéds. But Germans, with
their relatively lower incomes and prices, would have had no urge to
bny French goods, despite the lower tariffs. The balance of trade
would have swung sharply in Germany’s favor to the detriment of
French industry and French employment. These economists were
realists, and fortunately for France, their Government had the wisdom
to heed them and the political courage to set their house in order.

I suggest that there is a greater disparity of incomes and prices as
between the United States and the EEC than there was in 1957 between
France and Germany. And I suggest that a further lowering of our
tariffs, until that disparity is eliminated, will have precisely the same
%ﬂ'ect on our balance of trade which was predicted for pre-De Gaulle

rance.

There were other economic factors which did not prejudice com-
petition between French and German firms to the extent that they do
}érejudice competition between United States and Common Market

rms.

I refer to the disparity between the tax allowable depreciation on
foreign and domestic industrial plants and equipment. I refer to
subsidies paid European firms in the form of tax rebates on exported
goods. And I refer to differences in corporate income tax rates.



TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1962 1751

In the EEC, France has the corporate income tax rate closest to
ours—50 percent. An advantage of 2 percent may seem a pinch of
dust in the wind, but in free trade competition, it is highly significant.
An example would be two companies of equal efficiency, one American,
the other French. Let’s say that the American firm can sell $1 million
worth of units, earn 10 percent before taxes or $100,000, pay $52,000
in Federal income tsxes, and wind up with net earnings of $48,000.
Now suppose the French company quotes $996,000 for the same number
of units. By problem definition, the two plants are equallz efficient.
Thus the production, administrative and selling costs are the same—
$900,000. The French profit before taxes would be $996,000 less
$900,000 or $96,000. At a 50-percent tax rate the French company
would pay $48,000 in taxes and realize a net profit of $48,000.

In other words, because of a tax rate of 50 Percent instead of 52
percent, the French company, even with costs that are no lower, can
undersell the American company by four-tenths of 1 percent without
sacrificing $1 of net profit. In any basic commodity—steel plate,
aluminum bars, cement, plywood, ceramic tile, electric wire, and

- cable—four-tenths of 1 percent will take the business.

Unless Government fiscal and taxing policies lay equal burden on
firms competing in the absence of offsetting tariffs, the competitive
advantage will always lie with the less burdened firm—a factor to con-
sider in estimating the extent of this bill’s probable injury to domestic
industry.

In the area of wage productivity also, the U.S. manufacturers are
at a serious disadvantage.

This was documented in a study wherein all the exports of the year
1951 were segregated as to high and low labor content items. Im-
ports and exports of all categories were added together to get the
dollar volume total of foreign trade in those items, and the export per-
centages calculated. The idential process was repeated for 1960, )
product-by-product share of market measures the strength of each
domestic 1ndustry against that of its foreign competitors in a given
year. A comparison of these share-of-market figures indicates that
while the United States gained in that decade in share of market in
products with low lapor content, we lost in share of market in prod-
ucts with high labor content. Because this study indicates that this
country is at serious disadvantage because of the relative wage produc-
tivity, here and abroad, I respectfully ask the chairman’s permission
to include it as part of my testimony.

Senator Dougras. That will be done, Mr. Ashley.

Mr. AsHLEY. Proponents of the Trade Expansion Act have as-
serted that superior productivity in this country offsets the wage rate
differential between the United States and ltZe EEC. Companies
which produce like products in both places have some definite ideas
about this which are not based on assertion.

Mr, Geyer, president of Cincinnati Milling Machine Co., has stated
that they can make an exact duplicate of their domestic machine in
their British factory, crate it for export, ship it by sea to New York,
pay the unFort duty, ship it by rail to the Queen City, and unload it on
their own factory dock at less cost than they can make the machine in
that beautifully efficient Cincinnati plant.
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Mr. Douglas, president of Otis Elevator, reports that his company

ays an average hourly wage of 46 cents in Brazil, 76 cents in Japan,
£1 in France,and $2.89 in Yonkers. Even with the present 14-percent
import duty, Mr. Douglas says that experimental imports of parts
made in their foreign plants have proved profitable.

Mr. Feldmann, president of Worthington Corp,, cited the compara-
tive cos’s of making a large size centrifugal Eump in the United States
and in one of their five European plants. These are identical products
with the same tolerances and materials. The figures include direct
labor, fringe benefits, indirect labor, and all other engineering and
manufacturing costs. They do not include selling or administrative
costs, The Ug.S. cost was $719, and the European cost $384. Five
years later, the U.S. cost was $1,072 and the European cost was $376.

In other words, while U.S. costs increased 49 percent, European
costs were reduced 2 percent—small comfort for those who profess to
believe that the manufacturing cost gap is being narrowed.

My purpose in mentioning these examples is to point up a fact that,
in all the debate on this vital question, may have been overlooked.

Proponents of the Trade Expansion Act have chided American

business with “not trying” to develop export business—of being blind
to sales opportunities in foreign markets. The truth is, as Depart-
ment of Commerce figures show, the realities of competitive conditions
have caused American business to realize foreign sales opportunities
more often out of foreign-based plants than out of U.S.-based plants.
In 1957, exports of U.S.-made manufactures were $10.8 billion, includ-
ing those for which we wera not paid, while sales of U.S.-owned,
foreign-based manufacturing plants were $18.3 billion. In 1960, ex-
ports of U.S.-made manufactures had grown to $11.8 billion, including
those for which we were not paid, but sales of U.S.-owned, foreign-
based plants had ballooned to $23.6 billion.
* Investment in U.S.-owned, foreign-based plants continues to in-
crease, and in 1961 amounted to a startling 13 percent of the investment
in U.S.-based plants. Today, the dollar value of manufactured prod-
ucts made in U.S.-owned, foreign-based plants is very substantially
greater than the total exports of all commeodities from the United
States, incInding those we give away.

The capacity of these U.S.-owned, foreign-based factories has, how-
ever, an imphication other than its answer to a charge of American
business neglect of foreign market opportunities. It has a direct
Rearing on the tariff reductions proposed under the Trade Expansion

ct.

If U.S. tariffi .ductions make it significantly more profitable to
export to the United States, our i)resently favorable balance of trade
could easily be reversed, even if foreign-owned companies did not
increase their sales here by $1. Using the 1960 figures, the diversion
of just 12 percent of the production of U.S.-owned, foreign-based
factories to this market would have more than wiped out our true
favorable balance of trade of $2.8 billion in that year.

Most American manufacturers have preferred to serve the domestic
market from U.S.-based factories. They are by no means insensitive
to the impact of payroll loss on their plant communities. Most U.S.-
owned, foreign-based factories were acquired to serve foreign markets
and are thought of as potential suppliers to this market only in the
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same way a sailor thinks of a sheet anchor to windward—a last resort
in a gale. The tariff reductions proposed under this bill may release
just such & wind.

Proponents of the Trade Expansion Act admit that damage will be
done to American industry if this bill is passed. We agree. We
disagree only as to .he extent of the damage, which they see as involv-
ing only some 18,000 jobs per {ear. We believe that the damage will be
much greater, tearing at the very fabric of domestic industrial
employment.

Further, the failure of England to reach an agreement with the EEC
in the matter of Commonwealth foodstuffs points up the difficulty of
trying to negotiate an increase of U.S. agricultural sales in the Com-
mon Market. On the one hand, if England finally persuades the
EEC to admit Commonwealth foodstuffs on a preferential basis, and
joins the EEC on the basis of that concession, England cannot then
{)e expected to favor an agreement on U.S. agricultural products which
would nullify the advantage to the Commonwealth. On the other
hand, if the present EEC nations remain adamant on the issue of
agricultural protection, it seems improbable that U.S. negotiators
could succeed when the English failed. In either case, without in-
creased agricultural exports to offset increased manufactured imports,
the tariff reductions contemplated under the Trade Expansion Act
could only result in & worsening of our overall trade balance.

In view of the uncertainty which surrounds the question of the
United Kingdom’s membership in the EEC, and the overriding im-
portance which attaches to England’s membership in view of the
Trade Expansion Act’s 80-percent formula, an extension of the pres-
ent Trade Agreements Act, while this question is being resolved,
would seem prudent and wise. If a new trade bill is to be fashioned
now, the Trade Relations Council wishes to go on record as favoring
the following amendments. We urge that—

1. The definition of “industry” in the Trade Agreements Act
be retained, and

2. The peril point and escape clause procedures of the Trade
Agreements Act be retained, and

*.. That title III of the Trade Expansion Act be deleted, thus
eliminating all “adjustment assistance” subsidies for labor and
business. '

Present. provisions of the Trade Expansion Act, to remedy the in-
jury this bill is expected to cause, would in our opinion fall with
devastating impact on those affected companies which are small and
have lacked the resources to diversify their product lines. As we
understand it, they would be phased out of their existing businesses
with the financial and teclmic‘arassistance of the Government. Larger,
diversified companies, able to withstand financial loss in one product
line, would be left in sole possession of the domestic field when their
undiversified competitors were phased out of their existing businesses.
. We believe that technical assistance to establish injured companies
In new businesses has no application in most fields. No amount of
technical assistance can persugde a lead and zinc mine, for example,
to vield up anything but lead and zinc.

Wo helieve that a policy of paying workers more money for un-
employment due to imports than for some other reason is inequitable.
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If the workers in a glass factory lose their jobs because of import
competition, are service workers who are displaced by reason of the
disappearance of the glass factory payroll less deserving of considera-
tion

If the praponents of this bill are correct in their assumption that in-
jury will not be significant, there would be few hearings or findings of
mjury under Escape Clause procedures. But if injury is extensive,
the way would be open, with no blind alleys to cost precious time, to

keep industry and workers in fields where both have experience and
in which their lives and fortunes are invested.
(The attachment to Mr. Ashley’s statement follows:)

(The research resulting in the attached material was done by the ILibbey-
Owens-Ford Glass Co., Toledo, Ohio, under the direction of James M. Ashley,

vice president,)
Is THE U.S. REALLY BEING PRICED OUT OF WORLD MARKETS?

During the past few years there has been bitter argument as to whether U.S.-
manufactured products were being priced out of world markets, and are unable
to defend their home markets. Some industry leaders have said that, as far
as their products were concerned, their labor costs, compared to those abroad,
made it impossible for them to match the prices of foreign competitors. Others,
notably State Department persopnel, have disputed this. They admit that
hourly wage rates in the United States are substantially higher, but assert
that superior U.S. productivity—the amount of goods each worker can produce
in an hour—more than offsets the higher wage rates. They deny that labor
cost per dollar of product produced is higher in the United States. This is the
hub of the argument.

There should be evidence in annual export-import statistics to show which
point of view is correct. If it is true that labor costs per dollar of product—
4s opposed to hourly wage rates—are really handicapping U.S. industry, then
U.S. commodities with high labor content should be falling behind in the inter-
national race for sales, as compared to U.S. commodities with low labor con-
tent. That is the subject of this study.

By comparing statistics on imports and exports, product by product, in years
separated by enough time to allow economic factors to come into play, trend
lines should become evident to show which industries are moving ahead by
capturing a larger share of market, and which are falling behind by capturing
a smaller share of market,

If there is substance to the industry contention that the United States is
being “priced out of the market” by reason of high labor costs, then the share
of market in most products with high labor content should, after the passage
of time, show a-loss én.share of market,

It is obvious that a steel beam has higher labor content than the same num-
ber of dollars worth of pig iron from which stee! fs made. It is obvious that
plywood has higher labor content than logs. If U.8. labor costs are pricing
us out of the international market, U.S. steel beams and other products with
substantial labor content should show greater losses (or sinaller gains) in sharé
of market than pig iron and other products with lesser labor content.

Between the years 1951 and 1960, U.8. foreign trade—the sum of all that
we buy from foreign countries, and all that we sell to foreign countries—in-
creased from $25,679,760,000 to $34,951,674,000. In 1951, the United States
export share of that trade was 57.9 percent. In 1960, the U.S. share of this
trade was 58.1 percent. Not a significant change—two-tenths of 1 percent.

What is significant, and what the official figures of the Bureau of Census show,
is that the character of our exports has changed. U.S. exports have registered
large gains in share of market in raw materials and manufacturers with rels-
tively low labor content. Live animals. Hides avd skins. Furs. Fodders
and feeds. Nuts. Crude synthetic rubber. Natural gums, resins, and balsams.
Ollseeds. Raw cotton. Goat hair. Manmade fibe.rs. Logs. Paper base stocks.
Pigiron. Scrapiron. Aluminum and other nonferrous ores.
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We have registered large losses in share of market In exports of manufactures
with relatively high labor content. Leather manufacturers. Fur manufactures.
Grain manufacturers. Rubber manufacturers. Cotton manufacturers, Prod-
ucts made from manmade fibers. Food manufactures, Steel mill products.
Metal manufacturers. All kinds of machinery except agricultural. All kinds
of vehicles except aircraft. Photographic goods. Scieutific apparatus. Toys.
Firearms.

This is true in small industries as well as large, as the footnotes to the main
product groups amply show. In specific product after specific product imports
capture a larger share of market where labor content is high, Exports capture
a larger share of market only where labor content is low.

The kind of exports in which we are gaining ground are those ordinarily
associated with underdeveloped countries. The kind of exports in which we are
losing ground are ordinarily associated with highly developed countries. The
common denominator of the difference is labor cost. Not hourly wage rates.
Labor cost. :

The low tariff policies followed by the United States under the Trade Agree-
ments Act have finally caught up with us. Foreign manufacturers, paying wages
far below even the U.S, legal minimum wage, and insuring high productivity by
using the latest, most efficient machinery in many cases provided by the Mar-
shall plan and subsequent giveaway prograws, are able to best American manu-
facturers in our home market as well as abroad-——wherever there is enough labor
employed to make a significant difference in the cost of the finished product.
There is no other conclusion to draw from these data.

Now the administration proposes drastically to accelerate this frightening
trend by the immediate further reduction and eventual elimination of import
duties on most manufactured products. To accomplish this, various arguments
are used—some uninformed, some purposefully misleading.

The inclusion of $181 million of goods pa'd for by private U.S. charity (see
Le final footnote in the tables that follow) points up the incorrectness of using
total U.S. “export” figures to sell the public on the importance of export trade.
Used in that manner, the totals 'sccoine an annual report of goods sold. The
Securities Exchange Commission woula take a dim view of a corporation which
falsely reported its annual sales in order to push up the price of its stock on the
New York Stock Exchange. Yet by failing to point out that the reported export
figures contain very substantial amounts for which the United States Is not paid,
highly placed administration officials have done precisely that.

Under Public Law 480, the Government “selis” agricultural products to other
governments for currency which is not convertible. In other words, we are
paid in wooden nickels. Yet these exports are included in the official figures
and should not be referred to by politicians as if they made a contribution to
the economy of the United States. To our military security, perhaps. To our
reputation as a charitable people, perhaps. But not to our economy.

The Government buys what domestic cotton manufacturers cannot consume
at a price which guarantees the cotton planter a floor to his prices. This sup-
port price in 1960 was 6 cgnts per pound above the world market price. Every
pound of cotton reported as exported in 1960 was sold at the world market
price. Consequently, we 1ost 6 cents per pound on every pound sold. In 1960,
we sold 7,816,809 bales of cotton weighing 500 pounds per bale. This adds
up to a loss of $234,606,970. Perhaps it is proper for the taxpayers of New
York and Pennsylvania and Ohio ard other States where cotton does not grow
to make this contribution to the prosperity of southern cotton planters. But it
{s not proper for administration officials to fail to mention this fact when they
speak of the economic importance of U.S. exports. “Stockholders” are entitled
to know when merchandise is such quantity is sold at distress prices and
below cost.

It has recently been admitted by administration officials that “a substantial
part” of the $1,262,152,770 Jisted among the other export figures as “special cate-
gory type 1 or type 2” s given away. These are items whose nature or desti-
nation is not divulged for reasons of military security. Few thoughtful citizens
object to giving away even a billion dollars if such gifts are truly in the Interest
of national security. But it is misleading to include the dollar value of these
shipments as “‘sales” in order to jugtify some legislative proposal.

We pay cash for what we import. When we discuss the balance of trade,
it is proper to compare the value of imports and exports only if just those ex-
ports are included for which we are paid for in cash. Real cash. Convertible
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currency. Certainly not those items paid for by U.S. citizens either out of tax
money or by private charity.

The falsely inflated export figures are belng used by the administration to
urge upon Congress & trade program which looks to the drastic further reduc
tion and eventual elimination of import duties in most manufactures. ¥rom
this study of U.S. exports and imports cf all commodities, 1960 versus 1851,
we see that U.S. industries are already losing their share of market i1 the
export of virtually every product which nas high labor content. Demonstrably,
our import duties are already too low to compensate for the foreign labor cost
advantage. Without any import duties to partially offset this cost advantage,
the downward trend in share of market for U.S. manufactures will be further
accelerated.

This country cannot live on the productivity of its farmers. It cannot survive
for long by exporting the ran materials which are its natural resources, It
cannot “retrain” workers uisplaced by their foreign counterparts if all manu-
facturing industry is losing share of market. It cannot look for ‘“growth" to
provide employment for the million new workers who enter the labor market
ench year if the zrowth is absorbed by foreign competitors.

Capital s resourceful and flexible. Capital can survive by following the
hillions already invested overseas where cost factors make it possible to com-
pete. As long as the cost of relocation can be amortized in a relatively short
time because or manufacturing cost advantages, it will continue to move abroad.
Management may regret the resulting loss of U.S. employment. But manage-
nent {8 compelled as a last resort to make such moves,

Labor must stand and fight in this country. Two choices are open to labor.
Labor must either accept lower wages so that foreign workers with high pro-
ductivity and low wages cannot take their jobs, or it must insist that the ad-
vantajse which accrues to foreign products in this market because of lower labor
costs ye offset by import duties which neutralize that cost advantage. There is
no othar choice.

No political realist believes that labor will willingly surrender the wage
scales for which they have fought so long. Nor is it in this country’s interest to
have workers receive the marginal wages paid abroad which allow them to buy
little more than the necessities of life. The great market in the United States
for consumer goods has been created by workers’ ability to buy. Homes. Cars.
Television sets. Washing machines. Vacations in Yellowstone Park. Our
domestic economy would collapse, and our financial institutions would fail if
the average wage of U.S. production workers—$2.96 per hour—were reduced to
75 cents.

The alternative is within labor’s power. Labor has the strength to demand
that their jobs and the wage scales be preserved. Few politiclans would fall
to heed such a demand.

The figures cited in the following tables tell a complete and accurate story.
They are not as pleasant to read as some of the glib propaganda put out by the
professional apologists for free trade. They are not based on economic theory
drawn from a college text book. They are the record of what hes actually
happened. They tell a story whose implications are as plain to any know!ledge-
able business man as are the symptoms of caucer to a medical diagnosticlan.
They mean that the administration’s trade program is based on fallacy and
misunderstanding and must be so modified as to provide real safeguards for
American jobs which now stand in serious jeopardy.

The figures in the following tables are taken from the official export and im-
port data published by the U.S. Department of Commerce. Bureau of Census.
TIxports of military defense items are omitted as not being pertinent to the
study. The figures should speak for themselves.

Foreign trade in any commodity is the sum of what the U.S. buys and what the
U.S. sells. For example, if U.S. cattlemen sell $5,753,000 worth of live animals
abroad in a given year, and if U.S. packers buy $52,887,070 worth of live animals
abroad, the sum of those figures, or $58,640,000, is the total U.S. foreign trade
in live animals during that year. In that case, the U.S. cattlemen’s share of
market would be 9.8 percent as is shown in the first itemn in the following table.

If, a decade later, U.S. cattlemen sell $19,130,000 worth of live animals, ard
U.S. packers buy $62.623,000 worth of live animals abroad, for a total of $81-
753,000, the U.S. cattlemen have a share of market of 23.4 percent. As compared
to a decade earlier, they have gained 13.8 percent in share of market.
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. 1951 | 1960
Commotts | B ) g | | L
ommodity mpol exp por expo expor
trade share trade share | gainor
in com- in com- loss (—)
modity modity
Grovur 00 Thousands | Percent | Thousands | Percent| Percent
Live aDIMAalS. _ooureeeniiiiceiieaeeairaceaae $58, 640 9.8 481,753 | 23.4 13.6
Meat and meat products. .. ceen 289, 225 20.7 £49, 441 271.9 7.2
Dalry products ... oo veeeannen - 145,926 81.4 118,784 { 73.1 -83
Fish, sgelmh and products?___. —e—- 185, 208 14.6 329, 985 7.7 —6.9
Other edible animal products 3....cccivevcaencvinnean 43,108 84.0 35,440 79.0 -5.0

1 Exports of (reshtmilk and cream increased 64 percent 1951-60; exports of manufactured dairy prodacts

decreased 29 percent.
3 Exports of fresh and frozen fish increased 223 percent 1951-60; exports of canned, boned, filleted fish
ased 22 percent; imports of fresh and frozen fish decreased © percent; imports of canned, boned,

decre:
filleted fish increased 258 percent, .
1 Exports of eggs In the shell decreased 15 percent; exports of processed eggs decreased 85 percent.

It appears from the foregoing table and footnotes that exports with lower
labor content show greater gains in share of market. Live animals registered
a gain, 1960 over 1951, of 13.6 percent. There is, of course, labor in raising live
animals and in getting them to the point of sale, whether that be at a dock or at
a slaughterhouse. But in order to turn live animals into meat or meat products,
more labor must be added. The fact that meat and meat products did not show
as large a gain in sharce of market, 1960 over 1951, as Live animals supports
the thesis that “the more labor content, the less chance the United States has
of competing successfully.”

The footnotes, dealing with divisions of the major categories, also support that
idea. What is the difference between fresh milk or cream and evaporated
canned milk? More labor is required to change the former into the latter.
Fresh milk exports increased while manufactured dairy products exports de-
clined.

Fresh and frozen fish require less labur than boned, filleted, and canned fish.
During the decade, U.S. exports of fish increased where there was less labor
content and declined where there was more labor content. Exactly the reverse
was true in imports. We bought less fresh and frozen fish from foreign sources
and more boned, filleted, and canned fish.

Eggs in the shell are a chore to collect, to clean, to pack and ship. But still
more labor is required to process them further. It i{s true that U.S. exports
of eggs in the shell declined over the period. But the export of processed eggs,
with higher labor content, declined more than four times as rapidly.

An examination of one product group does not provide enough evidence for
any conclusion. All product groups must be subjected to the same scrutiny.
If the difference between hides and skins and leather is value added by addi-
tional labor, then industry people would expect hides and skins to show a greater
gain (or smaller loss) ineshare of market as a decade passed. And if leather
becomes leather manufactures, like shoes, through the addition of still more
labor, leather should show & greater gain (or smaller loss) in share of market
than leather manufactures.

1951 1960
export- 1951 export- 1060 U.8.
Commodity import | export import export { export
trade share trade share | gainor
in com- in com- loss (—)
modity modity
GRrovuPr 0 Thousands | Pesrcent| Thousands | Percent| Percent
Hides and skins, r8W.....oceoceciimacacmeencanans $145, 491 8.8 $147,041 520 43.2
Leather . coeooieouoarnnnns - 44,250 4.4 73,247 43.4 -1.0
Leather manufactures. ... . - 41, 682 50.3 121,918 17.8 ~32.5
P S ecnnccncnnnacncaenann .- 135,972 20.9 147,058 30.2 9.3
Fur manufactures. ........co.... - 9, 181 42.8 9,041 283 ~-14.5
Animal and fish oils and ereases. ... .- 100, 072 85.9 130, 302 95,7 0.8
Other inedible animals and product. - 109, 81 100. 761 19.3 11.2

! Exports of animals for breedinz increased 63 percent 1951-60; exports of feathers, crude, undressed,
increased 121 percent: exports of feathers, manufactures, decreased 100 percent; imports of feathers, crude,
undressed, decreased 78 percent; imports of feathers manufactures, increased 491 percent; imports of shells,
Rot processed, decreased 77 percent; iImports of shells manufactures, in creased 584 percent; exports of shels,
not processed, increased 808 percent; imports of ivory, crude, decieesed 43 percent; imports of ivory mar. 1-
factures, increased 138 percent.
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1051 1960
export- 1951 export- 1960 U.s.
Commodity import |export| import export| export
trade share trade share n or
in com- in com- loss (—)
modity modity
GRovU?P 1
Thousands { Percent | Thousands | Percent| Percent
Grains, unp S aees $1,275,871 00.4 | 81,302,011 97.2 6.8
QGrains, manufactures (malt, meal, hominy, sor-

) S, 348, 505 97.1 392,205 05.2 -1.9
Fodders and feeds. . 75,978 4.6 91,108 82.2 37.6
Vegetables, fresh, froz s 64.2 135,128 88.6 2.4
Vegetables, d... 55.4 53,032 34.0 —2L4
Fruits, fresh_....... 134,574 43.1 217,196 51.1 80
Fruits, canned, concentrate and juice.. 62.1 7,073 72.5 10. 4

15.6 89, 927 2.8 7.2
81.6 108, 868 69.9 -11.7
.4 | 1,260, 145 1.6 1.2
L6 53, 740 4.3 2.7
8.1 590, 625 3.4 -4.7
7.2 277,993 6.0 -1.2

1 Of the $13,663,000 pain in fresh vegetable imports, $10,197,000 is in tomatoes which have the largest labor
oontent of any garden vegetable,

# Imports of cocoa beans declined 27 percent; imports of processed cocoa increased 100 percent; imports of
coffee beans declined 35 percent; imports of processed coffee increased 13 percent; exports of green coflee
increased 3,037 percent; exports of roasted coffee declined 4 percent,

N 8; Export: of honey increased 32 percent; exports of candy declined 10 percent; imports of candy increased
percent.

1851 1960
export- 1951 export- 1960 U.8.
Commodity import |export| import | export{ export
trade share trade share | gainor
in com- in com- loss (—)
modity modity
Group 2
Thousands | Percent | Thousands | Percent| Percent
Crude rubber, natural and synthetic................ $836, 925 1 i 33.8 32.1
Rubber manufactures ! _.......... 134,133 94.8 234,1 52.2 —42,8
Gums, resins, and balsams, crude ? 83,753 57,3 96, 689 70.4 13.1
Herbs, barks, leaves, roots, crude 3. . 31,916 10,2 30,036 15.1 4.9
Oilseeds and expressed and essential o 416,750 | 233 632,433] 571 3.8
Dyeing and tanning extracts......... 32,007 2.9 12,686 2.1 -.8
Seeds. except oilsceds........ 28,673 28.1 32,475 58.4 30.3
Nursery and floral stock. 11,200 10.1 20, 608 26.0 15.9
410,952 79.2 493, 899 76.6 —2.6
59,407 95.5 103, 501 94.3 -1.2
42,379 | 62.8 28,365 55.6 ~7.2

1 Exports of tires and tubes increased 13 percent 1951-60; imports of tires and tubes increased 921 percent;
fmpor*s of ruhber hoots, rubber-soled shoes, etc., increased 1,8460 percent.
4 s E:xpgrsts of chicle and chewing gum bases Increased 132 percent; exports of chewing gum, manufactured,
eclined 8 percent.
Imports of crude drugs declined 32 percent; imports of finished drug manufactures increased 8 percent.
Imports of rice, wheat, and potatoes (excluding seed potatoes) declined /5 percent; imports of rice, wheat,
and potato starch increased 5,768 percent; imports of broom corn declined 95 percent; imports of brooms
nereased 693 percent.

-

-
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1960
Commodit 196!" exporb-‘ e moﬂ U.s.
om! ¥y €XPpo! mpo! oxpo!
share trade share m
in com- loss (—)
modity

Gerour 3 Percent| Thousands | Percent| Percent
Cotton, FAW. .veeeeeeann. 06.4 | $1,014,324 | 907.4 1.0
Cotton, ssmimanufactured 83.9 66, 768 80.4 -85
Cotton, manufactures ! 84.0 482,062 47.8 ~38.3

Vegetaf)le figer (jute, flax, hemp,

fectures) 3 ....... , 523 4.7 238,757 2.6 -2.1
Wool (U.t:. comparable export goat hair).. 743,885 .1 212, 756 7.4 7.3
Woo), semimanufactured.............. 46,448 87.8 79,044 27.8 -10.3
Wool, manufactures..... 111,288 18.7 217,177 4.1 -12.6
Halr and manufactures ? 20,313 23.0 12, 406 40.1 17.1
Silk and manufactures ¢, . ... oeounciaiieeiaeeens 58,002 3.7 102, 922 3.8 —-.1
‘Manmade fibers, semimanufactured (yarn, tow, etc.). 86, 868 47.9 149, 009 86.8 389
Manmade fibers, manufactures. .. ........ cememmenne 191,683 06.4 216,131 75.3 -21.1
Miscellaneous textile,manufacturess.....cooceeee.... 76,724 71.6 122,417 43.6 -28.¢

ml Impcg},s Mol cottox: manfuctures as 8 whole increased 247 percent; imports ¢f cotton wearing apparel
crease reent,

1 Imports of raw jnte, hemp, ramie, sisal, etc., decreased 70 percent; imports of jute, hemp, ramie, sisal,
ete., manufactures decreased 7 percent,

1 Imports of hair, not manuifactured, decreased 56 percent; imports of hair, manufactures, increased 17

roent.
pe‘ Imports of raw silk increased only 30 percent; frnports of silk manufactures increased 106 percent.

1 Imports of partly finished straw and natural fiber hats decreased 26 percent; imports of fully finished
straw and natural fiber hats increased 2,342 percent; exports of linoleum decreased 24 percent; exports of
impregnated cloth decreased 6 percent; exports of nonrubber waterproof outer garments decreased 50 per-
cent; exports of elastic webbing increased 642 percent; exports of garters decreased 60 percent; exports of
absorbent cotton and sterilized bandages decreased 40 percent.

1951 1960
export- 1951 export- 1060 U.8.
Commodity import |export| import |export| export
trade share trade share or
in com- in com- loss (—)
modity modity
Grour 4
Thousands | Percent | Thousands | Percent| Percent
Wood, not wanuiactured.. .. ... .o.oooooiiiiiiaos $40, 7.3 $60, 197 5.7 30. 4
Wood, sawmill products... . 208,971 3.2 413, 621 249 -6.3
Wood, manufactures!..__... - 119,641 3.6 252,685 20.3 -10.3
Cork and cork manufactures . - 25, 352 17.9 12, 305 23.9 6.0
Paper base stocks (pulp, waste . 465,763 11.2 500, 063 827 2.5
Paper and paper products. .. ... eiiaciceacraaanan 723,029 24.6 | 1,018,308 25.1 .8

L Imports of furniture increased by 254 A)eroent; Imports of plywood increased by 7560 percent.
!lm;gorts of cork, not manufactuged, decreased 72 percent; imports of cork manufactures increased 19
perceat,
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1951 1960
export- 1951 export- 1960 U.s.
Commodity import | export | import | export | export
trade share trade share | gainor
in com. in com- loss (~)
modity modity
Grour §
Thousands | Percent | Thousands | Percent| Pe cent
Coal and related fuels. _....ocveeenroammoomeiennnoacs 601,161 99.2 $361, 463 8.8 -0.4
Petroleum products ! 1,384,167 56.6 1 1,543,078 3.7 -9
Stone and products (cement, lime, gypsum, etc.t. 26, 093 47.5 37,807 13.6 -33.9
Qlass and glass products.......oooieeeaaaa.o. 85,421 74.7 165, 628 5.8 -R.9
Olay and clay productsd_. . __.._..._..._ - 59, 602 88.3 169, 972 31.0 -27.3
Other nonmetallicminerals ¢ . .. ... ... 232,068 49.2 897, 410 2.8 -2.4

1 Imports of crude ofl incieased 139 percent; imports of refined oil products increased 187 percent.

3 Exports of stone and gypsum, not manufactured increased 113 percent; exports of stone and gypsum,
manufactures decreased 67 percent; imports of stone and gypsum, not manufactured, incr2ased 50 percent;
imports of stone and gypsum, manufactures increased 292 percent.

3 Exports of clay, not manfactured, increased 86 percent; exports of clay, manufactures increased 4 per-
cent; imports of household china increased 76 percent; imports of restaurant china increased 7,288 per-
cent; imports of tile increased 719 percent.

¢ Exports of asbestos manufactures declined 18 percent; exports of crude gypsum inereased 13 percent;
exports of gypsum manufactures decreased cma’;'feroent; exports of mica, not manufactured, increased 70
percent; exports of mica manufactures in 1 percent; exports of sulfur, crude, increased 29 percent:
exports of sulfur, crushed, refined, decreased 27 percent; exports of quarte ctystal, not manufactured, in-
creased 2,113 percent; exports of quartz crystal, manufactures increased 17 percent; exports of tale, crude,
increased 195 percent; exports of talc manufactures decreased 37 percent; Imports of tale, crude, deécreased
85 percent; imports of talc manufactures increased 30 percent; imports of corundum ore decreased 72 per-
cent; imports of corundum refined and manufactures, increased 5§72 percent; imports of pumice, crude,
decreased 69 percent; imports of pumice manufactures increased 30 percent.

1851 1060
export- 1951 export- 1960 U.s.
Commodity import | export | import | export | export
trade share trade share { gainor
in com- in com- loss (-)
modity modity
GROUP 6
Thousands | Percent | Thousands | Percent| Pereent
Iron ore and concentrates ! $9, 33.9 $379, 268 15.2 —18.7
glron_ . ... ... 51,473 .7 24,214 21.4 20.7
Iron and steel serap........ 22,215 40.8 247,179 7.9 57.1
8teel mill products 2 898, 69.4 1 1,116,151 84.7 ~14.7
Metal manufactures (Including nonferrous mlill
f)roducts) L N 383, 403 69.2 784, 196 53.9 —-15.3
Aluminum ores, scrap, billets, ete., crude........_.__ 68, 820 4.0 338, 664 53.1 49.1
Copper ores, scrap, billets, etc.,crude...__..__._._.._ 348, 365 21.9 869, 388 4a0.7 25.8
Brass and bronte, scrap, billets, ete., crude.......... 5, 485 81.8 66, 164 89.7 27.9
Lead ores, scrap, Blllets, ete.,crude. ... 75,545 1.1 76,028 23 1.2
Nickel ores, scrap, billets, etc., crude. . .............. 101, 050 5.1 178,341 17.7 12.6
Tin ores,* scrap, billets, ete., erude................... 162, 397 1.8 121, 605 2.2 4
Zinc ores, scrap, billets, ete., crude..........._....... 83, 851 2.6 96, 983 4.1 3.5
Ott.er nonferrous ores, billets_ . ......__...........__. 139, 502 6.4 244, 597 35.4 29.0
Precious and semiprecious metal ores. ... ........... 38, 609 6.0 37,852 9.8 3.8
Jewelry aud siwilar manufactures S ... 18, 832 4.1 43,728 il. 4 -12.7

¥ 1 Since tron ore is one of very few raw materials in which our export sales show a loss in share of market,
1080 versus 1851, it m%y be pointed out that this refiects the partial exhaustion of the Mesabi Range and
the development, by U.8. companlies, of new fron ore mines in Labrador and Venetuela,

2 Imports of steel beams Increased 62 percent; imports of steel beams machined increased 3,047 percent;
imports of pipe, tubes, and fittings increased 87 percent; imports of nails increased 439 percent.

$ Imports of hand tools increased 320 percent; imports of cutlery increased 554 percent; imports of builders
haras. are increased 368 percent; lmgorts of copper tubing {ncreased 6,000 Percent.

4 Imports of tin ore for smelting decreased 62 percent: imports of tin pigs and bars increased 41 percent.

: Imx‘)orts of precious and semiprecious metal ores declined 6 percent; imports of jewelry increased 201
percent,
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export- 1951 export-. | 1060 U.8.
Commodity import | export import ( export [ export
trade share trade share | galnor
in com- in com- loss ()
modity modity .
GROUP 7. MACHINERY AND VEHICLES ™ nde | Percent
ousa: er ot Percent| P
Electrical machinery and apparatus®. ... . cc...... $543, 96.7 | §1,061,608 | 74.7 ~-220
power-generating machinery........ 106, 992 9.1 238, 96.3 -2.3
Metal-working machinery........ 206,015 9.7 408, 09 -28
Testlle sewlmand shoe machinery....... 165,789 | 86.9 216,678 | 71.6 ~153
Otber Industrial macklner fncluding U.
struction, mining, and oilfleld machinery) * 857, 047 96.7 { 1,886,657 93.0 -8 7
Office, accounting, and computing machines. 125, 463 98.3 277, 78.8 -20.0
Agricultural machinery..........o...... 228,001 61.7 233, 243| 622 .8
Tractorsand Parts. ... ...cecevoeonienanano.. 328,054 97.3 433,387 | 89.3 ~7.9
Automobfles, trucks, buses, trailers, and parts? 1,197,111 903! 1,843,353( 660 -33.2
Alreraft and parts._ .. .oooioociicaiiiecnnannans 28, 529 67.0 613,585 | 80.8 22.8
Other vehicles including watereraft. ... .coaoeaann... 83,288 | 830 258, 181 5.2 -13.8

1 Imports of Christmas tree light bulbs were enough for § for each house In the United States (243,000,000).
This year Genersl Eloctric ciosed down and abandoned its plant making Christmaslights, New invention
Xept the U.8. exports of electric apparatus from a worse performance. Between 1.51 and 1960, exports of
electronic parts in ,100 t, and television sets eved more. By coatrast, telephone fnstriumen

creased 10 percent, household appliances 2 percent, X-ray and therapeutic devices declined 18 percent
batteries declined 56 percent, radio receiving sets declined 81 percent. By contrast, imports of radio sets and

parts increased 1,900 percent.
1 3ales to forelgn factories of $77,000,000 worth of industrial indicating instruments, $28,000,000 worth of
hysical properties testing and inspecting machines, $21,000,000 worth of packaging and wrapping machines
3‘-’%“ e ek e el mcsent: Seportsof declined 30.3 t; exports
xports of trucks and buses declined 2. -cent; exports of passenger cars dec! .3 percent;
of part‘s)oto be assembled in foreign countries increased 40.8 percent. )

1651 1960
c odit ’expork lNln :xpor:t- 1900'. U.S.t
ommodity mpo €xpo; mpo export | expor
trade share trade share | gain or
in com- in com- loss (~)
modity modity

Grour 8
Thousands | Percent| Thousande | Percent| Percent
8 $225, 688 69.6

Coal tar and other cyclic chemical products (note 1)..| $133,424 . 3
Medicinal and pharmaceuticsl preparations. 203,202 96.0 300, 402 911 -4.9

Chemical specialties and industrial chemis! 862, 014 78.9 | 1,001,832 89.1 10.2
Pigments, paint, and varnish (note 2) . 108,498 95.1 123, 135 87.7 -7.4
Fertllizers and fertilizer prod - . 148.007 .1 227,019 50.4 10.3
EaplosIves. oo e cceccaccccieaianacan 1,628 0 437 46.2 46.2
Soap and toilet preparations.....c.cciececnennenaans 26, 800 74.3 37,509 66.1% —-8.2

It {s difficult for anyone but a chemical engineer to reach an accurate conclusion with respect to the effect
of Iabor content in chemicsl products on their Import-export trade. There are oo many products in each
major category, many are byproducts of others, and presumably th., labor content of individual ucts
inany category would vary widelv. Thissuggeststhat to advocate swveeping across-the-board tariff changes
13 the approach of an economic dilettante,

However, it would :]ppear logics] to a Jayman that coal tar products, as a froup would have less labor
content than medicinal products, as a grouF, and that fertilizers would have less Iabor content than paint
snd varnish, If this {s true, the above statistics support the thesis that the more labor content, the worse
of Aruerican Industry s in international competition.

Further, the following notes seem to reinforce that conclusion:

Note 1.—Exports of crude cos! tar products increased 746 percent; exports of coal tar dyes and stalns
declined 32 percent; imports of coal tar dyes and stains increased 51 percent.

Nore 2.—Exports of ready-mixed patnts declined 14 percent, although exports of the palnts and varnish
category 88 a whole showed a slight Increase—3 percent,
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1851 1960
Commodit fx’;xpm{ lwt frmort moz oo
modity por expor po! export | e
trade share trade share | gainor
in com- in com- loss (~)
modity modity
Grour 9
Photographle and projeotion goods & s | Tosnam | e | e
0 phicand projection g . -7
Solentific and professional Instruments. 73,6877 88.7 153,158 4 -3
Musleal instruments and perts. . .. 36,065 | 617 69, 6.0 =1
Ioys, athleticand s{)ortlng 00ds 3. 24,312 64.4 107,978 39.2 -2
Firearms, ammunition, and accessorfes. .. 8, 364 51.0 20,612 313 -10.7
Books, maps, pictures, afxd other printing - 87,062 77.4 183,823 4.2 -32
Misceftaneous commodittes ... ... I TIIIIIIIT 666,247 | L4 | 1,005177 ( 60.1[ -1L3

1 Imports of cameras maintained tn 1060 the 2-to-1 dollar advantage over U.8. camera exports they enjoyed
in 195). Exports of ophthalmic goods declined 21 percent; importsjof ophthalmic goods incressed 1,800
percent; exports o{optical instruments increased 51 percent; importsiof optical instruments increased 245

. .
[] lmmm of dolls and toys increased 640 percent; exports of dolls and toys increased 86 percent; imports
of baseballs (not rubber, used In sport) increased 2,100 percent; imports of footballs (not rubber, used in sport)
increased 3,218 percent; Imports of baseballs gloves increased from less than $4,000 to more than $4,000,000,
¥ Imports of watches and parts had already wrecked the U.8. industry In 1951, Imports actually declined

17n|:cereen(zi between 1951 and 1960 (from $64,000,000 to $60,000,000). However, imports of clocks and movements
crease

A
288 percent; imports of clockwork mechan 13ms’ (time switches, devices to measure electrical cur-
rent, taximeter, ete.) increased 1,057 percent. Imports of ink Increased 1,060 percent; exports of ink declined
3 percent; im ports of buttons increased 149 percent; 8xports of buttons declined 61 percent; imports of pencils
{ncreased 570 gereent; exports of pencils declined 41 percent; tmports of umbrellas increased 721 percent;
exports of umbrellas declined 31 percent; {mports of hes increased 188 percent; exports of brushes de-
clines 10 gwent. Exports of food, elothing, bedding, and similar products, paid for by private U.8. charity
(not by the Government) increased 175 percent (from $85,000,000 in 1951 to 5181.000,000111 19€0).
There is no comparable import figure,

Senator Douveras. Thank you very much, Mr. Ashley.
~ If I may make a few comment, first with regard to your statement
on page 3 which implies that the level of prices in the United States
puts American exporters at & disadvantage compared with Iluropeans.
I think it should be noted that the level of wholesale prices in the
United States has been virtually constant since 1957.

The BLS index shows an increase of only 3 percent, and a major
portion of this has been caused by increase in prices of so-called serv-
ices;isn’t that true?

Mr. Asuarey. I think that that is not only true but I think it is
reflected, sir, in the so-called profit squeeze about which we are
hearing so much.

Senator Dovcras. But I am referring to disparities between Amer-
ican price levels and European price levels.

Mr. AsHLEY. Yes, sir.

Senator Doueras. And throughout the period the American in-
crease in price levels with 1947-49 as a base has been less than in the
European countries, with the exception of the Netherlands, and until
the last year or two, West Germany. That is, the French increase
was more than the American increase; and the British, and the
Italian increase were more.

Mr. Asurey. If you are speaking of percentages, sir, that is one
thing, or are you speaking of actual prices?

Senator Doveras. Percentages.

Mr. AsurLey. Yes, sir.

Senator Doueras. Now, until last year or 2 years ago, the West
German increase had been less than the American increase. I think
this was the only major industrial country which had a smaller in-
crease than ours. But in the last 2 years this has not been true. The
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American price level has been steady, and German price level has been
rising quité markedly ; isn’t that true?

Mr., Asmrey. I cannot deny we havé had some pretty dramatic
evidences in the American firms holding the price line.

Senator Doucras. Yes. And in Germany the price levels have been
rising ; isn’t that true, in the last few yearsf

Mr. AsHLEY. I understand that is true, although I have no expert
knowledge on it. .

Senator DouGrLas. Yes, that is true. So that so far as comparative
prices are concerned, American price levels, I think, can now be
shown to have gone up less than the price levels of every major in-
dustrial country in the world.

. Therefore, a lot of talk about American inflation pricing American
goods out of the market, in comparison with the past does not seem
to me to be correct.

Mr. Asurey. Senator, I might only want to make this observation
to your certainly well-informed statistical analysis. If our prices
are very substantially higher at any given period, and we add a small
increase, and if other prices are very low and they add a large per-
centage increase, it does take quite © long time for these prices ac-
tually to level off regardless of the percentage.

Senator Douvgras. Iunderstand. But I am simply pointing out that,
on the whole, if we take a base of 1947-49 our price levels have in-
creased less than the European price levels and, therefore, in relative
terms——

Alr. Asncey. Inrelative terms; yes,sir,

Senator Doteras. Now, you have the statement “in the area of wage
productivity also, U.S. manufacturers are at a serious disadvantage,”
and I want to remind you that real wages are involved here, and the
labor costs that you developed have played a part in that.

But the National Industrial Conference Board, an association of
employers, has published a very interesting bulletin—they published it
last year—in which they pointed out that raw material prices were
lower in this country than abroad.

For instance, the price of coal is very much lower in the United
States than it is in continental Europe or in England; isn’t that
correct?

Mr. Asaiey, Yes. I think the point of this study, if I can just
summarize it, in every commodity, it begins with an intrinsic value.
The tree as it stands in the forest has intrinsic value, and the value is
added by the labor in transporting it and delivering it to the mill. But
the price at the mill still reflects a very substantial percentage of the
value of the tree.

As it goes on through subsequent processes of board, and into chairs,
and so on, the intrinstc value of the tree becomes a somewhat less factor
in the final price of the product, and it is in these high intensive labor
products where we have lost ground, according to these figures.

Senator Dovaras, Is it not also true that even if you take account of
the processing costs as they move on to final fabrication, so far as raw
materials are concerned, American manufacturers, in the main, have
lower prices to pay for the raw materials which they use than Eu-
ropeans?
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This is markedly true in the case of coal. The price of wheat is lower
in the United States than it is in Europe. The price of wheat is about
$1.80, so that the processing of food starts at a lower point than it
starts in Europe.

Similarly, and I have not looked up the lumber figures, but it is my
understanding that the price of lumber is lower in this country than in
Europe, because the European forest resources are still relativ-ly more
limited than American forestry resources. .

I am not iaking into question the Cangdian resources, but I think
vou will find the same thing to be true on iron ore and & number of
other products.

But the NICB, which is an employers group, in their report issued,
I think, in September of lust year stressed that these advantages which
we have in raw material partially offset disadvantages which we might
have in higher labor costs per unit of output. .

Mr. Asniey. T would have to agree on the basis of the study I did
myseélf where our'share of the market in raw materials and in what
T would call first step manufacturers has in:creased, while the share
of the market in highly intensive labor products has not.

Senator Dovaras. I want to commend you for your honesty in this
matter.

Az a final question T want to ask this question : You are representing
not merely your company but the Trade Relations Council. The
President made some concessions to the glass industry in raising the
tariffs on imported glass.

Do I understand that despite those concessions you are not satis-
fiedd and are opposed to this billl?

My, AsrrEy. You raise a very nice question.

Senator Dotaras. It occurred to me.

“Mr. Asurky. T was never under the impression, and I had some-
thing to do with that case, that there was any quid pro quo in the
President’s decision in the matter of window glass tariffs wherein he
songht to persnade us to support his trade bﬂgl and its objectives.

Certainly nobody has implied that except a trade magazine which
I consider irresponsible, and I consider such a thing, when they
brought it up, not. very complimentary to the President’s administra-
tion of his functions.

My feeling about that goes deeper than that, however. We brought
an escape clause action under the trade agreements section which
resulted from—which was automatically triggered by a peril point in-
vestigation undtertaken by the Commission itself.

Now, under the definition of industry as it was defined in the Trade
Agreemients Act, producers of window glass in this country would
bring that action and could hope for relief, but if industry is to be
considered as it is in this bill, the effects on the company, on 1ts overall
statement then we, because we are a highly diversitied company could
not have applied for an escape clause.

The manufacturers of window glass who have that as their only
husiness could have applied for adjustment assistance, and if some way
could be found to make some other product in their factories, per-
haps they would be now making some other product and we would
have been left in sole possession of the domestic market. But I do
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not think that is—I really think what the Trade Agreements Act
permitted us to do was in essence quite fair and quite fair to our
smaller competitors, but I do not think we could have come here after
this bill is passed, if it is passed, and had any reaction at all under the
law.

Senator Doucras. Now, may I ask you another question?

Isup the glass manvfacturers, both window and bottle and other
forms of glass, have a trade association.

Mr. AsHLEY. No, sir; that is not true.

Senator Doveras. Are you representing any other glass companies
in this statement of yours?

Mr. AsHLEY. There is one glass—either one or two flat glass manu-
factuvers who belong to the Trade Relations Council.

Senator DoucLas. What company jsthat?

Mr. Asniey. Pittsburgh Plate”is a member o Trade Relations
Council, and I am not syr€; sir, whether American bain is or
not.

Senator Doucras. Pwens-Illinois?

Mr. Asurey. Owéns-Illinois m a produetwhich is quXKdif-
ferent than ours. /We have no real knowledge of their business. \] do
not think they apé members { ; ~ \

Senator DougdLas. So you are not: representing them in this state-

y ,
. As far as I know, no.” ‘My own feeling, isir, is_thal
there is no sych thing as a glasg industry—Owens-Illinois and we}
for example, juse silica’sand and limestone and melted usually with
gas, and tEe ‘ S e s RN :
Senator Dducras. You use very good Illinoisg sand, too; the best;
sand in the country. H ! T '
Mr. Asnrey) Itcertainly is, - ,
Senator Douyas. Thani/you very much, Mfr. Ashley. °
Mr. AsHLEY. Surely. N !
Senator Douckas. {{r. Bahr, _would you be willing to testify’at
thistime? We ardsorry to have come to you so late. ) -
Before you start,may I ask Mr-Arnot if he would prefer to testify
this afternoon, or woutld he like to testify now ¢ o
Mr. ArNoT. At your convenience. -
Senator Douvoras. Well, Y Mr. Bahr does not take tpo‘Freab a time,

then you can testify when he 1sthrough. Baut if it itoo lo e will
hold off until this afternoon. B 22 rﬁ@

i
K

STATEMENT OF HENRY BAHR, VICE PRESIDENT AND GENERAL
MANAGER, NATIONAL LUMBER MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION

. o
Mr. Baur. My name is Henri Bahr. I am vice president and
general manager of the National Lumber Manufacturers Association,
with headquarters in Washington, D.C.

If the committee has no objection, I would like to summarize my
statement. .
. Senator Doucras. Very well. And the full text will be included
in the hearings. ‘

87270 O—O2—pt. 4——9
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Hr. Baur. Our association is a federation of 16 regional, species,
and products associations representing the lumber manufacturing
industry in all parts of the United States.

The lumber industry ranks fourth among the American manufactur-
ing industries in the number of people employed. Employment. in the
forest products manufacturing industries and occupations directly
relating to the distribution of forest products-totals over 3 million
employees. This includes furniture ar.{ all forest products.

(Sur industry currently is faced with a vory serious import problem.
The principal reason for our current plight is not absence of a market
for our products. An unduly sharp imcrease in softwood lumber
imports the past few years has driven U.S. lumber prices down, cur-
tailed U.S. production, which in turn has eliminated thousands of
jobs in the U.S. lumber industry.

In a report just issued by R:e Bureau of Employment Security, of
the U.S. Department of Labor covering the month of July 1962 the
Bureau classified 495 cities as “areas of substantial and persistent un-
employment.” In 109 of these, unemployment in the lumber industry
was listed as & major factor.

Canada is the major source of U.S. lumber imports supplying on
the average about 93 percent of all softwood imports. Total Cana-
dian softwood lumuer imports for the first 6 months of 1962 were re-
ported at 2.2 billion board feet, or 300 million board feet above Cana-
dian shipments for the first 6 months of 1961. an increase of 16 per-
cent.

The shipment last year of over 4 billion board feet of lumber from
Canada into our markets has been the most serious aspect of this
problem. Huge Canadian forest reserves, some of which heretofore
have been largely inaccessible but which now are opening up, raise
increased fears as to the future.

Our problems, however, cannot be limited to Canadian softwood
Iumber alone.

Hardwood plywood imports from Japan and other countries, where
wages are 30 cents an hour and less, have taken far more than half
of our American market for these products and caused a large number
of companies to operate at a loss, others to close down, and, of course,
have thrown thousands of American workers out of jobs.

Proposed lower duties on tropical hardwoods will Lurt onr industry
further, Our tariff on tropical hardwoods, generally only $1.50 per
thousand board feet. is already so small as to be inconsequential.  We
see no reason to further reduce the tariff on hardwoods and we urge
you to eliminate the references to tropical hardwoods in section 213
of the bill. .

Senator DovaLas. T have section 213 before me, Mr. Bahr, but——

Mr. Banr. It refers to tropical forest products—unless they changed
the number.

Senator Dotraras. I see it—

(b) “tropieal agricultural or foresiry commality produet” is an agricultural
forestry product with respect to which the President determines that more than
one-half of the world production is in the area of the world between 20° north
latitude and 20° south latitude—

in other words. in the tropical zone.
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Mr. Baur. Yes, sir. ) )

As part of its program to alleviate the serious economic problems
created by excessive imports of (‘anadian lumber, we have proposed
that representatives from our industry and their Canadian counter-
parts meet together under Government supervision and negotiate an
arrangement with which both countries would be able to live.

We have further proposed that existing U.S. tariffs on softwood
lamber—which average about 75 cents per thousand board feet—be
comrpletely eliminated, and Canadian softwood lumber in an amount
equal to 10 percent of total U.S. consumption of softwood Jumber be
permitted to enter this country duty-free. Then, when, this 10-per-
cent, quota is reached, we do not propese to close the door. Additional
lumber would be permitted entry upon the payment of a 10-percent
duty, the rate which Canada assesses against the principal species we
export to Canada.

We further suggested that Canada give U.S. softwood lumber the
same treatment when it enters Canada.

We weré encouraged and gratified that President Kennedy in his
program for resolving the lumber industry’s problems—which he an-
nounced July 26—endorsed our position, also proposing that the
United States seek to negotiate with ("anada on a limitation of Ca-
nadian softwood lumber imports.

Senator Doveris. Mr. Bahr, the next paragraph is very interesting.
1 wonder if you would be willing to read it¢ You just omitted a
paragraph from your prepared statement. '

Mr, Banr. Excuse me, sir.

Senator Doveras. It 1s page 6, the paragraph near the bottom.

Mr. Banr. In attempting to treat with the Canadians during the
past few months, asur industry has seen that the worst fears of Amer-
1can industry and labor with respect to foreign trade can become
stark reality.” Canada, by her recent unilateral actions vestricting
trade, has clearly demonstrated that she is not concerned with em-
gloyment and economic opportunity in other nations of the world.
She has, on the other hand, impressed upon American lumbermen that
she can be a particularly stubborn nation with which to resolve a
trade problem.

Senator Douveras. What do you refer to?

Mr. Banr. We made known our position on Canadian lumber im-
ports some 6 months ago. Our only answer from the Canadians
ha]s been maintenance of an “icy calm,” which term they use them-
selves.

Senator Doveras. But what action has (fanada taken to make im-
portations of American lumber into Canada more difficult ?

Mr. Baur. I was not referring particularly to lumber there. T was
referring to the Canadian trade position generally. However, while
lumber was not directly dffected, several manufacturers of wood spe-
cialty items were to one degree or another.

4 ﬁenator Dovaras. You mean the depreciation of the Canadian
ollar?

Mr. Bangr. The depreciation of the dollar, and their recent applica-
tion of several new taxes to d large list of American commodities.
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Senator Dougras. Could you furnish us with a statement of these
Canadian increases?

Mr. Baur. Yes, I can.

Senator DoucLas, Thank you very much.

(The material referred to follows:)

NATIONAL LUMBER MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION,
Washington, D.C., August 15, 1962,
Hon. HARRY FLoOD BYRD,
Chairman, Committee on Finance,
U.8. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEeaR SENATOR BY®p: During our appearance before your committee, August
13, relative to the President’s foreign trade bill, Senator Douglas requested that
we supply the committee with a list of the items imported into Canada on
which the Canadian Government applied a surcharge, effective June 25, 1962,

In general, the Order in Council issued on June 24 by the Governor General
ot Canada provides for surcharges ranging from 6 percent to 15 percent on a
number of items imported by Canada. We explained to Senator Douglas that
while our industry was not directly affected by the Canadian Government's
action, that some manufacturers of wood, such as specialty wood products were,
and that the Canadian Government’s actions were indicative of the serlous
problems which our Nation faces in seeking to resolve an import issue with
Canada.

As requested by Senator Douglar, we ave enclosing a copy of the Order in
Council issued June 24, containing the actions taken by the Canadian Govern-
ment with respect to these surcharges which the Canadian Embassy made
available to us, together with additional material supplied by the U.S. Depart-
ment of Commerce concerning the surcharges.

A copy of this letter is also being sent S8enator Douglas.

If we can be of further assistance, please let us know.

Sincerely,
HENRY BAHR,
Vice President and General Manager.

His Excellency, the Governor General in Council:

His Excellency the Governor General in Council, pursuant to subsection (1)
of section 4 of the customs tariff, is pleased hereby to make the order set
forth in section 1 of the order annexed hereto. .

His Excellency in Council, on the recommendation of the Treasury Board
pursuant to section 22 of the Financial Administration Act, is hereby further
pleased to make the order set forth in section 2 of the order annexed hereto.

OBRDER

1. Effective from and after June 25, 1962, all rates of customs duties more
favorable than those of the general tariff and the benefit of any tariff more
favorable than the gerneral tariff are withdrawn from all countries, colonies, pro-
tectorates, and territorles to which such rates have been extended or that have
received such benefit before such date, with respect to all goods specified in the
tariff itewns listed in schedules A, B, and C to this order, the growth, produce, or
manufacture of such countries, colonies, protectorates, and territories; and from
and after June 25, 1962, the general tariff and the rates of customs duties set
forth in the general tariff shall apply to all such goods.

2. All customs duties on the goods mentioned in section 1 of this order are re-
mitted to the extent necessary to insure that the amount of any customs duty
levied, collected, and paid thereon is not increased by virtue of section 1 of this
order by more than—

(a) Fifteen percent ad valorem, in the case of goods specified in the tariff
items listed in schedule A to this order,

{(b) Ten percent ad valorem, in the case of goods specified in the tariff
items listed in schedule B to this order, and

(¢) Five percent ad valorem, in the case of goods specified in the tariff
items listed in schedule C to this order.
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624a(1)
624a (3)
624a(4)
624a(5)

647
656(a)

Tariff item—Con.

611a(1)
611a(2)
611a(3)
624
624a(2)
624b
625

628

629

651
651a
852

Tariff itein—Con.
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Tariff itetn—Con.
20b
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90c
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SCHEDULE c—continued

Tariff item—Con.
90e

90f
90h
91
92(9)
92(12)
93
94(a)
95b
05¢
96

99
99a
99b
99¢
99d
9%
991
99g
104a
105
105b
105¢
105d
105e
105f
105h
105j
105k
106
107(1)
107(3)
107(4)
108
109
100a
110
113
113a .
115
116
119
120
121
122
123
124
124a
125
125a
127
128
128a
129
130
133
137
137a

142¢
153a
167

167a
168

168a
181b

Tariff item—-on.
187a
187b
187¢
192
192b
192¢
163
194
197b
108
198b
199b
199¢
200
207d
226
230
231
232a
232¢
232f
235
23ha
235b
247
2478
248
249
253
2554
257
271(h)
272a
275
276 (1)
276d(3)
276e(5)
276£(6)
276y
277
281D
282
282a
254b
RAYE
287h
288
S05¢
305d
305e
B05f
306a
306h
308
312
N12a
318
319
320
321
322
323
326a
326Gc(2)
326 (3)
326f

oo
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Tariff item--Con.
326m
326n
327
328
339
33%a

382(2)
382(3)
382(4)
382(5)
$S2(7)
382(8)
382a
382b
382¢
382d
383
383a
384
ASS
387
387a
387¢c
300
3902
3902
3I92a
392¢
394
396
397
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BCHEDULE o—continued

Tariff item~—Con.
397a
397b
397c .
398
398a
398b
398c
399
399a
401 (f)
101(g)
102a
407
407a
410a
4101
4100 (il)
4100 (iii)
410w
411
411a
411b
412b
4124
414
414b
414c
414d
414¢
415
415¢
415d
415¢
420
422
4228
422b
424
424a
426a
428b
+26¢

o 427
427a
$27d
$27e
427F
27k
428¢
428e
429 (b)
$29(c)
429(d)
120(e)
429(f)
420(g)
429(h)
430
130a
430h
130¢
4304
430¢
43t
431b
432

Tariff item—Con.
432a
432b
432d
434
434a
435
438

445b
H5¢
445e
445f
+15g
445h
4451
443k
445n
1450(2)
4451
146
$46a
446g
447
9
4502
461 (1)
462
465
194
49-4a
306
N06e
S1ia
o106
M7
J18a
822(1)
022(2)
522(3)
522(4)
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SCHEDULE Cc—continued

Tariff item—Con. Tariff item—Con. Tari® item—Con.
538d 589 680a
5381 597(1) 680b
540 597(2) 684
542 597 (a) (7) 711
542a 597a(8) 901
546 597d 802
Ex. 547 598(1) 903
547a 598(2) 904
548a 605 (2) 904a
548d 611b 9053
5491 612 906
552a 612a 907
552b 613 909
562a 815 910
562b 618 211
565b 6818b{2) 912
5686b 619 913
569a(3) 619a 914
570 653 916
578 6855 917
578a 855a 918(a)
576 855b 919
578 655¢ 922
580 670 925

Hi1s EXCELLENCY THE GOVERNOR GENERAL IN COUNCIL

Whereas for the purpose of implementing the commitinents of Canada under
the agreement respecting the International Monetary Fund set out in the First
Schedule to the Bretton Woods Agreement Act, it is necessary to control the
import of the goods hereinafter set out;

Therefore, His Excellency the Governor General in Council, pursuant to
section § of the Export and Import Permits Act, is pleased hereby to amend
the Import Control List established by Order in Council P.C. 1954-793 of 27th
May, 1954, as amended, by adding thereto the following items, effective the
25th day of June, 1962:

1. Goods valued at more than twenty-five dollars entered for consump-
tion under part (1) of Tariff Item 703b, except any such goods included in
the baggage accompanying residents of Canada returning from abroad after
an absence from Canada that commenced before June 25th, 1962.

2. Goods valued at more than seventy-five dollars entered for consump-
tion under part (2) of Tariff Item 703b, except any such goods acquired
by residents of Canada returning from abroad after an absence from Can-
ada that comnmenced before June 25th, 1962,

CANADIAN TARIFF SURCHARGE, EFFECTIVE JUNE 25, 1862

SUMMARY

A serious loss of foreign exchange reserves, following the announcement of
a new parity for the Canadian dollar and the results of the June 18 general
election led the Canadian Government to take emergency measures to strengthen
the country’s international financial position on June 24,

Of prime importance to U.S. exporters, these measures included the applica-
tion of a surcharge of 15 percent, 10 percent, or 5 percent, respectively, to 3
import schedules covering some 630 items of the Canadian tariif,

L'he surcharge took effect at 12:01 a.m. on June 25 on all entries for con-
sumption, including releases from warehouses. It applies to imports from all
countries entitled by trade agreements to tariffs lower than the general column
of Canada’s 3-column tariff structure, All but a very few countries are in this
category.

The U.S. trade affected by the surcharge is listed hereafter by tariff and
statistical number, with Canadfan total imports also shown. The surcharge
for the three schedules, viz., A, 15 percent; B, 10 percent: and C, 5 percent;
raised the most-favored-nation or GATT rate of the tariff by that amount.
For example, in schedule A (cf. p. 1), the 20 percent ad valorem GATT rate
hitherto applicable to cocoa and chocolate preparations (tariff item 23), was
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advanced by 15 percent to 35 percent. In the first item of the trade covered in
schedule B, the 20 percent rate applicable to sweetened and unsweetened bis-
cuits valued at not less than 20 cents per pound (cf. p. 4) was advanced by 10
percent to make the new rate 30 percent; in the first item of schedule C, the
tariff rate applicable to cattle, not for breeding (c. p. 12), acquired an ad
valorem supplement of 5 percent to make the new rate 134 cents per pound
plus 5 percent ad valorem. .

However, the general tariff is the legal instrument for application of the
surcharge and where the advanced tariff, including the surcharge, exceeds the
general tariff rate, only the general tariff will be applied.

The trade listing hereafter is intended to be a close approximation but it
cannot be taken as precise because the trade classification in many instances
does not exactly parallel the tariff. Footnotes explain some material differ-
ences in coverage where it was deemed advisable to show trade only partially
affected ; in other instances trade statistics have not been avatlable or were
available in such a broad category as to suggest omission. The abbreviation
“n.a.” has been used for not available; the abbreviation “n.o.p.” for not other-
wise provided for; the abbreviation *‘ex” means that the tariff item to which
the surcharge applies forms only part of the trade in the statistical number
to which the “ex’ is attached.

The surcharge was announced as a temporary emergency measure. Because
the GATT concession rates are invalidated, a GATT waiver is required. Can-
ada has given notice in GATT of the circumstances in which the surcharge was
imposed and her sitvation with respect to continuance will be considered for-
mally in the GATT session which will be convened in October.

Any and all indications of the impact of the surcharges reported by exporters
should be. forwarded promptly to the Department. It is expected to vary among
commodities, depending on the competitive status of the import vis-a-vis
Canadian production and the extent and rapldity of the anticipated rise in
Canadian prices.

Schedule A 1s sfficially termed a list of nonessential or luxury imports;
schedule B a list, mostiy consumer goods, purchases of which could either be
deferred or shifted to Canadian producing sources; schedule C is a list similar
to B but of industrial components. Schedule C is the largest in point of coverage
of imports and also largest from the viewpoint of U.S. participation which is
about three-fourths of the total imports. In schedule B the indicated U.S.
contribution is about 55 percent ; in schedule A, about 48 percent.

The schedule A coverage of identifiable total imports shown in this list
amounts to about 82 nercent of the announced Canadian estimate of $150 million
of “current trade” affected by that list; the schedule B coverage to 94 percent of
the Canadian estimate of $63C million by that list; and schedule C coverage
to 87 percent of the Canadian estimate of $2,300 million by that list. The
“current trade” concept reflects not orly the increase in the physical volume
of the import which occurred in early 1962 because of improving economic
activity but also the increase in the Canadian dollar value of the trade which
resulted from depreciationeof the currency. During 1961, the exchange value
of the Canadian dollar in New York fell from an average of 100.69 U.S. cents
for January to an average of 95.80 U.S. cents for December. In 1962 there
was further fractional depreciation in the first 4 months to an average of
95.23 U.S. cents in April.

Stabilization at 92.5 U.S. cents was announced May 3 with a margin of 1 per-
cent up or down bheyond which official support would operate, but the actual
market rate averaged 92.39 U.S. cents for the month and 91.91 U.S. cents for
June, including higher values for the last week of the months after the surcharge
and other emergency measures announced on June 24 had firmed the market.

Canadian imports covered in the surcharges; total and from the United States,
1961

[Money in millions of Canadian dollars]

Schedule A | Schedule B | Schedule C

Cansdian {mnorts—

From all countries $123 $613 $2, 001
From the United States $59 $332 §1,488
U.S. share (percent) 48 54 74
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Dy Sehrinde A - 194 Tapify Symharce Tepossd from Jupe 25, 1962
€3000 Tariff
Teriff Inport 1961 Isporip . Dbefore
e iitabs liQa Irsde Desopiption  Total  Frow US _ Supchapge
(27 cocos and chocolate )
( UPCPATAtions secccseneses 1,9 %8 )
2 (2% chocolotes in retail packagesl, 377 1% ) 2010
( 280 chocolate coated confec- )
( LAONCEY ,Ne0sPs coosesesas 3,480 783)
66b n.a pretzels n, a 12*;41’2:-3\:1:1
9 ) 1666 orchids ratural cut ) 2,28 2,195 { 2!
79¢ ) cut florers and follare ) 5 193 ( 1244
85(a) 12 mushroons,dried orressrved) 124
85(v) 14 trufflcs,fresh,dried or ) 148 55
preserved ciecesesscerass ) 104
103 . veeven $2 Imp.gal)
100 n.e brandied fruits ceeceeees n. a. b4 Iup.gll)ﬂ”
( 2482 confeotions sweetened,n,o.p. 2,666 2,182 )
( 246 sugar candy an.i confece
1 { LL0NArY 0:0.Ds cosvveess 6,260 1,012 ) 244
( 2u87 bubble gum coevesnssnsses %02 192 )
{ 249 chewing £um, N.0.P. ceeee 78 1)
U5 Y 1785 oLgarettes coerersenesene 928 890 $2 1b,+15%
143(1) ) CLZAPB suvererneasnonions ) «1.75)
(2) 1784 " valued ot morc than ) 327 68 ;i%‘r X
L6 1T 10y eevreneernres ) f1.50) P°
1% 1787 cut tODECCO sseernccscans . 1,131 376 80¢ 1b,
w7 1501 ale, beer, porter ..cee.s 5158 17 53¢ Irp.cel.
156(a) 1515 WhiSKEY esevcccanssnrsace 7,645 707 %1% lmp.proof gal,
156(k) 1513 BN cerrerereererncenenss 1,086 25 314 Inp.proof gal,
156(c) 151% FUM  sreeeeacassvasanrnes 3,316 - 415 Imp.proof gal,
156(a) 151 brandy eeeeeccasensesess 2,912 2 $13 lmp.proof gal,
( 1512 1QUOUF cuveceroncennens 1,327 proaf
156(s) 1516 ALALALIO, CLOs  sessssves 3;; 3 ; $13.20, 1o
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2urA__ Sebadve d o 3S4 Trrdfl Surdteoge Tgcozd frog duns 27, 1957

€5000 Taritf
tariff Import i before
Yo, Stat, to, of u )
160 { 3221 perru..ea 21soholiec,4 os.bot. 678 207 204
( 8222 ® over & o8, «» 16% 75 ok Imp.gal.+22)$
( perfumed spirits ) & os. Y%
16 w21 | p:ologne. ftoc. rereanens n., a. ) other 2 <33
) + 208
162(a)) ( winal. Apedif. 328 or less ) 20¢ to 50¢
162(b) ) ( more than 32¢ .. ) Im:. gal.
163 ) 15% ( 6,867 386 ) plus supplexont
163 ) ( wvines, othor,non-sparkling . ) for high proof
16 ) { . ) wines
165 1560 wines, speriding, incl. $2 dos.bottles
ChanPagNe eeeveccsavesssos 626 é +$1.75 Iap. gal.
2 8224 perfumes, non-alcoholic and
tollot preparst! s cesees 2,207 1,623 2244
{ 6094 silvervare articles «seeese 766 273)
362 ( 6036 £old manufactures cec..oees 202 166 ) 274
( 6260 cigarette lighters sese.ces 1,020 65 )
3620 6093 sterling toilet artioclus .. 25 1n 294
( 6082 electro rlrted ware seeess 14,320 11415 )
3B2¢ ( 6077 nickel plated ware® ...... 2,175 1,'11) 224
( 6037 plumber btrass goods eeneee 4,913 3,1 )
( 9073 refrigerntors, electric .. 10,56 10,173 ) o
1) (000 frecsers, elestric reeers 20898 28i)
la 5699 runs ani rifles, not .ade
in Lonada ©lacs .ceeeeeese  #,587  2,74% 303
450 2 roller skates ecoeseseses 57 45 156
4420 513 cani:nas, not made in Canada
ClESS sevseseoncanansene n. a, ) 156
463 ; wotion picture appiratus ; (
incl, sound projection ,. '
4530 ) 5551 rotion and at{n prcture ) 3910 %257 { 15%
) BOFGENS cavvercacscsesess ) ( 104
430 5700 still film projeotors
combined with sowd ..... 2,117 1,988 1'%

*surcharge does not apply to kitchen or household hollowvare which not segregatsd in trade,
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C4$000 Toriff
Teriff Iaport a& ﬁ before
5 ¢l S
Slle ) skis, ki fit sks (
5104 ) ox b1 ”1... clon-t?fllwo::ooonc Ne an ( m
Slle (
( 3301 carpets and rugs, except { 250 + 5¢
572 ( 300 straw, reper, sisal, 10,509 1,77 ( per I?.tt.
( 355 cocon fAre cecescseces (
1
( 9087 trunks, valises, carpet )
622 ( TRES. "sveveneoreeniene 1,620 1,076 ) 2244
' ( 9243 beskets, ete. 613 216 ) '
( 9077 portfolios, musical ) .
623 ( instrumcnt cases seeees 2,55  1,142) 2243
( 9086 toilet and manicure sets 430 162 )
( 9067 cases, boxes, deskc,fancy 1,979 1,168 )
6232 9077 b:ndbags of strew, e
s30a), 0t0s ssessescss included in stat,9077 1234
6&.(1) 9009 [ 1) 3 ’ %
(3) ) meshanical tOYS severcse 3 fid ( :;‘
(s) ) 9016 toy trein sets and 2,504 1,077 (
) 2CCeIOTLIOs iutureoses ( 204
(&) 9017 Juvenile cunstruction sets 172 17 25 veta) ;200 mobe
6‘0? 9073 JOWelry, NuOels cevsaree 5:5’7 2,390 m
656(a; 9084 tobacco pipes 589 96 144
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142

159
178
179
181

16la

187

187d
187e

195
199

203

4296
( s
(900
( ex3573

w21

9020

]

biscuits, sweetened and
unsweetened , valued at
not less ihan 20¢ 1b

fruits / peels, glased
and flavored .ecesecsenen

tobacoo, unmanufactured
cigar leaf, unstesmed ...
clgar leaf, unstermmed ...
Turkish, unstemmed cceooe
1light lue cured, uns
NaOeDPey UNBLOMMOD (ovees
N:0eP ey Stemmed covensase

2,425
1,21%
2
“16
2

spirit essences, fruit extrscts 1%

advertising 7 printed matter

labels, printed ecoscecess

bark notcs, comsercisl
blank fOrmMS eesaccecnane

post cards, greeting cards
sensitited photo paper ....

. camera film oe4s
albuncnised textile fabrice

polaroid film seeseseinoluded with 187 cevieesans

sensitized 16mm m,p, film .

Wall PAPUT ssceceessrcnases

eries, en %
) y
blank books eesecee
CNYOlOPeB ssevecess
mpnulaotures n,o.p
crepe paper .
paper napkins
Paper cores ..

paper A1ohes  sevsesccaenes

2,831
1,458

4,392
1,999
0,375

6,95
N

1,357

613

53

2,2
836
28
“a
22

P
2,647

1,11

4,008
1,m8
4,438 )

5,619 )
Qe )

trade includes J5 me

555

258
12§¢ 1b
20¢ b
22¢ v
20¢ 1b
20¢ 1b
30¢ 1b
$5 plus 0%
Imp. gal.
10¢ 1b but not less
than 25° ad valorem

2y

2241
29

203

153
205

224

‘trade not segregated by value; includes that valued at less than 20¢ per 1b,

subject to

55

surcharge in Schedule C.
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CAMALA - D0heQui® B - iUa 18TAIL DuONsTEe Lmposdd from June <7, 4¥os
TR0
Tariff Import 61 rts 1FU/GATT Tarift
ilos Stat. llos Trade Desoription 10 'ron Uel, befare Surchurpe

L2ss doilios and 1008 PaPOTesecesss 266 222
Liesé pypar noveltias.............:. 673 153

Les? Sth s12

1200 09 309
1260 336 298 12
194 L2185 odgarotts PaperSicesscssescess 188 2 15
W72 4201 bond and lodger DPapeTrSces.ceeo 538 537 22
228(1) 823k tollot soap (not castile)e.... 384 170 22'%
228 1) 82 Iquid 808Dees e cssesrssscnenes 293 289 zqi
1) 823 som 839 80 1

poudar
8238 80P B0.p. (nOt loundry)ecsso 193 184 207

22 (0413 lnifo oormosition,.. 706 66 1728
(8392 shos blaokingess.esesses 1,317 1,096
28ka 7033 earthamiaro tilog for roofing. L 3 7%
26k 7334 exthomiare 13128 NoOePosesees 10 3 22313
285 7032 stona or earthemrare tiles for
1100 8usrenesssrescsaerannco 1 - 203
286 7045 oxrthemraroe crocks, dadjohns. k1 39 i}
267 7005 tablov-re of oldna, poroalain,
=] P RS 1!1.0’9 1,“)9 257
275 (7047 ooxthOIMIT'O MuOuPessereerenvece 2,931 8!;12 5
(ISh3 ciiina and poreelln Y doesssos 122 30)
20 7052 sadtar,; ware, clsy, ote. 35130 25001 22741
L) al. 1narblo 1.06p. )
307a) 73k lia rv..:c‘tu b3t of nextlo)ttT 00 172 ¥ L H
>75) 7336 orudie f.0epe esenvesenc L2 267 5.3
397¢) - Srandto mand otures
323 Tk mirors 01 (1208sssescessesseee 1,828 902 200
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Salpuh - 0 =20 [oFafs surchirze Imposed Lrom Jugy <9, J952
CR000
Tariff  Teport s )N/CA Tar“t
Lo,y <date o, ir X F; U5
326(1) 7079) glass dccanters and tumblers ,
) sachine 8de soevisevcace 1% 555) 204
080) lamp chimneys,n.0.l'e  eseese 45
?2082) cerboys, bottles, jars ..... 7,137 6, 320)
q26(2) 7083) <lass tebleware, including .
326 (%) } CUb csesescnceccsvenserss 5,610 2,341 2248
326(3) 2085 opel glassware, illumirsting .
£1asEWATE covecssessevaso 221 221 2247
326g 7089 thermal glassware .e.e...ee 6,902 6,753 15
L15(14) 9079 rofrigerators oth.r than ,
0lectrie cevcoirvsenavene W2 248 20
535(b)  5450)  washing: rachines, eletrio .. 5,130  5,109) 22}
5453) waching machines, parts ... 5,542 5,446}
5451) vashing machines, othr .... 2 2}
415 Suh8 clothes Ariers c.oesecneess 3,427 3,320 22kl
5155 5451 contination washer=dricrs ., (Gfe 415b) 22}
7253 55387 18WN 7O A FS, FOMT sesssneve  H,%05 8,343 s
5539) 18Wn MOWOr3, NuOu, s ocsssess 470 10€ 224
L33 5600) taths, hath tubs of steel .. 604 592) 20
5601)  basins, olosets, sinks .... 1,087 999)
L23a autos and trucks, fAnished sessecsscsocosoreeccse 17;-
5541 frefght cveseevesses oo 22,335 17.;28)
2 passenier up to '1270 ,, 46, I+82 1)
547 passerger 1200-2100 .. 62,%3  9,15)
S, PABSCH,TAr, NeOoPe  osceoe lo5,551 3y 75)
5615 motor umnituses essecso 2,658 2,531)
5001 £0%CT vehicles MeOcls o6 4,157 3,270)
5672 factory warehouce Lrucks
Aol fork L) seesen 997 856}
436h 5660 MOtOr OY®1E8 soceesvescan 1,592 576 125,
410§ 9019}  eport fishing tackle ... 3,838 2 u-so) 20
$013) fishin- rods anc rarts o.. 395 271)
Yasd 6167 radio, 4ireless epruralus,nalil, 322 28,696) o'
616¢ tubes, radio & tolcvieion 3,48 6,71)
6150 transistors ceeccsecssnce 2,651 2,332)
6173 receivers, radlo cveessess 13.?88 2,530)
617'. rocoivers, tclevision ... 3,076 3,072)
6148 tclevision pioture tubes 52 51)
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4620
462g
L62h
43

515
518
59(3)
(@)
523

523
3

55)
563

10
n

92
913
N4

shaving machines, eleotric .. 3,504 2,22

cameras of a class or kind
made in Canada;parts n,o0,0. 8,020 3,460

camoras for pictures % x &t,

OF laP(Er eseesscscsvseses included with 452b

fphotographic equipment .
arxl 20Ce830T168 cevseeesee 8,908 7,488

st41l picture projectors
and 811des .sseececssesces 2,117 1,988

skie,, racquets,fraxes,sto. 2,226 378
balls for sports .eesesccess H2 525
golf clubs & finlshed parts . 988 91h
tennis balls sccecveccnvoasne 110 1
({0 g ) b ¥ S 953 533
plcture and photo frames .... 72 596
show cases and metal parts .. N2 341
game boards sssesevecirosses 1,092 %2

hotgo, oIficy and store furmiture
wood . .0 . 11,59 8,18
MOtal ..ecrscenccncntnsancs 9.6?0 9,047

olothing and misoellaneous tex-
tile afrs., N.OwPe seeeses 77,099 33,221
wholly cotton seeees
wholly or mrtly wool or
halr and not moro than 50%

ollk by welght cscenccvcccscnscnsrconnnns

wholly or partly veretable

£4bres OXCOPL WOOL sseesesressscesasassen
more than 503 611k 5 wolght ceesccccssseses

505 or more by weight of man-race

fibras but not containing wosl or hair ...
21 25

undervear, WOVen sacerccscs

underwear, N.OuPe ssecscees 1,538 528
SlOOINOAr sesesonsarenansess 1,943 325
bathing suits, ex knitted .. 218 116
blouses, cotton except knitted 826 280
blouses except knitted,n,o.p. 458 133
overcoats and windbreskers . 2,532 . 3%

dresses and jumpers, cotton,
ex knitted cesecccrsssensr 1,394 1,213

*snesReNIIIN RNy

208

free

0% tut skis ¥
2% 1a Seuedli

25
274

25-22}3
20,

2
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C - S8 B « 10% Tariff Zaro June 25, 1
0
Tariff Dmport &M‘ MRI/GATT Teriff
oo Stat, loe Trads Desoripticn T an Ue0e  before !

3915 drosses and jumpers, synthotio :

fidee, ox kndttod c.eeovoese 1718 1,518
k727 dressos and JWpers NeOsPe ,

o !nittod cvececeessecrcee 1.777 1pm
37 Jockets, separat@icccssscsees 524 153
3910 OVerallB,.seescsasscacsvcnnan 100
319 pants and trcoohds, wool,

pan's ad LOYBlessessereore % 38
3920 pmts, md Hreeches, cotton,

nan?s 2nd BOYB .aiseacessss 2,338 437
) pia ) pents s breschos, n.o0.n. '

nen?'o and DOYBlecscsecreese 1y UL 121
3722 rainoocts, ooatod op in~

regnated secesasees 80
392 shirts, cotton, except kndttod 3.9h6 22
3925 siirts, synthetic fibre, ax

mtw...l"‘.l.'ll’l...l. l’m 173
3926 shirts, oxcept 'mittod, m.0epe 520 91
3992 foundation gamantoecsecsices 1,
3927 shorts, oulammar, ox !mitted 487 639
3928 shote, awopt ‘adttod seeeee 527 172
3929 sujts, fins, slak mnd smort,

. krdttodesessssscrccssces 1,099 "5
3930 outemrem setc, vanan's and

grlet, ox Imdttodessersess 920 7
39232 pats and slacks, ianen's

ehildren, ex Xnittedesecese 1,762 199
3932 corves, shalls ant stoles,

N8 escnsuessnaesssoses ns’ 78
3939 oty rosrt TIAtbed .047.2,735 87k
382 M2 COEE YL YSTT sevesceronvecs  12% 110
3084 blankats, cotton, e steaar :

MUZUesessesssnnssrcossscsses 1,307 120
3087 o ding, 80ttileeessssesessse 139
3956 rar 0lodlis, doilicss, coticn.. 987 %
3}:‘6 L,'.ﬂ.ts, 00itONsessrscsnsecense
3095 ghoots, cOLtONsessestvecrerves 1'585 1'1’33
3096 toels, COttoNesee-srvornnenes 2006 1,605
3097 ootton ManULActuros NeOePeeerss 2,735 2,041
3098 wesh oloths, both neto, oto.

OOt tOTlesevseccassscansansvae W
3100 pillon: cases, cotion eesessese 1,079 U2

87270 0—62—pt. 4—10
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GAYADA - Sobedule B < 10# Tardff Surcherse Ixposed from Jupe 25, 1962

T iff

5%
e

MFR/GATT Teriff

Tepord
o, Stef, Mo, ___Tracs Decartptien _before Owchargy
335  wool mmufaotures n.o.p.......-... 502 h‘"
3390 ourtains, gynthatio MXGeessecass %62 086
3392 namfaotires, synthotic fitwe n.0.p.7,175 6,165
3550 bars; U30desc ocsssststasarsssscen 23 16
3557 oraing, NeOsPecececesrsrcecsceen - 207 h1i) 8
3577 Wem, taxtilossesecssnsessan 3’2146 2.“3
568 Outervear, knittod fitre
39!)0 sults mnd dress8Beessssssecccres 2.@3 1853
3942 sveatars & oardigms, synthotlo. 30
3943 guoatars & oardigmne, NeOsDesses 1%
P - sveaters & cardigens, wool, n.o.p.h.b%
s swaters & oardigans, wool,
WOEN! 8o sesenosescravnsecsas
3946 sweatars & 8, wool,
”w chllAren'decececeoscccsssases
shirts & sweat a!:dm, ootton...
shirts (: sueat shirts, n.o.p....; 1,95 372
3949 outaxrtear, Inittedesisscececnes 3,389 1,09
3521] mittod £009G9) NsOsPsecessssesse .1L\9 11096
3968  headsquaros and XerchiofS.eeessvee 1,41 8
3178 shests, tablasloths, eto., linen.. 1,330 105
3180 vegetablo fitro nmufactiz'os N.0.pe 3,760 2,554
Socks and stooldngs :
568a(1; 3950 nen's md boys! 1901e...ennseees 1,202 9 g # 31,20 dos e
482(2 51 ron's and boya' synthoticeeee..o T4 4O £ T5¢ doz ms
3952 pen's aid LOYBY NeOuDecsrcoreres 248 210
5632(1) 3953 vonon's full fashionod or :
or : 00110535 sessne sesirecessnave 1,637  BLh) M £ 0L
56ba(2)  395h en'o and Ardst NeGePavesssen 177 38)
2059 chilcrens! and 4nfunts'esse.esas  S45  200) 1730 / 5% <oz prs
Qloves :
E 2570 glovos & rittons, Inittedes..ees 1,672 100
566b(2) (3N glovoa - iticns, wauen's : 2%
( s’ynﬁwtic Lib'Bevescensansenes 1.1011 61
(3972 flovos “: mittens, woen's n.o.pe 870 105)
568b(3) 75 gloves & rdttons, lcother, 2,37} 26 207 o 107
560K 2) 397 cloroc ™ dttons, rubbar, . . 739 531
¥ gloves - :dttens, vork and 25%
opeoial PUIPOSOersisveesasssen 493 305




TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1962

1783

CAUADA « Schedyle D = £ Surohgrge 1
- ) [+
Perlff Irport 61 I ts  IF/GATT Tariff
iige___Olat, llog Trade Poooription Total ixar ‘.5, bofare Surcharge
569 3561  hoods X shapoa of fur felt or : .
ool 210 N f0lteceascarscaene 1.019 2* z»‘;«"
852(1) 3504  hoods : gwpos not atilodesiieas 13 7% zg(l $1 dos
LY 3060  t0ron's hotfeesesesscsessenesenee 2,171 1,3L0) 275 £ 904 dos
5 3260 hoadoar, Meoubeerereieeeerinnies LiS01 6590 278
595 9015 rooording tapGescosseserssccasees in 169 207
“8a
5978(2) 9120  PhomoXa MScecserserssaceceresna  3330L 19211§
9121  cylSniers & rocardd ecesecesscco 2,271 1,71) 208
232  phono relis, coln-onc 2t%Cieescs 566 566
ts ond ghors
611a(1) 2232 Lohhar BINT'S, NiNlBecesosce 5,0k LAT 257 ond 2737
2233 leathar WDATS; 0l Secrsss  Np700  1,1L25)
223, lorthar wners, ohilirentse.. 537 %6) 1%
9072 In801a3c.ces asasenivessresoe 71: 53
2052 Tolt WI0R'Geeereres vees - 3
61a(3) 2060 00t % 023 Nedelessevuvess U122 3L 200
alz) 1702 catvas with rubbar 80108,.... 2,78 63 218
62l 9055 B9 NEANLTceessesscsunneo 25 18) .
9183 otaiues " statuottes n.oeDees 321 93) 1733
9255 alabcster, mabar & eorpo= : J
sltion OIMEIMETessrsrasese 25524  h57)
9N 1Y, T R ‘
62ha 079, NeOeDesserrsanreovarsarons 73255 3,079 0%
(2) 9016 {not dolls, nachmical or
Jurarilo construetion sots)
62» 918  oreal~in ctotuoiies N shctuos.. 312 o8 1M
&g 2181 oapo, Lats, $Lpeto o8 (Urieeess L 50} 2%
37860 D T::mf:ntrras NeOeDescs 470 M.B;
o Roho MACAC G i ST e svencanvona RoAo
& 207% w20 liZosegreceesarascanenesas o 330 2%
651 2065 “mittona, €ollor anG cWfoseieene e o2 298 4 5¢ gross
€51 G068 eCo e GIVLIZE OF N0baesesensees 1,626 L9 25% 4 104 groes
Kats oo WALst sm dremainy 3ViiZesiesese 108 81 20% but not less
: o il - ‘ than $1.4% gross
£86(1h) cinor end clparetto hollerSessss foho 2
(e} (9085 oigm & olgretto oassa,
( axkerat sots ...............; 7 9 2
() ( £02CCO NOUCHOBessasssnossnsares 25%
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657C 2011 moving ~icturo ﬁlﬂ, pocalasesene 59950 E.TGZ x“ ft‘mz“”‘

less than
658a iWle  £1lmod and topod video oot ereialo. R/ 20§
908) 8250  rariiobwes of oyntlotie nlastics . .
220) 1nc1ucng peotodfessesecssssnes 28,000 25,473 2%
91% . 8700  nmuf-otures of cellulose plagtics. 1,00" .,638 208

?méb) . 8720 regonevated celluloso manufacturos., 2,503 1,603 206
o} in par$
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CANADA - Schedule C - 57 Tariff Surcharge Imposad from June 25, 1962

T

Tariff Import ! . 1961 Imports MFN/GATT Tariff
Moo Stat .. No, Trade Description Total Trom U,5, before Surchargs
5(a) 2032 Cattle, not for breeding..sse. 163 153 per 1b'1
S(a) 2037  1ivestock, NiOyPesececorcosses 1 1 per 1b 18¢"

S(b) 2030 sheep...'.-..-....-..n....un 73} 7311 per head $2.00
5(b) 2046 animals,. other, 1iVesseeesses 687 359 per head 52,00
S(c) 2&47 sresesesccvnosateteensRre 136 135 20%
5(d)ex. 20L6  fur bearing animals, NyOe¢Pases N.a, n,a, 5%
6 ex 2037 1live hozs ‘ “Na8e ‘n,a. per 1lb, 1¢
(a) 2251 beef and veal, frechisecescess 63”46 2,9119 per 1b, 3¢
(b) 2252 mutton and lamdb, fresheseesess 7,078 287 per 1b 1¢ but not
. . ’ - less than 5%
7(c) 2253 pork, fresfees.ecsessscsecnsss 95364 9,352 per 1b £4°
(d) 2257  Other meats, 1YeShesccssssesss 4 63 per 1b, 13¢
(o) 2258  edible offal of beef & veal,,. 826 536 per 1b 23¢
8 (2273 canned beafn.u.n.o-----otnl '339 6 m
(2274 corned beef, camed seesssvses Uy6042 8L 308
8a) 226 canned meats, poultry or ’
) M8y NeOePasssscesvessssss 1,933 678) 25%
8v) ?mcludes canned pork 25%, %
Be) canned ham 20%) 205
8f) : ‘ 15%
Bg «265  extracts of meats, fluid,
ef..--.-un-nu-oo----- 553 7 255

9a 203  poultry, live, NeCsPecosse.ran 181 181 per 1b, 2¢
9b ex 20L6 qualls, partridges, squabseess R.a. Neae 1241
9e 2256 dead pOULLIY, NuOuPesessecnsss  Tigde Neae 1232

(2247 chickens & fovl, eviscerateds. 647 €47) 123 tut not less
9r (2218  turkeys; eviscerated.ssc.eeess 192 $2) than per 1b 5¢ or
B (2249 poultry, evisceratedssssceeses 298 298% 1;8;0 than per 1b
98 ex 2257  gane, Ni0uDeerseecrsninsernens  na, nea, 1248 o

! . . ae

10(a) 2261 pork; prepared or preserved... 3;8h2 3;842 per 1b 1~3/Lg or/
10(b) 226)  beef, PLCK1Ed eerssccnncernnes 3,897 3,897 per 1b 2¢
10§b) 2266  meats,(nod canned) prepared

: or preserved, tevesenase 829 82 per 1b 2¢ or free

10(b) 2269  SESAZEeeesererrrverrarensnans 16 Ub per 1b 29
1% ex 4252  sausage casingSsseseesesecsese  Nefle Nya, 15%

1%3; 207  lard & compounds, stearine.... 2,573 2,570; per 1b, 1-3/h¢
&

1% 2325 eggs in the shelleseeeessreres 3,863 3,807 ‘per Wz, 3
16a -326  eggs, ecg yolk, egg albumen,., 29 . 29 per 1b, 10¢

frozen or otherwise prepared
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CANADA - Schedule ¢ - 5% Tariff Surcharge Imposed from June 25, 1962

€000
Tariff Import 1961 Imports  MFN/OATT Tarif?
No, Stat, No, Trade Description Total from U.S, before Surcharge
16b 2315  egg albumen, dritde.ecinieess 136 135)
2316 egg3, dried, powdereds ... ..o - - ) 254
2317 eggs, whole, dried, powdered,
€tCiecee-trsnrnrsinncasnre 66 59)
17 228Y Cheesesscesssarsacasssscssane 75550 1,143 per 1b 33¢ or 3¢
18 2e82 butterseesciesrcansocosacrans - - per 1b 12¢
18a ex 390  peamut buttelsee....eccvsesss N A. n,a, per 1b 5¢
20 27 cocoa paste or liquor, choco-
late paste or liquor,
: unsveetencdecees e nsarenas 651 18 per 1b 3{
20a 273 €002 BUtielerveasanseorinrce 5,171 9k per 1b 2%
20h 3%0 Illipe buttersicecisscscosaros Hoa. N aa 10%
21 275 cocoz cr checolate pasve or }
liquor, sweetenedscsecscean s1 ‘s per 1b b¢
22 276 cocoa or chocolate in powder
FOrMuvsacessasesnescosnanns 977 uk6 2237
2k) 282 chicory, raw or grechiesssss) 56 23 per 1b 24
é5) chicory, dried, roasted or )
ground seecesecrennoscanes) per 1b 3¢
31 ex 298 chili pepper, ground:.c.scre n.a. Ne free
3 293  mustard groUNdeeesecrcessoes 319 86 15%l
36 353  compressed yeast in bulkeoo. 50 2% per 1b 2i¢
37) 352  compressed yeast in packages) 89 72 per 1b 5¢
38) yeast cakes in packages
L2a 7296 table salboecsiesvesrsersecac 122 122 108
L3) 2237  condensed MilKseeieseascense 192 187 (per 1b 3¢
L3a) powdered MilKecesccosoasanas {per 1b § or 31¢
us 209  milk £00dS, NuCePesecssersan 901 3k 1731
Lsa 206  mepared cereal foods, under
25 1BSneeecnonneennarennss 1,336 1,257 202
205 Matzo productS.iesiscenvence 365 351
L6 207 ypared careal £00dS....vee 383 370 15%
u? ex 163 castor bexs, n.o.ps PR Nneo. free
L7s 162 soya beans, n.o0.p. (not for n.a. n.a, free

AT crushing)
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Tariff Import 1961 Imports
No, __State No. Trade Description .Total From U,S. before Surcharge
L7s  ex 163  lima & Madagascar beuns..ess) - . per 1b #¢
L47¢  ex 163  red kidney beans..e.eeecesee) 900 628  per 1b 1¢
L7d  ex 163 calabar beandse.ecsioasessans) free
h7e  ex 163  beans, N.OwPeseccresscarence per 1b 1%
u8 170 PO8S, NeOsPensserrsnsssssnse 120 &8 per 1b 3, ;¢
L9 ex 175 buckwheat, barley, ryeee..es ses item 52 per bu, 12
50 ex 195 buckwheat meal or floure.... sce item 61 per 100 1b L5¢
5 ex 195 pot, pearl, rolled, roasted

OF Eroundecs..esomesosessco 528 item 61 20%
52 ex 175 barley, n.o.p(trade includes

L9 & 58)vuueurcrransnnaans 22 7  per bu. T3¢
53 18Lh  cormmeal.sciessencrarerasnes 661 660  per bbl 50¢
sh) 185  hominy gritSesesccecsccsssce) 575 576 (10%
Sb) 185  corn gritSisececcciessssecces) -7 (742

*55 16?7  Indian cOrficeesevercessecsnes 27,402 27,400  per bu. B¢

56 168  0atScsscesiiessscnsescassase Upy227  L;200  per bu. k¢
57 188 - - par 100 1b 50¢
S8 ex 175 see item S per bu, 6¢
9 ex 195 see iten 61 per bbl.LS¢
éo 174 n 11 per bu. 12¢
61 ex 195 wheat flour & semolina

(trade includes 50, 51, 59). 37 34  per bbl, 50¢
63 172 rice, clemedie.ssseacersese 2,658 2,173  per 100 1b 70¢
6L 228 52go & taploCaie. seseereses 223 187 1734
65 203 biscuits, not sweetened.....Trade included in Schedule B 173%
637511 2347 dog and pet £00dseeercesesse 347 1732/15%
66 204 tiscuits, sweetened....Trade included in Schedule B 25%
67 208 macaroni & vermicellieecosss Lo3 341 per 100 1b £1,25
78 1663  florist stock, ferns,

palms, etCeso.rr.. 13 sl 1738
78 1665 florist stock, gladioli bulbs 1ok 13 17
9 1662 florist stock, azaleas, etc.. 2,103 963 123¢
79 166},  florist stock, tulip bulbs... 613 15 128%

L

79h) 16L6  rose bushes (multiflora)..... 589 425 ( 1232
791) (rose bushes n.0ePs)ers-sesess ( ea 3}¢
83a 125  potatoes, NuOsPrsseccsssersse LU,87h  L)87L  per 100 1b 3734
83c 124 potatoes, sweet & YaMeaeossoe 666 €59 free
834d) 133 potatoes, dried, and
83e) sweet potatoes.D.OoPassses 662 662  per 1b 1-3/L¢

# Corn for agricultural purposes including the production of feed for poultry and
farm animals is exem*,
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CANADA - Scheduls C ~ 5% Tariff Surcharge Imposed from June 25, 1562

Tariff Import __1%1 Imports =~ MFN/GATT Tariff
Noe Stat, No, Trade Dgsoription Tot From U.S. before Surcharge
8k 122 Onions, shallotBeeesrosssesss 1,914 1,466 20%
8s 12 mushrooms, freshessesscsnsess 67 66  per 1b Li¢
87(1) ex 128 artichokes, fresh ) ih‘ee
87(13)ex 128 eggplant ) 108
87{1L)ex128 horseradish ) (free
87(16)ex.128 okra ) 2,820 2,690 (free
87(18)ex 128 parsley ) (10%
87(25)ex 128 watercress ) (20%
87(26)ex 128 whitloaf or endive ; 80;

2 12 tabl -1 0!
i1y repetaples, ey mon ) g sk 10%
5921; 141 oanned asparagus,.,........., 359 353 243
85(2 109 canned beans, green or waXeo. 89 3 per 1b 1¢
89(3) W3 cained COTN seressscsssssasos 164 18  per 1b 13¢
89(L) L5 canned PoaS.ee-ssesessrsssare 79 & par ibl
89(5) 137 canned t0matoes.escescse. eas 1,424 259 per 1b 2¢
89(2) -150 canned, baked bealS.sssessnre u12 389 per 1b 1l
89 ex(5) 138 tomato paste, canned .eseeess 3,017 2,571 per 1b 1
89(6) 7 vegetables, n.o.p., canned...  85h 538 15¢
90(1) ex 135 asparagus, frozen ) (22
90(2) & 136 Brussel sprouts, frozen ) (22
90(3) vegetables, frozen, n.ocp. ) 2,437 2,392 (15%

beans, green, wax, frozen ) (15%
90(3) beans, lima, frozen ) (15¢
broceoli, frozen ) (15%
peas, frozen ) (15%
90a T13 vegetables, dried,e.ce.eecee 1,678  1,U417 0%

ex 90a 1595 soya bean flour eeeeese ereve 249 218 173%
90 1843 vegetable £1OUrcscssessscase 807 807 20%
90b) 151 dckles, packaged seseecscsse 625 Lé6 0%
90h) ?h'\cludes okra, sliced & salted) (3
90b) 152 Plekles, NeOuPesessovorsnsases 2,116 . 520 20%
$0h) (4ncludes okra, sliced & salted) : =

(153 SAUCES, NeOePeococcsassasesses 1,187 1,057 & (34
90¢ (155 S@UCES, S0Yeaseesss P .1 52 20%
{154 KOtChUDssssessesassassssaanras 520 520 . 204

(131 mustard, 1iquid.ese.ensse eeses  T1 % - 20%
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Trade Descriptioh _

00
1961 ts

MFN/GATT Tariff

otal From U,S, before Surcharge

Tarift Impart
ﬁo Stat, No.
90d  ex 5226!4‘
‘132
(
(
(227
(2272
ax (2347
90e ex 133
901 51839
1845
%h ex 152)
ex 151)
91 2270
92(9) 26
92(9) ex 20
92(22) 29
92(12) 18
93 1
94(a) %
95b 12
95¢ ex 20
96 0
99 ex L2
99a 39
99b L2
99b 1
990 41
994) )
99e) 36;
99 37
9% (32
(LW

pastes, hash, etc, of
vegetables & meat.or.fish,..

or both (includes pate de fole with truffles at

meat pies, frozen cccicecanse

complete dinners, frozen.eec.e .

dog food & pet £00desecsceese
potatoes, precooked s.ceiesce

vegetable coloringSscccsssese
vegetsble flavoringSeescssses

okra, sliced or saltediseces

59k Lé2

755 755
959
see item 65

ses itan 83d et al

3n 352
1,064 906
se0 item 90b

goups, soup rolls, tablets,etc. 921 u7s

nectarines, freshsescsssccese
quinces, freshiseesesscccscce

blueberriesecscscccssossascns
berries, n,0cPessecssiseranes

apples, fresheciciirsaccensas
grapes, vitis viniferassseces
MElONSesssessressassnassosase
passion fruiteesecceccecnces
fruits, fresh, NeOsPessscesss
banarias, dried, evaporated...
plums or prunes, driedsesecsee
dried fruits, NeOePacevcsescs
apples, driede..cocosoccvccre
ral 8inSeqervasseassscciresoce
dateSesecscsesscesnsacrsrsace

excegt unpitted in packages

weighing 10 lbs. or less ,.
figs, dried, e..evecsencennse

spricots & nectarines, dried,
pears, driedessivcsscsssrcess

282 . 267
Ne8e n.a,
228 228
i1 12
1,262 L,039
12,273 12,928
2,61l 2,268
see item 96
400 382
ses item 991
2,84k 2 810
254 23
309 296
8,32 2,633
)
1,766 32&3;
636  L72
%7 226
26 2%

.Cxined meats, poultry & game.. see items 8, 82, et a1l 20%

10%)
20%
20%
0%
17

10%

5%
208
10%
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CANADA - Schedule C - 5f Tariff Surcharge Imposed from June 25, 1962

. TIO00
Tariff Import 1961 Imports MFN/GATT Tariff
Noo Stat, Noe Trade Description otel From U,S, before Surcharge
998 ex 2 dried fruits, NiOsPiseccsne See item 95b 15%
10ka (61 fruit pulp, unsweetened or
sweetoned..sesseseroarons 1049 366) per 1b 13¢
(63 grapafruit, orange & lemon )
PUlPeesesccsinraacrancnns 99 72)
105 (ex 61 fruit pulp, unsweetened or )
sweetened ).. see item 10La per 1b 2¢
(ex 63 grapefruit, orange % lemom )
pulp . .
1050 ex 60 olives, rive, in brinessee. see item 10Se free
105¢ g2 olives, sulphured in brine,
not bottledscescosrsssane 2,690 539 15%
1054 33 cherries, sulphur or in brine,
N0t bottledeeeesseserrens 1,301 13 15%
058 60 fruits % nuts, pickled or

mroserved (includes melons,
pineapples & papayas
pickled or m‘eserveds esene

105¢ (62 Jellies, JaMSeers ivacassasne 17 95) per 1b 3¢
- (54 DArMALAd6S. e erueeasanorane 430 5)

625 120 15%, 10% or free

105h ex 63 oranges, grapefruit, lemons,

sliced or in pulPe...esso see item 10La 5%
1053 ex 60 zucca melons, peeled, sliced,
or sulphuredecsscsecssses see item 10Se 10¢
105k ex 56 canned mint flavored
pineapple.ss s cesscassns see item 106 cer 1t 2¢ v
106(3) 50 peaches, canneds.sesseserse 3,129 3,076 per 1b 23¢
(1) 49 apricots, canned. 66k 291 per 1b 2
(4) s pears, camed s.eees 797 680 per 1b 2¢
(5) 56 pineapples, carnedscesesses 5,541 2,305 per 1b 2¢
(8) 57 fruits in cans, N.OwP.esess 1,849 617 per 1b 1¢
(n 6l mixed fruits in cans ....ee 6,067 5,993 per 1b 2
(2) ex5S? cherries, cannedieescseanes see item 106(8) per 1b 14¢
(6) ex 57 prunes, cannedscesscesssaes see item 206(8)  per 1b 1-1/3¢
107(1)) (blueberries, frozen ) per 1b 1-3/4¢
(3)) 48  (peaches, frozen Joueor 396 3b9 per 1b 23¢
[(h))] (fruits, n.o.p., frozen) per 1h 2¢
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000 -
Tariff Import 1961 Imports MFN/GATT Tariff
Nog Stat, No, Trads Description Total From U,5, before Surcharge
108 2337  honey & imitations.eseseess. 222 167 per 1b 13¢
109 (92 Brazil nuts, not shellede... 303 271) per 1b 1¢
(93 filberts & hazel nuts, : )
( unshelledessss esioraornes Lo7 76)
(97 other nuts, not shelled, n,o.p. 327 317)
(102 Peaniuts, NeOePassesrercserss 52 L3)
(103 filberts, shellede..es.eeess %16 39)
(104 other nuts, shelledssseiesss 178 159)
(105 Brazil nuts, shellediesessae 1238 12)
(106 cashew nuts, shelledieiessse 1,859 171)
109 ex (96 walnuts, not shelleds..s..ee 752 593) free
(103 walruts, chellsdesssesssasss 3,225 39)
(91 almonds, not shelledese-s.ss 297 52)
(10 almonds, shelledsssssscesess 1,607 L62)
(95 pecans, not shelledes..vevss 1h? 1h7)
(107 pecans, shelledaes.scsresses 1,227  1,227)
109a 9L peanuts, green, fresh;
shellad OF NOtesssessesees 8,477 3,47k free
1o 81 COCOANULSes e 0osrnetscasne 72 1 per 100 50¢
113 83 cocoanuts, desiccatedo.sssse  1,L6L 887 per 1b 3¢
113a 8l copra, not preparedise.ssens - - free
115 (2091 cod, haddock, pollock, fresh 172 171) per 1t 1/2¢
(2054 herring, fresNiecssesrcssens 27 L) or free
(2101 5almon, freshesssesssesasans 231 224}
(2103 fish, all other, 7reshssssss 1,106 38k)
(e111 cod, haddeck, pcilock, dried 38 1)
(2120 fish, dried, NoOcPecessssace 30 L)
(2121 fish, other, pickled, salted 221 27)
(2122 fish, other, smoked, boneless 230 20)
ex 115 2115 herring, plckled or salted.c LsY 10 free
ué (2092 halibut, fresheseses.cn.s 180 L75) per 1b 1/2¢
ex (2121 halibut, pfckled or salted.,. see item 115 )
19 (2139 pllchards, cannedessisecrases 22 21 11 to 3i¢
[€217) anchovies, sardines, canned.. 1,492 5 per bex
120 ex 2140 anchovies, ¢aned suseessesee  Sce item 119 1¢ to 3 per box
121 (2123 © tuna fish, cannediee.see.eees 1,596 0) 0¥
(214 fish, preserved in oil, n.o,c, 1,031 16)
{includes bonita)sece .ve.e . ; 1742
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CANADA - Schedule C - 5% Tariff Surcharge Imposed from June 25, 1962

TR0 =

Tariff Import 1961 Imports MFN/GATT Tariff
Ro, Stat. No, Trade Description Total From U.S. before Surcharge
122 2146  Herring, in sealed containers 200 1 258
123(a) 232 kippered herring in sealed

containerseesssssrsserves 26 68 173%
123(b) 2138 salmon, camnedessscessescss 1,112 1,093 15%
123(e) aLs fish, prepared or pre-

3erved, NeOeDesaccssrosse Loo 161 2234
124 ex 2145  shell fish, fresh.....ees0e 560 item 123(c) 174%

124a  ex ALS shell fish, preserved or
Preparedeeesssssesessasna  See ltem 123(c) 223% or 173%

125) 2100  oysters, shelled, in cans,. 627 627 fres
12%a) oysters, prepared or pre= .

served or in shell.e.sees 15%
127 er. 2115 crustaceans, fresh, prepared

or preserved, NeOeDesessss 8@ item 123(0) 1734
128 2096 lobsters, fresh or boiled.. 287 282 free
12Ba - 2133 lobsters, canned, prepared,

NeOsPososssssssoscscsrane 27 K14 223%
129 2131 crabs in sealed containers 382 8 308
130 2090 shrimp, prawns, f{resh or frozen 2,737 1,813 133
133 2153 all other fishery produce.. 882 607 1784
137 255 molasses for home consumption 95k 70 per gal. 1¢
137a  ex 390 rMolasses powdeTeessssesersss 566 item 711 per 100 1b L5¢
10 256 syrups of cane or beet L8 T  per gal &3¢
120 - converted tobacco leaf for

bindersSsscessssesssssseass neas  n.ao per 1b 75¢
153a 73 grape juice, in containers over

. 1 g2lloNeeacessesasssssen 220 a8 per gal 20¢ plus 3¢

167 224 malt, whole, crushed or ground S S per 1b 1/3¢
167a 187 malt flour, NeOcPescscrscsce 3l 31 per 1b 1/2¢

168 ex 187 malt flour with less than
S0% maltesseeescssoassesse 568 item 167a  25% plus 5S¢ 1b

168a 365 ralt syrup & extracts 272 174 xS
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Tariff Impart 1961 ts
Noe State No, Trade Description ot m Ue
181b - 420  processed pspar for duplicat- ‘
ing machines,escs-eoessece 704 695
187a 9012  films for asrial photography - 72 72
187b ex9020 sensitiged negative film for
nmotion picture cameras,,.. .see item 187e
. . Schedule B
187¢ 7125 photégtpphic dry plates .... 149 14
( 1161  cardboard, bristol board, ete, 938 887 )
( 4162  chipboard, biscuit board, )
( layer board ceceerescncee 4,291 - 4,275 )
( 4164  millboard & binders board . %7 312 )
( 4212  blotting paper seeescsssess 102 100 )
éx4227  tarred paper, roofings ....  see item 192¢ )
( 4170 °  pulpwood & other boards ... 2, %2 2,%8)
( 4168 test board, Jute board,
192 ( kraft board,etc. .e.eseee 1,278 97)
{ 4169 wallboard, insulating board 1,281 1,019 )
( 4172 felt board sevecersrocrrane 576 576 )
( 4173  press Doard suvesescscvcnns 637 628 )
( 4174  shoe boards .eveescssssnsse 677 39% )
( 4176  gypsum wallboard & lath.... 19 19 )
(ex7128 glass wool or fibre glass . see item 326a )
(ext226  shingles of paper or felt . see item 192¢ )
(ex3485 o'l cloth floor linoleum .. see item 573a )
{ 4159 playing card stock seeeeess 0)
192b 7202 coated abrasive paper
or cloth ssececcscssncces 1,37 1,201
192c  ( 4226  shingles of paper or felt . 10 10 )
{ w227 roofing sheathing paper
prepared ceceecesessss-s 738 733)
193 4241 bags or sacks of paper .... 1,523 1,493
194 4293 playing c‘ards cisnnsnsenne 149 95
( 4191 grease proof, parchmentine
( etc, paper............... 106 106
1970 (4192 tissue wrapping paper ..... 55. 53
( 4193 vegetable parchment paper . 61 39
( 4197  wrapping paper, N.0.p. .ee. 554 421
{ 4195 wrapping paper, kraft ..... 440 433

et o Nt

MPN/GATT Tariff
before Surchar

M
108 -

10%
15

20

20%
208
per pack 7¢

2244
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Tariff Import 1961 Imports  MFN/GATT Tariff
No. Stat, No, Trade Deseriptien Total From U.S. before Surcharge
( 4183  book, printing & litho paper 1,913 1,903 )
( 4186  COVEr Dapers .secvessossosses 176 154 )
198 ( 4187 surface coated paper, n,o.p. 1,936 1,504 ) 223
( 4204  ruled, border & boxed papers 325 284 2
( 4220 pads, not printed .e.eeeeees 71 60
( 4217 gummed Paper sesessvecscanss 1,004 938 )
( 4188 carbon Paper cesvisesasesene 467 375 )
( 4190  Wax Paper ..eseseersironssan 523 513 )
( 4196  wrapping paper, oiled n.o.p. 594 593 )
(ex4191 grease proof & glassine paper see item 1970
198b exti2l? Cigarettc paper, gurmed ,... see item 198 154
( 4243  fibreboard or paperboard )
199 ( containers siuevessereaens 4,132 4,026 ) per lb, 4/5¢
( 4258 shipping containers of fibre ) but not less
( Or Paperboard e.sesecsores 955 937 ) than
199¢ 4231 waxed stencil paper for
duplicating machines ..... 652 88 2234
2074 ex8415 anti-freeze compounds n.a. n.a, 155
226 ( 2303  candles, N.0uPs cevesssase 131 85) 204
( 7184  candles, paraffine wax .... 165 77)
2 ( castile 08P srserecnarenes 170) b, 1
e ( ex8236 toilet §08P,N.0.Ps «cvssnas B 7 ) per d
231 ex8366 baking powder ....eessesass n.a. n.a, per 1lb. 5¢
232a 2331 gelatine, N.0.P. .iesevass 104 16 2244
232¢ 2329 gelatine, edible ....eceves 1,032 807 224% or free
232¢ 1824 mucilage & gIUE ...reessens 121 104 20%
and per 1b,23¢
235 %4 liquorice, not sweetened ,. 104
235a Wk liquorice paste, not sweetened } 144 144 12
235b 6l liquorice in rolls or stacks ) 1
247 8213 liquid fillers, anti-corrosive
and anti-fouling paints and
ground liquid paints ...... 3,334 3,255 20¢
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- €$000
Tariff Import : 1961 Imports MEN/GATT Tariff
Nos Stat, No, Trade Description Total From U.S. before Surcharge
247a(1) ( 8211  artists' & school children's
( colors and fitted boxes ' 1,242 623 156
247a(2) ( 9021  artists' brushes s.sessssess 181 38 ) 17344
( W75  artists' Canvas sueevecessas F 32)
248 814 spirits varnishes & lacquers 796 751 per gal. 85¢
249 8216 varnishes, lacquers, japans,
DeOuPe  eonrrencnassansnne 1,474 1,430 per gal, 15¢
and 15%
253 8202  pPutly sv.eevrrassconccenrses 165 161 2244
: 255a 1577  shellac, bleached ..eesesses 53 50 108
257 8407 ANk, WrAtng seeesesersssees 199 150 20
B 271b 7167 petroleum ludricating oils,
i 25¢ per gal, or more ...., 10,859 10,741 1244
4 272a 7181  petroleum & lubricating
: greases, NaOeDs secesssre 2,255 2,233 15
j 275 7186  1liquified petroleum gases .. 813 808 1245
. } palm oil, N.0uPs eecvoaneses
: 276b (¥) 1611 paim kernel 0il,n.0.p. a.v.. ( S°€ item 277 208
: 276d(3) 1613  peanut Oil N.0.Ps cesesaese 1,455 120 20%
276e(5) 1610  olive 0il, N.OsP. sesassasss 1,120 L4 L4
' 276£(6) 1619  soya bean 0il N.0.Ps sessses 2,751 2,751 208
276g 1620 corn oil, crude or refined ., 2,977 1,169 20%
( 2628  oils, hydrogenated, blown ., 2,875 2,721 )
A E 1233 peanut 011 eireeeerciesecns.  see 276d(3) g
i 1601 castor ol sevsericirenians 710 25
;% (1611  palm & paim kernel oil ..... 5,205 13) 26
: ( 1620  vegetable 0il, N.0.Ps «v..p. Sea item 276g )
: ( 1625  vegetable oil for textiles . 488 479 )
© 281 7027 Arebrick,mi0upe seevesenss 2,779 2,841 15
3 .
T 282 ( 7021  building brick 2,076 2,067 )
( 7028  paving brick eeeseseersees 12 129 15
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; €$000
Tariff  Import . 1961 Imports  MFN/GATT Tariff
No, Stat, No, Trade Description Total From U.3, before Surcharge
( 7029 building blocks, partition )
hollow & fireproof builde )
2822 ( ing tile .iveiserecenasses  1,1% 1,089 ) 174
( 7226  cement nanufactures, n,o.p. 861 812 )
( 7056  manufactures of clay n.o.p. 1,043 985 )
2840 ex7301  gypsum tile ..eiviiereecees n.s. na, 208

287a ex7047 stoneware, Rockingham ware
& earthenware, n.o.p. .. n.a, n.a. 1744

2870 ex7046 undecorated tableware ...., see item 287,Schedule B 158

288a 7048 chenical stoneware ........ 203 189 1734
305¢ 7232 marble sawn or sand .
rubbed (not polished) ... 859 359 5t
3054 7216  Granite, 6aWM eeeeveeserss 131 108 158
305e ) ( 158
305 } 7210  building stone 927 741 ( 15%
6a ) (per 100 1b, 20¢
06b ) (per 100 1b, 45¢
308 7270  manufactures of stone n,o.p. 171 15 304

312 ) 7001  asbestos packifig «eiecenases 429 27n)

312a) 7005  asbestos brake linings and ) 1284
) clutch £acings cuevecanses 188 181 )
) 7003  astestos manufactures ...... 3,553 2,296 )

)

{ 7091  sheet glass, in rectangles , 4,652 2?
N8 ( 7099  glass sheets, wired .vevvese 640
( 7090  sheet glass, transparent ... 4,35 424 )
( 7093 plate glass, not over 7 sq.ft., 288 100 )
19 { 7094 plate glass, over 7 sq.ft, 3,065 977 ) st
( 7095  plate glass N.O.P: seersasee 9,425 6,911
( 7099  glass sheets, wired ,....... see item 318
(
(
(

7111 ornamental colored glass ... 226 61
7112 painted, obscured white glass 932 7

)

}

7099 plate glass N.OuPe +sseesess  Se€ item 319 )

320 ;
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( 7099 plaﬂe €1238 N.O,Pu sersseaes  Se8 item 319 ) o
( 7095  ©plate glass, N.0Du +esesese  Be item 319 )
321 ( 7111 ornamental colored glass ... see item 320 ) ?i‘ﬁ
( 7112 painted obscured white glass see item 320 ) -
( 7100  sheet glass, Nu0.DPe <sersse 1% 35)
322 7097 laminated glass, sheet '
or Plate .iee.ersrssseeens 31 37 1244 or 25
323 7127  manufactures of laminated glass see item 326a 296
( 7127  manufactures of glass n,o.p. 3,828 2,959)
( 7129 glass DLOCKS evsevnerenaanss 477 441)
326a ( 7128  glass wool or fibre glass .. 1,529 1,525) 1744
( 7086  lenses glass,N.0.P: ssereass 540 L&)
( 7119  insulating window units .... 674 135)
326c(2) ‘¢lass shapes for Xmas tree ornaments n.a. ' n.a. free
(3) glass shapes for vacuum bottles .... n.,a. n.a. 56 _
3261 7088 moulded, illuminated shades
& reflectors of glass or
Plastict eseerisrersscssees 2,538 2,120 15%
326m 7079  decanters & machine made
tumblers os glass, not cut
or decorated ...ceesssiree n.a. N.8e free
326n 7121  articles of glass or glass-
ware to be cut-or mounted 562 229 1%
327 7126 spectacles, eyeglasses, lenses 1,210 482 208
328 9082  spectacle & eyeglass frames 3,34 2,785 15%

87270 0—62—pt. 4—11
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Import MFN/GATT Tariff
No, __Stat: .No, ta before Surcharge
339 6068 manufactures of lead, n,o.ps 336 a6 25%
339a 6065 lead capsules for bottles.,. L6 3 2244
339 6103 collapsible tubes of
aluminum lead or sinc,.... 348 342 25%
346 6mé 2inc mamufactures, n.0.p.... 2686 2552 173%
350 (6050 COPPOT Wil®ee.eeveanesacsaes U3 37 (208 or 73
%6033 brass wire..eciseecssaresess 120 7 5
6250 wire nob-ferrous N.0.Pseess. 778 Lso
(5250 wulding rods and wires of
811 MANdSesaisranserseenss 76 3190  (
3508 n.a. ;. electrical resistance wire
with 8l1CyB.sesecvcscensas NiBe n.a, Free
351 6247 wire, covered, non-ferrous.. 6475  Loo3 20%
351b (6051 wire cloth of coppereecccesss 20 17 (20%
(6034 wire cloth of brass.....es.. 138 n6
35le 6033 brass Wire, N.0.Peieessesses See item 350  15%
352 (6235 nails and tacks, brass or
6o bcopper.................... lg %‘; (20%
rass hand pumps, N.0wPessse 2
(6031 brass valveSe.eeessscsceases 5004 4102 §
(6032 brass meters and parts...... 340 322 (
(6238 brass rivets, burrs, and
washers..... csesnrrensanes 86 g
(6035 brass manufactures, n.,o.p...lzosh 10537
(6223 brass and copper bells and
BONEBsasranssrasneesssnsne 315 261 (
(6052 copper manufactures, n.g.p.. 1 1620
s 6 copper in bars, rods.ceseses 55 sl (
6047 copper in strips, sheets,
OF platesS...ceesncsrersass 168 136 |
(60L8 copper tubingesesscesscraces 086 278 §
(6023 brass in ingot bars or rods., 766 269
(6024 brass in strips, sheets, or
PlateBe.soscscrassscsassne 3US 18
(6025 brass tubingeeescecessnesess 693 632
(5733 water heater partS...esesese 952 943
(6037 plumbers brass goods........ U913 3860
(6260 cigarette lighters.......... 1020 65
352y 6240 screws of brass or copper... 156 30%
352¢ 6035 brass manufactures, p.o.p... See item 352 30%
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lgél %Mta MFN/GATT Tariff
Trade Deseription Total From 1S before Surcharge

Tarift Import
No, Stat. No.
353a 6004 aluminum pigs, ingots, and )
blocks ;. 868 ..eiersrnsenes  LBY k78 (per 1b, 13
353a 6007 aluminum bars, rods, and
WirebarS.,sseesseeseranese 711 530 (
353 6007 aluminum bars, rods, shests,
steips, and circles....... See item 353a (per 1b. 3¢
353b éo11 aluminum plates, sheets, and
BETADPS. seresesrcersaneeens 7595  L3u6 (
353¢ 6006 aluminum angles, channels,
beams, 6tCisessssssrassncs 355 276 22
253d 6013 alumirum wire and cable,ssos 183 165 22
J53e 6010 aluminum pipes and tubed..,. 580 g 22
354 (6015 aluminum manufactures, nop.. 15375 14326 (22
(6103 collapsible tubes of :
- AlUMNUM,eesesessessnsseae See item 3350 (
ex (5733 water heater parts of
AlUMINUMesssransesecsonses Nods  Meas (
354a 6014 aluminum kitchen or houge=
hold holloware,.sessessess 1338 882 2242
35L1 6013 aluminum wire and cable...., See item 353d Free
357 (6123 Brittania metal and manu-
. fAcCtUreS.csstsvranssscnces 13 5 (20%
(6075 -German nickel, Nevada silver, L1
manufactures of, not -
Platedesecercecnssasenesse 127 - 105 {
366 (6127 watches, more than one jewel 1433 . 33 (30% but not less
(6128 watches with one orno jewels 520 * 35 (than Lo¢ each
367 6136 watch cases and partS....c.. 1311 628 »
368 (6131 €10CKB . eosesrssesaasssnonnes 795 (30% but not less
(6132 clock movements. 87 (than LO¢ each or
(6134 time recorders.. 222 (25%
{6135 alarm clockB.ess. .e 160 (
379 (5070 concrete reinforcing bars,
hot rolled..ciscossssseses 5S07L 13 (10%
(5071 bars, carbon steel, hotrolled 5989 3238 2
(5075 bars, alloy steel, hot rolled 2171 1526
(5079 wire rods, ateel, hot rolled. See item 379¢c
379a (5053 bars carbon steel, cold drewn 1069 Lol
(5087 bars alloy steel, cold drawn., L$5 3%0
379 5091 bars or rods, steel, fabri-
cated,ivenreerrioncnssrsses 983 659
379¢ 5079 wire rods, steel, hot rolled. L065 82 per ton $3.00
379d 5079 rods, coiled, of iron ar

steéel for wire fencing,..,. Ses item 379¢ Free

~
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Tariff Import Trade Descriptiocn 13 8
No, _Stat .No. ta. on “before Surchargs
380(1) (5070 concrete rednforcing bars,, See item 379 (10%
(5152 bearing plle carbon steel.. 1086 873 (
(5153 wide flange beams, carbon ‘
8t061 . cnacrceansearrass Sra 1tem 380(2)(
(5156 scructural shapes, carbon
8Y8€Llesssecerviascacscnse
large sige8......c0c00ie0s See item 380(3)(
(5157 structural shapes, carbon
steel, intermediate sises See item 360(3)(
(5159 structural shapes bar sises
6arhon 6te6l.e.sessscesss  LOLT 6 (
(5161 cheet piling, carbmn steel. 1450 B2 (
(5164 structural shapes, alloy
steel..ieuenns eveencecare 245 - 176 (
(5165 structural shapes, fabricated
DiOuPassescerssssonsanses So¢ item 3808 (
380(2) (5182 bearing pile.i..i.sneeseces  See item 380(1)(per ton $5.00
(5153 wide flange beams, carbon
Bt861..cirricanniasiarees 20898 16218 (
380(3) (5152 bearing pile...cciecssesess See item 3&0(1g(mo
(5153 wide flange beams.......... See item 380(2)(
(5156 structural ehapes, carbon
steel, large sises, n.o.p 3949 2184 (
(5157 structural shapes, carbon
steel, intermediate
81868, N.OPreresancasees 3171 796 (
380a 5169 structural shapes, fabri-
catedeiciinirnacancnanses 2375 2085 2234
381 (5100 plates, carbon steel 60" or
888ccaresreresesarsorcss 23U6 605 (10%
(5102 plates carbon steel, 60" to
erenevsasesanssncense 3279 993
(5103 plates carbon stesl, over
. & 810 (
(5104 floor plate, carbon steel.. 974 656 (
(5106 plates fabricated or coated
NeOsPrscssonesscsaseesnes 32k 28 |
(5108 plates stainless........q.. 2037 1453 2
(5109 plates alloy steel, n.,o.p.. 1296 1277
381a 5107 plates, flanged or dished
drilled or noteeesceseses 1138 135 20%
361 5106 plates fabricated or coated
NuOsPrrssccnssssasesesass Se8 item 381 158

MFN/QATT Tariff
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382(1) (5124  sheet and strip, carben
steel, hotrolled, leecs
than Z4".un,0cPesesceeece 1776 1108 (10%
(5125  shest carbon hotrolled, 2
LT3 L 176 602 (
(5126  shest carbon hotrolled over
[ 1 PO PR k11 S 3 S §
(5131 sheet for porcelain ensmel-
1Boressanensasnessanses 1324 1322 (
(514l  sheet and strip ctainless
steel..... ceeensnns veeees 10243 6877 (
(5148  sheet and strip alloy
8t861...0.0.Pevsccacessas 284 276 (
(5149  sheet and strip corrugated
or fnbricstod, NeOsProsss 5d‘ hhg (
382(2) (5127  sheet carbon c.r, under 2i® 2322 15h7 (5%
(5128  sheet carbon c.r. 2L* toS1* 1145 795 ?
(5129  sheet carbon c.r. over 51 174k 174k
(5131 sheet for porcelain encmel-
INE.iirancosceresnesnsass See item 382(1) (
(51l  sheet and strip stainless., See item 38251) z
(5148  sheet and strip alloy steesl See item 382(1)
(5149  sheet and strip corrugated
or fabricated, n.0.Pes... See item 382(1) (
382(3) (5132 ° sheet and strip iinplate,.. 591 187 (5%
(5139  sheet and strip coated n.op. Ses iten 382(%) (
382(k) 5133  sheet and strip galvanized, 1561 116  15%
382(5) 55133 sheet and strip galvanized. See item 382(LYX :.sz
5139 ° sheet and strip coated n.o.p, 2526 2410
382(7) 5147 sheet and atrip silicon
St@8lecerecarrnnnanaseass TOUM  69L3  123%
382(8) 5138 sheet® coated with metal,
NiOuPesserscccrassnserass 1117 1079  10%
382a s12l hoop steel, hotrolled, for
use in the manufacture of
hoCPBacesanas reveessrennse « See item 382(1) Free
3826 s1k7 sheet and strip, silicon

steel (for use in the .
manufacture of electrical
apparatus).......

See ‘Atem 362(7) Free

P PR
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Tariff . Import 1%1 %o_xis MPN/GATT Tariff
No. Stat .No. Trade Description To befors Surcharge
3820 W 5 sheet iron cr steel, c.r.,
over 51% wide, for use
in the manufacture of .
bathtub body stampings... n.8. n.s, Free
3824 et sheet or strip, with cutting
edge, for use in the manu- .
facture of cutting dies... n.a. n.a. 15%
38 sns rlate, cheet or strip, not
tampered or ground, for
B&WBe.seereneacessrsseans 1549 1259  Free
363a 5116 plate, sheet or strip,
tempered, for Saws.sees.. 325 211 7%
384 (5119 carbon steel for pipes, hot-
rolled over 60%......0es. 3237 2370 (73R
(5122 carbon steel for pipes, hot-
rolled, not over 15 3/8%, 1l o
(5123 carbon steel for pipes, c.r. 10 1 (
385 5134 sheet, and strip, carbon steel, .
terneplate,...c.ieencrcnne 1305  Free
387 5173 railvay rails, iron or
steel.ciriasrcnsecssinane 551 502, 10
387a 5169 structural shapes, fabricat-
ed, n.o,p. (rails other
than rallvay)e......eeeee See item 3808  123%
387¢ 5177 railwsy track materials,
neo,plintersections
switches, crossingsS..... 70 &2 25%
350 (5047 castings, iron or steel,
1al1eable N.OePesesecsees 698 693 (208
(5048 castings, iron or steel,
non-malleabls, NOP......n 573 568 (
(5049 castings, of steel, in the
Tough, NoOsPeasssssssssne 991 892 ¢
390a 5052 piston ring castings in
the rogh.csscerensocsvas 7 59  Free
392 5050 forgingo of iren or steel,
DiOWPeressesassasanssanes, 1509 1303 22K
392a 5051 forgings, of iron or steel,
hollow, not less than 12%
inside diameter; forgings
20 tON8 OF OVerseestseccs L3S 152 15 or 20%
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: : 500 =
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i No. . Stat .No. Trade Description ~ To o before Surcharge
1 3920 5058 forged golf club hesds..... 45 ks 108
' 35ka Sl axles for relluay vehicles.: L8 0 (ealf
b Soli2 axles for other vehicles... 257 254

: o Sol3 axles and parts, n,0.psesss 137 136 (
3
¢ 396 5161 pipes and tubes of cast irca 1412 235 1234
397 5197 pipes and tubes iron or
; steel, NeOePeccsecsnascee 12217 7255 20%
: 397a 5196 pipes and tubes, searless
. steel, cold drawn, nop... L609 3818 5%
3970 5189 corrugated, metal oulvert
: PIPBesasscsecccesasesnsss 163 163 15%
397¢ #.a. tubes of iron or stéel,
B welded, not mare than 4%
A inside diameter for ) .
Canadian mamufactures.... Ha, mR b
3
g 398 5191 pipes and tubes, steel, for
; pressure part8use.....e.e 2561. 1335 st
R 398a 5193 pipes and tubes, steel, oo ’
3 plain ends, for rolls for
: paper making machinery... 120 . 83 15%

398 5197 pipes and tubes, n,o,.p.

(hotrolled steel hollows °
for use in the mamu-
facture of steel tubes).., See item 397  Free

E

398¢ 5192 tubes, seamless steel, for
bearings..eesevnvecsonse. 278 2127 5%
399 5188 pipes and tubes more than

103" diameter and fittings,

steel, for the trans-

nmission of natwral gao

and crude 01leciersecsses 2238 761 15%

[P NI IR

399a 5185 0il country goods, steel,
BOPssertesssnantntorntons 6392 2680 10%
Lo1f 5205 wire, coated or covered with

any material, including
08ble N.0sPerescosaacsnes 478 389 258
Lolg  ex 521% wire iron or steel, n.o.p.. 2541 1115 15%

koza (5216 woven or welded wire fencing
NeOeProsasrasesoescccosns U2 16 (20%
(5220 wire cloth or screen, iron
3 07 BtO6liscesosccannaeses 562 209 (
402a ex 5221 wire netting, N.OePescsesce L6C 28 25%

T S T
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Tariff Import - 111961 Imports HFN/GATT 10
iy Stat,No, Trade Description Total From US _before Surche.
o R

Lo7 5235 silent chain and finished

roller chain and parts,

NeOuDe sosaesresansrrns n7 1807 15%
LO7a 5236 chains, n,0,p. and parts 813 653 2244
L10s(111) mine roof and wall support

systans of metal ,ecesee n.a, n.a, 123%
jAh3 556h saw mill machinery for use

in sawing lumoer sseesess 1053 793 123%
d11a (551 logging machinery, logging

cars, cranes, hlock and

tackle and parts, n,o.p.

for use in logging ee.... OLUBL 6156 (123%

(5225 wire rope for 10gging see.. 365 17 (

u11b 3589 woodworking machinery, ’

n.0,0s &Nd Parts seiesees See item L27/4278 15%
12v S51y flat bed cylinder printing

. presses to print sheets
- 25%38" or 1arger e.eesses ok 78 10%
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T$000
Tariff  Import 1961 %ﬁ ] MFN/GATT Tariff
No, Stat.No. Trade Description T% om S bofore Surcharge
ed (5515 offast presser; lithographic

Fresses; print presses .

1.0, and PATtS....esese 2WETS 10608  (10%
(5517 type maling accessories

and partSeessccaserconsso 83 ”

(
lak (5567 typewriters, electric...... 1270 1183 (20%
55508 typewriters, portable...... 1156 80 (
£509 typewriters, standard, nons
81oCtriCuerarresonsvesers  FhL TR ¢
[ATA 550k dictating, transcridbing and
cylinder shaving machines
80d PArtS.e.eaeeeccnnnaas 2324 1272 12H4
(A1 (5501 bookkeering, calculating, '
and invoicing machines,
and parts, N.OsPaassveses 29589 26652  (10%
(5510 electronic computers amd
] PArtS.ieeecrasenasanecess 8505  BUE  (
Whd  ex 5500 adding machings..ssssveesss 3436 1776 15%
lake 5502 cash reglsters.c.iie..eeeee 3562 2016 2218

1as (shk2 electric vacuum cleaners.., 3906 3555  (20%
(5ub3 hand vacuum cleaners attach-

ments and partSeececese.. 2535 2080 (
; 5o [3ABN clothes wringers.and metsl
: parts for domestic use... 106 w5 22
1 ALY 5%5 sewing machines, domestic,, 5838 225 (15
sulT parts of damectic sewing

BACINGS, eovsioancssnsss 1198 ™ (

[asr shh1 Carpat SWeepOrS.eceseseceos 74 g2 5%
i k20 ssho leather machinery and parts
N for tanning or embossing . -
. ' 168theressecessrrsannasss 342 33 5%
N 22 5561 rollers, strest or road and
: PArtSececianoenaninesnses 1821 1635 208

li22a 5560 road construction machinery

and parte not made in
: Canada..ciesesenessanesss 62012 5932 T7HE
¢ L22v 5561 trench and ditch cxcavating
nachines and partS.cesees m BN T/ §

b2y s2sh fire engines and other fire

. extinguish’ng machines

: and PartS.s.ieesecesscnnse 602 526  20%
koka s53l hand fire extinguishers and

automatic sprinkler heads 1678 1646 208



1806 TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1962

CANEDA - Schedule C - 5% Tariff Surcharge Imposed from June 5, 1962

>

“C§000 .
Tariff  Import . 1961 L_?"pgrta' MFN/GATT Tariff
No, Stat.No, Trade Description Tata. n bofore Surcharge
L26a 5512 machinery and apparatus

listed in TIk12a when for
use in the manufacture of

oelluloss articles....... 86 61 34
W2& ssn veneer drying machines and

T T 1-. 1 Loy 5%
h2be 5574 wire stichers and staplers,

not including power, and
PATt8erersancirnsnnnaces 1506 1209 5%

k27 ex(5280 outbosrd motors, except for

and . use in construction of
L27a Canadisn 8hipS....e.ccae.s NuBy N80 (2238 or 73%
ax(5281 outhoard motor part6..ie... N.8, N8, 5
(5293 milk clarifiers and parts.. 15 10
(sLsh ironers, domestic, electric .
' and partSecesceesrcesscane 6 6 (
(5518 shovels power, n,0.,p. not
made in Canada,. 2né 206 (
(5519 shovels power, n.
in Canaddsscecosones 1970 16894 E
§5520 parts of power ahavela..... SiTL 5099
g521 alr ard gas compressing
machinery and parts, nop. 10282 860k (
(5522 bakery machinery and
apparatus of all kinds... 3359 3010 2
(5523 chain saws and parts,...... 3557 3200
(5529 coal handling machinery,
n.0.p. and parts..ssees.s 156 1% (
(5530 concrete mixing machines,
ne0.pe and partBesesseess 1001 ¢ 931 (
(5536 fish preparing machinery
; and PartSeeessssssssecess 196 59 (
(5537 ice making and refrigerating
machinery, n,o.p and parts 10501 10642 (

(5548 roliing mill machines, n.o.p.

and PartS....eereevasnenes 2850 2252 (
(5593 cranes, hoists, and derricke

n.0.p. made in Canada,.., 2614 A7h7?
(5552 cranes, hoists, and derricks

NeOsPs Not made in .

Canada,cessrersansssrssess 3519 2823
(5554 parts of cranes, hoists and

dorricks, N.OsPesvssssses 2961 2252
(5556 paper mill machines, n,o.p. .

and PartSe.cs.eeceosessees 10041 4882
(5557 pulp mi1l machines, n.o.p, ’

and partSes.iesesecassess 2497 1315

(5598 pumpe, power n.o.p. and

PArtSeiccanrenacnnescasnse 12187 20417

S~ AN N A~
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CAATA - Schedule C - S% Tariff Surcharge Imposed from Juns 25, 1962

C3$000
Tariff  Import 1961 Imports  MFN/OATT Tariff
No. Stat. No. Trads Description To%KI §m—m before Surcharge
Le7 (5566  shoe machinery n,o.p. and
and T0uarernrrnvasensreans 1970 1619 (223% or 73K
427a (5569  street cleaning machinery
(cont.) and partBus.....eeeavsees 1161 1h9  (
(5572  water meters n.o.p. and
Buerecnsosaansensrses 86 70
(5573  water turbines n.,o.p. and
PATtSueceerronnaenenneoes 272 232
(5582 air conditioning apparatus
and partSe..ecesseesnsess 13902 13373 E
{5584  bottling machines and parte 2956 2863
{5585  bulldozers, angledozers and
similar equipment and
(5586 PArtS. sesoveveenosianesss 11395 10636 (
conveying equipment and
] B8eearenarsroresanence 6897 5068 (
(5587  power jacks and parts...... 1388 1209 (
(5576  machinery of iron or steel
N.0eP. 8nd PArtBaes.ecer.ers 159005 138709 (
(5588 stone orushing machinery
and Parteescessioecsneses 3623 3340
(5589  woodworking machinery n.o.p.
ond PartS.sececesecrsaeees 486 6499 (
(5590  alr conditioners, room size,
end PArtBesecesscecsserass 3586 3586 (
(5591  front end loaders, shovels,
and PArtSes.cseecreeesaess 15753 15860
(5632  tools for use in machines.,, 11279 9826  (
(5672 factory and warehouse trucks
motor driven n.o.p. and
Boeeseosssesassssassso Soe item 43Ba—Schedule B (
(%674 fork 1ift trucks and parts., 11042 10268
L27d 5589 machines for making wood bax
ONd8ensscncsonsseesenresss See item 427 2288
and 427a
k27e 5577 automatdc mechines for
making and packaging cigars
end clgarettes.ececrscses 883 7%
L7t 5578 machines for the mamifacture
of vensers and plywoods.. L35 339 T
L2 (ssh2  drilling and boring machines
and parts for metal work,. 2630 2095 (h‘z;--?bﬂ ar
2
(5543 grinding machines and parts
for metal working.......ss 5980 L3312  (
(554l lathes and parts for metal-
WOrKANGeoersnsavnoanerease U770 28L3  (
: (5545  milling machines for metal~
o WOTKANZa vecoansosnasnansss 2926 13k (

~ -
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CANADA - Schedule C - 58 Tariff Surcharge Laposed from June 25, 1962

TRADE

EXPANSION ACT OF 1962

-

C¥000
Tarift Import 1961 ts MFN/GATT Tariff
No, Stat. No, Trade Description before Surcharge
k27 %
(conty) (5546 planers and parts for metal
WOrKANgeesostesesssrresas 136 81 (Free-73% or 223%
(5547 presses and parts for metal
WOPK.lesesossasnosesenas  U6ST 3956  (
(5549 shapers, slotters and parts {
for metal workinges.ecse.. 1121 813 ( L
(5550 metal working machinery and
PArts, N.OwPercensanscses 9702 7990  (
k2% (5274 power bollers...eceessecsss 1098 1054 (20%
(5215 power boiler parts.,.eeeess 1462 1226 (
4280 (n.a, diesel and semi-diesel »
engines and parts, n,o0.,p. n.s. n.a, 2
(5267 engines loomotive, dlessl. 622 560 S
L2sb 3N table knives and forks,
L O D & [+ 177 &%
h29e $3T2 pen knives, jack and pockst
KNIVOS.seitarannrnnrannaes SS1 94 1788
U294 (5376 all other knives, n.0.pee..  L67 us  (20%
(5378 butcher and idtchen knives., 596 185  (
k25 5377 A 1+ & | b6 25%
L2t 5315 scissars and shears, n.o.p. 1238 385  20%
kasg 5373 resors and partdessecsecsss 503 Lo  25%
bogn S374 safety rator blades...eeses 399 A9 208
L3o 11 nuts, bolts, washers, rivets
coated or not, n.oc.p.y mut
and bolt blankd.eseseesses 5775 U360 per 100 1bs, So¢
and 178
li30a 5381 hinges and butts, iron or
steel, coated or not,
N.0,p.} hinge and butt
L5 T 993 631  per 100 1bs, 75¢
and 208
INT: ) screws of iron or steel,
costed or nots
(1) =3 wood screvs, ircn or steel nL 132 208
(2) 92 machine and other screws,
s DuOuPerssetrcseranrecesses 2778 2581 173K and
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TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1962

CANATA - Schedule C - 5% Tariff Surcharge Impceed from June 25, 1962

1 &dlgooﬂ.a
rotal Fooa T

Turiff Import MFN/GATT Tariff
No. _Stat, No, Trade Desciption before Surcharge
L3oc 539L wire roofing nsils of all
sizes ard wire nails one
SNOh OF MOP€iesaccecesssss 1738 190 per 100 1lbs, $1.,00
Lzod 5391 cut nails, iron or steel.... 164 159 per 100 1bs, LS4
U300 (5393 tacks of all idnds, n.o.p... 39 23 (2238
(5395 nails, brads, and spikes,
f40cPeserssscctocasscsacse 100 6 (
Q) (5353 spades and shovels, iron or
0%601eecuuirenreresanenees 160 29 (15%
(5623 BXOB.cassenenacocovracontnse 252 15 (
(2) n.a, hoss, pronged forks, rakes,
sesesesssesciaananenss MiBe N8, 15%
L31b (5621 - anvils and viSeS.....eee.0.0 376 138 (223%
(5622 sugers, bits, and drills,... 2693 825 (
(5625 hackeaw blades..cccesrecness 307 9l (
(5627 WrencheBeeeecassesronncnease 3169 2377
(5628 adzes, cleavers, hatchets,
screwdrivers, planes, etc, 1944 1036  (
(5626 BAWS, N.OcPrssorseesssecsass 561 187 (
L32 5605 hollow-ware, iron or steel,
coated or not, N.OePesssee 3740 312 20%
432a 5606 kitchen and dairy hollow-
ware, of iron or steel,
ccated with tinieeeeeseses 160 51 20%
h3v s60 hollow-ware, of iron or
steel, coated with vitreous
enatelescesccssesnccsecnses U39 307 224
L324 (5603 containers, tinplate, n.o.p.. L1 1136  (20%
(5607 manufactures of tin and tin-
plate, n.o.Peceeereccncnane 3223 3023 (
L3(2)  sess locomotives for railways,
NeOePosssesoccascscsanssans 307 307 25%
(2) 5256 locomotive chassis, tope,
vheels, and bodles.....oeee 566 565 25%
(1) ses? locomotives sawmill, mining
motar cars and partS....... 1129 916 20%
L3ka n.a, motor rail cars and chassis '
for use on railvays........ N.8, n.8, 208
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TRADE EXPANSION ACT

OF 1962

CANATA - Schedule C - 5% Tariff Surcaarge Imposed fram Juns 25, 1962

Tariff

No, Stat, No.

Import

Trade Description

T¥000
1961 Imperts
Q O

MFN/GATT Tariff
before Surcharge

u3s

L38

k39

L3y

L3ge

Lloa ex

LLoo
bhod(1) ex

4L0m

(5257
(5267

(9164

(9152

(5153
9152

5681

nn

(9172

(9173

(174

locamotives sawmill, mining
motor cars and partS..s..
engines, locomotive diesel,

railvay cars and parto, nop
railway cars, box and flat,
railway cars, passenger's..s
railway cars, tankKeeesssoon
railway Cars, N.OePesccoaes
rallway care, parts,.ssces.

bicycles, NeO0ePiesssssscese
tricycles, N.osPececescnnce

scrapers, railway or road,.
truck trailers,.c..cviivesee
mobile hames..esenceiananss
wheel barrows, hand trucks,

[ o R R
trucks and cars, N.O«Pecess

childrens carriages and
PArt8.cecivesasansensrane

childrens sleds and other
vehicles..ciracrsascocsas

open pleasure boats; sajl-
boats, sktffs, and
CANOBS.sscsssasncssscanne

launches, pleasure.......ss

racing shells exolusively
for amateur rowing clubs,

anchors for vesse.. weighing
less than ho 1bBeasvsannse

sircraft, not including
engines 1500 1bs, o
UNderssceotassassaressese
aireraft, not including
engines over 1500 1bs,,
not over 3000 1b8,.viceve
aireraft, not including
engines over 3000 lbs,
but not over 7500 1bs.s.s
aircraft, not including
engines, over 7500 1bs...

See item L3
See item L28e
sh sy
12 12
21 211
2k9 23k
1820 1617
2536 24
Lo 1
2699 2597
2001 19%%9
3753 3750
1397 1275
787 722
128 55
526 508
1625 1335
92 1510

gFree or 10%

(223%

(223%

520%

20%

See item LlOa ex

N.8e

a8

2963

1653
91030

Neds

2481

2960

1845
58630

15%

(Free or 15%
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CANiDA = Schedule C - 5% Tariff Surcharge Imposed from June 25, 1962

Tariff
No.

Inport

Stat, No.

Trade Description

MPH/GATT Tariff
before Surcharge

hhon

b3

(5258
(5259

(5260
(5261

(5687
(5698
{6068

9007
(9237

9239
52U6

(92l

(sns
(sné
(5717
(5718

(sny
(5721
(5723
(5724
(5728
(s1n
(5734

engines for aircraft not
over 200 hePessscsrssorse
engines for airoraft over
200 h.p. but not over
BiPesescsassoscsascee
engines for aircraft over
500 u1,p. but not over
1000 NePeccecsassnasacene
engines for aircraft over
1000 RiPesscscccosssssnes

bayonets, swords, fodlusees

covers or cases, gun o
pistol; game bags loading
Besersanscsniarsrocnes
shct gun shells, cartridges
ocartridges, metallicsess oo
cartridge cases, gun m,
percuasion caps and
TP8ecsvassvccscnnsene

amunition, n.o.p

apparatus for cooking or
heating buildings, and

parts
cookdng stoves, coal or
WOOdssraseavnncscsasssnnn
cocking stoves, slectrio,
valued at more than $25..
cooking stoves, gas,
valued at more than $10..
cooking stoves, gasoline or
oll, valued at more than
Ossevransscracnsrsnvacse
boilers, domestie, (hot
water, fwrnaces)e..coecnone
oll bumers, for domestic
fUrNaCes.eesscenorsaranne
electric space heating and
cooking apparatus, nop...
heating and cooking
apparatud, N.OsPescssscse
epacs heaters, oll, value
$20 each or OVeres.seesses
range odl DUrnerS..csssecee
water heaters, gas.,..ci.se

P
s21 520
105 1ok
163 163
L3086 13529
30 13
87 629
See item 339
179 170
158 b?
2 13
190 86
2567 1908
8 8
121 121
107 1106
23 13
247 2k7
139 139
lag3  Lors
S843 5395
508 Lok
55 55
693

(Pree or 15%
(

(
(

g?ii’

(2242

et I N . -
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TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1962

CANADA - Schedule C - S§ Tariff Surcharge Imposed from June 25, 1962

o et
T s

Tariff Import MPN/GATT Tariff
No. Stat. No, Trade Description before Surchargs
Lh3(cont.) (5735  water heaters, electric.... 313 298 223% (continued)
5736  water heateérs, N.OuPessssse . 275 27k
5739 furnaces domestic, gas..... 881 881
(5740  furnaces domestic, n.0.Pees 571 11: 8
(5725 perts for cooking and
heating apparatud...sesee 52861 12726 (
bh3a £T26 ovens for takeries
(commercial) and parts... 509 3 MW
WS 6333 gas meters and parts....... 1353 1181  223%
Lhkb 9081 lamp shades n.0.p. and
shade holderS.ia.rcseeses 220 22 2288
Lus 6328 electric light fixtures and
appliances and parts..... 0163 72001  22}%
bhSa (6315  1ights, electric; head, side
and tail, NeOuPrsscsesees 677 559 5225
6320  flashlights, penlights..... 916 h3o
(AR 6362  incandescent lemps, large.. 18795 175 25%
6303  fluorescent lampBes.ecscsces 6 1394
(630  mercury lamps..eeecseciesos  LSU k29
(6306  vapour lamps, N.OePecesecas 157 U8
(6307  sealed bean 1amps..esesees.  LBS 488
(6309 christmas tree and colored
llmpe(b\llbs).......n..u n? 2
(6310 miniature lemps, N.OsPeesoe U35 293
6311  photoflash bulbSsececereoss  US7 370
6312  photographic bulbs, n.o.p.. 316 296 (
(6325  electric light fixtures,
WSo (1) 6163 n.oap...............i.... See iten 445  (
o (1 telegraph apparatus, elec-
trio and m.-.:---..-. 5095 3863 20‘
(1) 64 telephone apparatus, olec-
tric and partS...eeeceeee 11201 7hO9 2288
LiSe (6139  batteries far flashlights
and part8.s.esvesncocscee 299 165 (248
(61  batteries piimary n.o.p.
and PartS..cveecsasrecess 1336 998  (
(6142  storage batteries, n,o.p.
- and pm....nn_-uuu. 192h 13& (
Lise (6 dynamos or generatars and
PATYS, D.OuPassssesscsass U39  5UT  (22M%
{6165  transformers and complete
PArt8isecssserecscsrsnsse 7309 59& (
Lhsg (6147 complete parts of electric
. BOLOTBasecererosencncsens 3980 371 (223%
(6154 electric motors valued less .
than $30.aesssececccecees 2710 2835 (
(6155  electric motors valued more
than $30cceeciersencasees G493 3839 _ (
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CANADA - Schedule C - 9% Tariff Surcharge Imposed from June 25, 1962

Tari Y Import

o6t
TTH%%

MPN/GATT Tariff

No. Stat. No. Trade Description before Surcharge
Lhsn (7055  eleotric insulators
porcelain and part8cssese 524 in }22”
(7291  electric insulators, n.o.p. 5L sus
L1 8157 €lectric sad irons and mats 1310 650  22if
LkSk electric apparatus and
complete parts, n,0.p.
(5510  e)ectronic computers and
PATt8.cvevecsescevrearves Seo item Nilo (2288
(5598 passenger elevators,
escalators and parts..... 1613 1562 (
(5599  freight and sidewalk
8lOvat B, c.terarvcencnes  TI2 % (
(5730  industrial furnaces and
PATtS.curesaresecaseesses 2075 1811
(5735  water heaters, elsctric.... See item bi3  (
(615  electric fuses and fuse
plugs and Basescsesss 1352 1039
(6151 lightning arresters,chokd
coils, &nd other protec-
tive 3evioceB..seeessereass 263 164 (
(6156  Rheostats, controllers ard
other starting devices
and parts, N.0uPeescssese 12463 11697
(6158  self contained lighting
wutfits and parts.ececees n i (
(6159  sockets, cutlets, and
receptacles and parts.... 2619 2603 (
(6150  spark plugs, magnetos, and
other ignition apparatus, 1436 1267 (
(6161 switches, switchboards, and
circuit breskers.cecessse 13981 11930  (
(61N electric instruments and
apparatus of precision... See item LiSu (
(6178 tape or wire recorders and
Berisienes veeesesrane 5026 27L6 5
(6179  electric meters, n.0uPese.. 1779 1513
(6180 compléte parts of electric
MOLOrSsescecssorssasssee 1134 1099
630l  mercury lampS...cecseesesss  See item LLSH
6306  VADOUr lamPB.sessscscesssss Sée item LLSH
6307  sealed beam 1ampS..cevsesee  Se8 item ULSH
6170 electric apparatus, n.o.p.. 32830 30917
6143  electric heating apparatus. ' 2478 2315
6149 semi-conductors and parts,., 2230 2032
khSn (7.  eleotrical instruments and
apparatus of precision
(not made in Canada)..... 20774 18808 (7%

(5510  electronic computers and

PAYtS..ceccrcentcnsercene See iten Nlo (

87270 O—62—pt. 4——12
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TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1982

CANADA - Schedule ¢ - 5% Tariff Surcharge Tmposed from Juns és, 1962

Teriff  Import 1961 s MPN/GATT Tarift
No, Stat, No, Trade Description To! before Surcharge
kiSo(2) n.a. sutomatic record changers,, n.a, n.s, 7%
[AR3Y Ne8. apparatus for receiving and
transmitting photographs,
weather maps and charts., n,.a, n.a, Free
manufactures, articles or
wares, of iron or steel,
or of which iron or steel
or both are the component
materials of chief value,
NeOcPocrrrossonrasescsnns
Lli6a (5054 castings in the rough for
railway 8L0CK.esserecsnee o o (%
(5198 pipe fittings and couplings,
steel, welding type, nop. 3830 1272
(5224 welding wire fabric, for
reinforcing.seessecssenes 385 6 (
(ske2 builders, ocabinet makers
and other hardware, nop.. 5827 L4886  (
(5423 locks of iron or steel and
PArtBescrenessscnsnnenses 1128 962 f
(5689 galvanized range boilers... 17 7
(56%0 drums, cylinders, barrels..
and tanks, N,0sPecsssesss 2144 2206
(5709 lath of iron or steel...... 96 75
(5713 valves, iron or steel, nop. 13619 12240
(5722 radiators cast iron....e.. 0 [}
(5630 tOO1B, NiOuPereiessssasaess 10437 8228
(5T manufactures of iron or
8teel, NiOcPaecsrcsecasse 61156 U123 (
(5730 industrial furnaces and
P&rtBecrsansssnorncsnacas 2075 /1 (
LLs 6169 electric steam turbo
generator sets 700 h.p.
and greater(not made in
Canadu)................... 1031‘7 35 20%
Li6g 6172 electric or gas welding
ApParatuBeicsceseessersas 671 6320 20 or 10%
Lh7 sLh9 water pumps, hand or power, )
domestiC.eesanesscosssass 87 i 22
kg s708 8teel WOoliesuseessnrnaasss 66 by  15%
kSoa 425 skates, ice, and parts..... 19 2 258
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CANADA - Schedule C - 5% Tariff Surcharge Imposed from June 25, 1962

aOOO
Tariff Import 1951 Im. 8 MPN/GATT Tariff
No.  Stat. No. Trade Description Total Fram 1B before Surcharge
L& (1) (5706 safes; doora and door frames
LOr BALE8. . iesececceseses 1786 156 (208
(5737 household and person weighing
scales and partS..eeseeses  STU 560 (
(5738 scales, balance, weighing
beams and parts (parts
not included in Tariff
1tem)psesrrocnsanccsnnsse 3593 2986  (
h62 (9129 thermometers, including
Ol4MCAL  serereaisasaees 1365 2096 ilst
(5138 cyclometers, pedometers.... 266 185
(9146 optical, philosophical and
mathematical instruments
n.0sps 8nd PartsSeeeessces S901 3515 S
(9147 microscopes and parts..eees 1540 293
Lés 9266 signs other than paper...., 1039 s 2of



1816 TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 19062

CANADA ~ Scheduls C - 5% Tariff Surcharge Imposed from Jume 25, 1962

TY0
Tariff  Import 1961 rts WFN/GATT Tarift
No, Stat. Noe Trade Description To! on U, S, _before Surcharge
Lok 4105 Manufacturers of carkesesese 254 1ns 10%
L9ka k101 Cork slabs, boards, planks,
ebc. 900ssc0000r0ecssrs0sRe 820 101 Free

(Los1 Serrols, ong

cevees 1,00 1,039)
('-1097 Staves, n.0.pPe 78 75)

(L1218 Handles of all kindsSsseseess 281 257) 208
(120 Lasts Of ¥00deesssesessvaces 21 20)
s% shm Bobbiua, 6t0essecssasssssnas 239 225)
L1ss Window sash of w0dseessrsas 207 207) 20%
[(RT73 Wood boxes, crates, shooks., 678 L) 20%
(L152 Wood matcheBessessasessserae 131 32 10%
(Las? Marmufacturers of wod,
_\'hoopo Ssssensessscsscdensan 6,551 hp983 208 or 17%
S06e 7 Curtain stretchersesesssecss NiAe  NoAo 15%
S1a 9008  Cricket bats, balls,gloves,. 15 0 30%
516 ex, 9057 Blinds of wood, metal, etc.. See item 576 30% or 20%
517 5218 Wire screens, doors &
WndoWSeesasssasraesaarans 105 04 25%
$18a 9002 Billiard balls, cues, etC... 8 20 30%
522(1) (3031 Cotton fabric not bleached,, 13,087 10,298 173%
(3036 Cotton cheese cloth &
aUZBessesvsesessensonnsnoe 2,752 2,733 175
(3030 Handkerchisf, bleachedesssoe b n)
(3032 Canton flannels, not }
( colored,ecsssscsecasssssee 3,207 750)
(3033 Toweling in the webisssneese 7 27)
522(2) (303 Voiles, scrims, not ) 228
COlared,ssecenrveccssarcos 555 308)
(3035 Cotton fabrics, bleached, )
NeOsPevsssesacscssoconroce 671 353)
(3037 Poplin bleached, not )
coloredesssesaesssessseson 570 2@)
(3566 Surgical dressingssseesecccs 1,255 72k)
23026 Colared cotton egohriea, i ; ”
0404Ps OVer 80¢ per 1be,es 42 32,220 22
$22(3) (3029  Cotton denifSes..eecesessss 1,308 1,306)
(3027 Colored cotton fabrics, )
( De0.Ps 50¢ to 80¢ per 1b;, 2,120 63)

~—r

(3028 Colored cotton febrics,
( 0.0sPe Under 50¢ 1bes.seee 248 22)
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CANADA ~ Scheduls C = S% Tariff Smmﬁ--lmgedvﬂ'du June 25, 1962

TR0
Tariff Import 1961 ta MFNAATT Tariff
No, _Stat. No, Trade Description Total - From U,S, befare Surcharge
5e2(h) 3039 Cotton fabrics, count 100ss. 1,169 10 25%
522(5) 3043 Cotton fabrics, cut pile.s.. 5,395 1,93 25%
522(6) ex. 3035 Cotton fabrics bleached,.... See item 522(2) 20%
se2(7) 3030 Handkerchief, bleached,,.... See item 522(2) 208
522(8) NoA, Woven cotton fabrics,
weighing not more than
7% 1bs,. par 20 8q.
yds,, not blsached or
CO20T8drssesrreceserseanas S08 item 522(2) Free
523(b) 3990 Cotton handkerchief8ssessses 1,072 88 27%%
(325!1 Flannel®esessesescecssccscsse 2,665 25)
(3286 OvercoatingSscscesccosccosce 3,1‘89 L2) 275
5323 ' (3287 TWeedBessesasscsssscassscsns 2y 5 29) and per
(3288 Worstods & 86rgeScessessssss20,l10 716) 1b, 38¢
(3289 Woven wool fabrics, D.OsPees.2,5uh LLs)
(3292 Wool fsbrics plushseecesescs 127 12)
(328) Flannels et al, weighing
(3286 aot less than 12 ocunces )
532b ex, (3287 to the square yard ) See item 532a 27
o | L
1b.
(3292 ) 2t
(3284 Flannels et al, weighing )
(32386 not more than 9 ounces )
532 3287 to the squars yard ) See item 532a 2714%
(3269 ) 3 oy
1b, 38
(3292 ) ¢
532t 3293 Billiard®cloth, melton
ClOthesssessesesscosoesses 162 L 20%
and per
1b, 25¢
532 3,83 Coated or imprognated fabrics
of wool o halreessesesnas 2 83 27“
533 3303 Folt, pressed in the web,... 115 67 178
and per

1b, 1244



1818 TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 19082

CAMADA =~ Scheduls O ~ 5% Tariff Surcharze Imposed from June 25, 1962

000
Tariff Import 1961 Imports  MFN/GATT Tariff
. No,  Stat, No, Trade Description To om U,S. before Surcharge
53La (3084 Blankets, except wholly )
( of COttONstssaresnssocssee NuBe n.a,) 20%
{3342 Blankets, WOOleseasesscanses 867 97) and per
1b, 15¢
not to_exceed
373
538d (3472 Cotton fabrics rubberized... US3 Loe)
(3473 Cotton window shadas cloth..s 60 51)
(3L7h Cotton fabrics coated,n.o.ps 6,355  5,97L) 25%
(3479 Fabrics, vegetable fitre
( coatedescsssenvenssencnne 755 u63)
5381(1) 381 Fabrics, silk, coated or
impregnatedesessessesscese 34 32 308
5381(2) L8 Fabrics, synthetic fibre,
coated or impregnatedes.so 6,472 5,569 35%
540(a) 132 ¥Woven flax or hemp fabrics
but not towelling, table- 2241
cloth or napkins of plus 3¢
@ash or huCKeeersereoavase 992 176 per 1b,
5ho(b) 3178 Flax or hemp sheets, pillow 20%
cases, tablecloths, napkins, anmd 3¢
towels, handkerchiefs.s... 1,330 105 per lb.
5Lo(c) 3139 Flax or hemp, towelling,
tablecloths, napkins of 20%
cragh, with colored and 334
borderSesesesssssosseasssesr 255 15 per 1b.
540(a) nr Towels, tablecloths, napidna,
wholly or in part of flex 20%
or hemp, with colored and 33¢
bordersesssesacscsssezasso 508 6 per 1b.
542 3138 Woven fabrics, vegetable
£ibre, 0,0.Ds esesesssonss 133 3 20% or 1243
Sh2a 3137 Woven or braided fabrics
of vegetable fibres
12 inches wide or
1€93~-10 81lKessoessoaeres ULl 249 25%
546 (3179 Articles of jute, n,0.pe e»s  Lb )
(3478 Fabrics of jute cotted or } To22M
backed with paperseseseese 100 95)
ex5u7 {ex 3171 Bags or sacks of hemp, e s fede
linen or Jut®usssvesesneees See item Sh7s 15%
(ex 3550 Bags or s4dcks, US6G.seesesso Mo ds ™ a na,

See item S47a
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CANADA - Schedule C- 5% Tariff Surcharge Imposed from June 25, 1962 ;

3000

" Trade Description

1951 Imports
Total om U.S.

MFN/OATT Tariff
before Surcharge

Taoiff  Import
No, Stat. No.
U7 1n
si8a 3132
549 2195
shot 2195
552a (3224
(3229
552  ex 3224
s62a(1)px 3372
562a(2)
5626 ex 3},.7_2
565 (3137
(3553
(3567
(3505
566b (3053
gaosh
(3501
ssa(3) " 3564
570 NoAo

Bags or sacks of sisalicess. 56 18

Fabrics of flax, woven
dress linens containing
not more than 15%
COttONseessasssneereaseves See item SLO(c)

Manufacturers of hair,

NeOsPo ovsvevacoscrscesona 125 33
Nets of hair See item SL9d
Silk £abrics 0,0ePs seseeses 3,424  1,3L3)
Silk fabrics for neckwears.. 2,350 1,)‘7)

Woven fabrics of silk and

vegetable £3breSeesssscess See item 5522
Woven fabrics of synthetic

and g1as8 fibreseescesssos Seo item 562b

Woven synthetic fabrics wholly
or in part of synthetic
fivres with cut pile of
glaws fibres, not contain-

ing wool ar hairsesssecess2l, 496 18,398
Braided fabric8escseeessssss See item S42a )
Braid cordS.eiesecscesecrsce 415 337)
Elesiic webbingeeseossraeers 120 68)
Braids of all kinds n.0.p... 356 278)
Enbroideries, cotton neoepes L19 29)
Lace bobbinet,netting, )

cotton 200 ol)
Embroiderdes, lace, etc. ..o 23,787 2,2 )

Hoods & shapes, N.0.,Pe esese 153 77

Mats, door, or carriage N.A. NoA,

173

25%
and per
1b, 3¢

30%

15%
221

221
30%
and per
b, 20¢
or 274%

304
and per
doz. 50¢

30¢
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CANADA - Schedule C - 5% Tariff Surcharge Imposod from June 25, 1962

T30
1961 Imparts
Trade Description Total T.s.

MFN/GATT Tariff
befare Surcharge

Tariff Import
. No, Stat, No.
S13 386
S73a L85
576 9057
578 NiAo
9080
580 9075
589 L2L3

597(1)  (911k
{(su7
597(2)  sus

S97a(1) 9122

597a(1) 9110
597a(3) ex9122

597d  ex9122
598(1) ) 911
£98(2) )
605(2) ex2215
611b N.uA.
612 (2238
(2216
6128 ex 2238

Enamelled carriage, shelf
and table oil-cloth,
& cork matting or
Carpotisesssecssaccscssonse hs 27

Linoleum: felt base floor
coveringsSssocssssecsccense h,305 2,bb9

Windowshades on rollers 199 39
Belts of all kdinds, n.0.Psss NeAe N.A.g
Regalia & bad; e8sevvesesceo 215 63
Mattresse8,sscsscsssecsossee 657 79
Charcoal from woodesssesasss 539 521
Cabinet organSeceecesscesoese 0 o)
PlanoSosescecsoescscccincsoe ok 578)
Pipe organSessecsesscrscocee 108 28

Musical fnstruments n.0.pees 5,150 3,667

Accordions, concertinass.ses 815 29

Plano & organ players
mochanicsleasssescsesesses S00 itm 597!(1)

Musical instrument®eessseses Sés itsm 597a(1)
Brass Land instruments

(not mads in Canada) 561
Brass band inatruments, n,o.p, See item 598(1)
Genuine reptile leatherss... N.A, N.A,
Leather garmentS,ccsscernses NoAs N.A.

Leather harness & saddles,., 659 479)
Bicycle saddleS,..ceceecssee 195 21)

English type 8addles,.,..... See item 612

2738
25%
30%
27
258
per ton
$4,00
2%

5%
05‘1';2’
5%

20%
Free

g
w
2734

25%
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CANADA = Schedule C = Tariff Sure od from June 25, 1
TI0
Tariff Import 1961 ts MFN/OATT Tariff.
No, Stat, No, Trade Description To o UsS. _before Surcharge
613 2241 Manufacturers of leather
NeOePe s00cerscscssssccses 801 552)
2243 Soles & heels of leather.,.,. 123 106;
2L Shoe 1ifts & welting of 223
( leathersssecesssssovoescos 96 %)
(2245 Leather 8trapSessecessocssse 130 67}
615 ex 2238 Whips, thoogs & lashes,..... See item 612 2244
618 Rubber manufactures ne0.P.
includings
(17al Rubber cementecsscssssssveas 823 808)
(1708 Rubber heelS,sesserecorarrse 152 1142)
1710 Hot water bottha...-.....u 67 e;
1720 Manufacturers of rubberssees 7,389 6,673
(1722 Gaskets & Washersees.sesssss 1,819  1,747)
(1723 Druggists sundries..eseeeses 921 610)
{1724 Tire repair material )
0f rubberecesccecscesscsee 1‘039 727)
1725 Rubber nippléSscesessccssssse 117 18)
(1726 Rubber flooring except ) 20%
( tileBisseccsecveccccsssne 571 562)
€1728 Rubber soles & soling )
( mlw‘,ill.-..u.-unu.-.. 5&1 522;
(1729 Automotive parts of rubber.. 2,56  2,L61)
(1730 Weather stripping of )
( TUDDEr s e v neesncisaecassase 1,019 990)
(1697 Foam, rubber sheathingeesees 25 252)
(2698 Rubber sheathing, N,0.P. ses 529 262)
618p(2) (1715 Tires, bicycle & motorcycle, LALS 20)
1716 Tire casings n,0,pe 6,795  5,235)
in? Inner tubes, rubber, n,0spes 292 188)
(1718 Tires, solid, automobile,,.,. 95 95)
(1719 Ti.res, solid Nbbet, DeQ4Pae b55 350)
(1721 Bicycle inner tubes, ) 223
( FUbbarescBecsccsoessornsse 1)
(1731 Rubber tire casings (used) )
and tireS,ceeecvsvsscnsnee h82 251)
T1732 Rubber tires for tractors, )
( etc, ntoanv".o-c'tonoo.n-n 1.60) 1‘567)
619 (1709 Rubber hose 2,67 2,281)
(1712 Rubber mats & mtbing 1,5 1,485) 20%
(1713 Rubber packing 352 322)



1822 TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1962

CANADA = Schedule C =.5% Tariff Surcharge Imposed from Juns 25, 1962

- ~THRD
Tariff  Import 1961 Imports  MPN/OATT Tarift
No; _ Stat. No, Trade Description To V.S, before Surcharge

619a 3923 Rubber clothing & clothing
made from waterproofed

cottoNsssscessscssvecsnrse 390 25 e 27”
653 (9022 Palnt brushes... 18)
(5023 Tooth brushes, : 68) 25¢
(902l Toilet brushss 215;
(9025 Brushes, n.0.ps 82l
655 (9259 Fountain pena... 32)
(9260 Pens n,04Pe . s 285) 2234
{9254 Ballpoint pes.... 2,696)
6558 (9257 IBId pencila-.u..-......... 18, hﬁ)
9258 Pencils mechaniCaliveeesoeses 91 70 2734

7285 Crayondsesassessecessescose U7 482
655b 7285 Crayons of chalkeeecssssesss Ses item 655a

655¢ 9260 Pen 0ibs of 81061, eeucreress Seo item 655 128
670 (7195 Qrinding wheels.eeesessssess 2,011  1,762)
7196 Grinding 6tON8Seeccscecessss 362 346) 202
7203 Manufacturers of abrasives.. 560 L$0) »
(7202 Abrasive clotheseesscsescsss See item 192b )
680a 2152 Marine SpongeSeesessccesssss 8l 18 Free
6800 2073 Shells, £035113 0.0sPe aseee 20 13 s%
684 1690 Rubber tireadsssecsssosscese 132 707 10%
901 (a) Synthetic resins without

_ admixture, including
scrap or waste:
1, Phenol - aldehyde

tYROescrcnsarsnsses 73
2. Amino - aldehyde : .

LYPLeesrvessssranss Free
3. Polyester typ#iieiece 5%
4. Polyamide tyPeecscess Free
S. Polystyrend type,.... 74
6. Viayl type, except vinyl-

’-d‘mqaa-oonaocc-ut ’ 5’

7. Resips derived from
natural resin or tall c ‘
011, DeOuPs seseces Free



TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 19062 1823

CANADA. - Schedule C - Tariff S¥rcharge sed from Jyr ';' 1962
C3000
Tariff Import i 1961 ts MPN/OATT Tardff -
Nos Stat. No, Trade Description =~ To om U,5. before Surcharge
613 (2241 Mamfacturers of leather .
( NsOsPe ssesevvssceearssssn 801 552)
é??hj Soles & heols of leatheri... 123 106}
22l Shoe 1ifts & welting of 2248
leatherdesscesscesecessses 96 9")
(2245 Leather strapSececescesssess 130 67
615 ex 2238 Whips, thongs & 1eshes....., See item 612 2282
618 Rubber manufactures n.0.p.
inclnding:
(1704 Rubber cement,e. 823 808)
(1708 Rubber heels,.... 152 12)
(1710 Hot water btottles...'. . 67 8)
(1720 Manufacturers of rutber,.... 7,389 6,673}
(1722 Gaskets & ¥ashorsesssssssens 1,819  1,747)
(1723 Druggists sundrieSc..ecsessees 921 810)
(1724 Tire repair material )
( Oof rubber'ssesecsscessrscee 11039 727)
(1725 Rubber nippleSecsssesscsscss 117 16)
(1726 Rubber flooring except ) 20%
tileSsescnsstseccecssoccne 571 562) '
51728 Rubber soles & soling
( mba‘ial.-.u............. Sh-’ 522)
(1729 Automotive parts of rubber., 2,566  2,L461)
(1730 Weather stripping of
( TUbbeTssineserassoscanssee 1,019 990
(1597 Foam, rubher sheathing.ese.s» 252 252)
(1658 Rubber shoathing, N.0.Ds sss 529 262}
618v(2) (1715 Tires, bicycle & motorcycle, Lus 20)
(1716 Tire casings 7.,0.pe 6,795  5,239)
(1717 Inner tubes, rubver, Be0ePes 272 188)
(1718 Tires, solid, automobile.s.. 95 95)
(1719 . Tires, solid rubber, n.0.pes LS5 350!
(1721 Bicycle inner tubes, j ) 223%
( rubber...‘...........‘..... Zhb 1)
(1731 Rubber tire casings (used) )
( and tireSecececcrvvecssone haz 251)
(1732 Rubber tires for tracters, )
( etc, ¢sacresercrssvensnne 1,@ 11567)

619 (1709 Rubber hose . 2,6Th  2,281)
(1712 Rubber mats & matting 1,56 1,L85) 20%
(1713 Rubber packing '’ 352 322)

.



1824 TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1962

CANADA -~ Schedule C « 5% Tariff Surcharge Imposed from Juve 25, 1962

Tarift Impurt 1961 Imports MPN/OATT Tarif?
Vo, Stave No, - ‘ Trade Description To' .3, _before Surc J

619a 3923 Rubber olothing & clothing
made fram waterproofed

.Obmnonnucuouuu-n 3%0 25 27%
653 (9022 Paint brushes... sosaressesce 155 18
(9023 Tooth Whﬁsnoq'uaco-oa‘qo'o 13 68 25%
§902b Tollet brusheSecscocroscsnse 529 215
9025 Brushes, Ne0ePs sessscccress 1,153 82 i .
655 (9259 Pountain PONB.sssscssseosnre 131 32)
(9260 Pens 0,00Pe ssvesvostrcscses 381 .. 285 22%
(925, Ballpoint PenB.e.ecesessssss 2,793 2,69 .
6558 (9257  Lead pencilSesesessecssrcees 184 1s) N
5925& Poncils mechaticalseeesseess 91 70 273
7285 Crayons,eeesscsascsssscesses 47 L82
655 7285 Crayons of chalKesesssseoess S66 item 655a
655¢ 9260 Pen nibs Of 8t061,ssseessess See item 655 124
670 (7195 Orinding wheelS..ese 2,01 1,762)
71% Orinding stones.cecessase . ”2 3&6) 20%
7203 Manufacturers of abrasives,, 560 L90)
7202 Abrasive c1otheseeessseesses S50 item 1920 )
680a 2152 Marine SpongeSeecesesrsscsse 84 18 Free
6800 2073 Shells, £08s118 D.0.Pe esoee 20 13 5%
6&4 1690 Rubber tlreadsisereessessens 732 107 10’
901 (a) Synthetic resins without
admixture, including
scrap or waste:
1, Phenol - aldehyde
tYPOsesevasescnnsre 75‘
2, Aming = aldebyle
LYPOsssvecerronacse . Free
3, Polyester typOesseces . 5%
Le Polyamide typPeesscese Free
5, Polystyyens typessy.s M
6, Vinyl type, except vinyl=
1d.n‘.q‘cttl.|-l'lt [4]

* 7, Resing derived from.
natural resin or tall .
011, B40sPe aesecan Free
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CANADA - Sohedle C - 5% Tariff Surcharge om Dhurde 25, 1962

000 -
mm %—ﬁmé‘* MPN/OATT Tariff .
No, _ Stat, No, Trede Description before h_u-_‘g_ i

%01 (a) Cont,

8. Polyethylens type.... 734
9, Other w..-.-..--oc Free

901(a) 8750 Synthetic resins without :
ltw?9 MWO...Q..-un.-uantzjiglz" 21,12’[

901 (v) Synehouo resins in the
form of aqnueous-
emulsions, aqueous:
dispersions or aqueous
solutions, without

admixture:
1, Phenol = Aldehyde
AN E RN N RN AR NN Y] 7%’
2s Anino - aldehyde
tYPOsestsen \ Free
3. Polyester type 5%
Lo Polyamide type Free
. Polystyrene type,.. W
6. Viayl type, except
Yinylidene.eesscsee [3 4
7+ Resins derived from
natural resin or
tall 011, n.0.Ps .6 Free

8, Other typlessssscecse Free



1826 TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1062

CANADA - Scheduls C - 5% Teriff Surcharge Imposed from June 25, 1962

MG 0

Teriff  Impart : 1961 Importa  MPN/OATT Tardff
Noo Stat, No. - Trade Description - - Total ‘From U.S.._befors Surcharge
-
90L(v) 8770 Synthetic resins in solu-
lto8 tion or solvents 6,989 6,659
901 (¢) Synthetic resins’ in '
organic solvents where
the solvent is not
more than 60% by weight,
without admixture:
1, Phenol - aldehyde
PCeesscesnvscnns 125
2, Anino - aldehyde )
tYP2eranccnssnnsee 12
3, Polyester typessases 12

L, Resins derived from

natural resin or

tall 0il, NeCuPess 1%%‘
5. Other t.ype....-....- 1

901(c) 8770 Syathetic resins in solutions
lt5 OF 801V8Nt8seisescascsenss S66 itam 901(b)
901 (d) Synthetic resins, in powder

K] or gragular form, con-

N taining an ingredient

to prevent caking in

shipment, not in

excess of 3% by weight,

but without further

admixture s

1, Amino - aldehyde

tYPCssessasnessen Free

2, Other typeigssesace 1“

8750 Synthetic resins without
admixXturesscessossssesasey S60 ttem 901(-)

902 8800 Synthetic resins, compounded 7,202 6,783
with other materisls in
any form, including scrap
or waste, for moulding
casting, extruding,
calsndering, pressing,
(moulding compositions
or materials for proces-
sing into moulding
compositions); synthetic
resins compounded with
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chedule C « S%'Tariff Surchafge Imposed from June 25, 1962

——

Tariff

Impart

TID

902 Cont,

903

904a

8in
8850

8850

other materials in the
form of not fully cured
preforms or not fully
cured blanks for
‘compression mouldings:
(a) Phenol - aldehyde
tYPCesssossncsevenss
(b) Polyester tPecacoone
(c) Polystyrens typeecsese
(d) Vinyl type, except
vinylidenssssseeses
(e) Polyethylene type,seece
(f) Cther WCccll-n.--cl‘

Syothetic resin glues..,s.;s 1,062 1,032

Syntmt.ic resin c;hnposiuona,
NeOsPs ,000e0s0tcssvscrensoen 2,%7 2,9&3

Campounds n,0.p. consisting
in clief part of syathetis
resins, for use in the
manufacture of chewing
g\mt‘....l'tul.c.‘tlll.ll.. See item 9aJ

Syathetic resin plates,
sheats, film, sheeting or
strips, not less than 6
inches in width, 0.0.ps}
synthetic resin lay-flat
tubing, not less than 6
inches in circumference,
NsOoPet==
(a) Phenol - aldehyde

type, not further
manufactured than
Casteseierecosnrenes
(b) Acrglic type, not further
manufacturad than
moulded or cast.sese
(c) Polyethylane type:
1. Plain, uncoated,
undecorated.cieeses
2¢ Other'scecscesesosas
(d) Vigyl type, except
vinylidene:
1, Plain, uncoated,
undeconted.....u-

MPN/OATT Tariff

- 126 Dmpoyts
No, _ Stat, Ko, Trade Descriptiom-- - Total Fron U.S, before Surcharge

15%
5%
108
0%
Free

17%%

15¢%

5%
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CANADA - Schedule C - 5% Tariff Surcharge Imposed from June 25, 1962

Taryte

Import
!g, ] State Noo

0

905 Cont,

905(e)2
906

bt

907

823

8870

8830

—

MFN/OATT Tarift

before Surc

24 Otherseescescspras
{e) Vinyl type, vinylidene:
1. Plain, uncoated,
undecorated,ssesss

(£) Other type:
1, Plain, uncoated,
undecoratedssssese
20 Othelacescsssssose

Synthetic resins or protein -
plastics in bars, rods,
shests, plates, strip,
, £ilm, tubiog or other
primary shapes n.0.p,
whether coatéd or
decorated or not..........lS.ShS 13,212

Syi:éxétie casings for meats,, 3ee item 711

Synthetlc resin plates, sheats,
film, sheeting or stripe,
less than § inches in width,
lay-flat tubing less than
6 inches in circtmference,
other tubing, blocks, bars,
rods, non-textile monofila=~
ment) synthetic resin
profile shapes produced in
uniform cross-section and
imported in lengths: not
further manufectured than
moulded, cast, calendered,
extruded or pressed, nN.0.p.t
(a) Phenol - aldehyde

type castesecssccene

(b) Acrylic tyPoecissccocs
(e) Virxyl type, except

nylidens,eecessene

(d; Vinyl type, vinylidens

(e her U¥yDPOisssssiscsne

See item 905

Foamed and upmdod aynth'tio 1,530 1,h12
resins, in logs, sheets, ~
blocks, boards, mkde;
granules ar powder T

%}' Imports
Trade Description T o U,S.

20%

Free
Free

Free
108

Free
15%
15%

20%
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CANADA - Schedule C « 5% Tariff Surcharge Impossd from June 25, 1962

T¥000
Tariff Import 1961 Imports MFN/OATT Tariff
No.o Stat. Noo Trade Description Tota can U,S,  before Surcharge
909 (a) Esters or ethers, or

(b) Cellulose nitrate contain-

combinations thereof,
of cellulose (but not
including water soluble
cellulose esters or
ethera), without

. admixtures--

1., Cellulose nitrate
containing not more
than 12,2 perc¢ent
by weight of
nitrogenssecesrseee

2, Cellulose acetats,,

3. Cellulose acetate -

tyrat8osscacscess

o Cellulose propionate

S, Ethyl cellulose,..,

6, Methyl cellulose,
water insoluble,,..,

7. Othercssesoeersssns

ing not more than 12,2
percent by weight of
nitrogen, when wet
with not more than

35 percent by weight
of alcohOliesssncssses

{c) Estera or ethers, or

87270 0-—62—pt, 4——13

combinations thereof,
of cellulose, in
organic solvents, where
the solvent is not more
than 60 percent by
weight, without other
admixture:~-
1, Cellulose nitrate
containing not more
# than 12,2 percent
by weight of
nitrogen, except as
provided for umnder
(b) aboveriescsssone
2, Cellulose acetate,,
3, Cellulose acetate
butyrateseesesceses
4, Celluloso propionate

Free
Free

Free
Fres
Free

Free
Free

104
10%

10%
10%



1830 TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1962

CANADA - Soheduls C - SE Tardff Surcharge Imposed from June 25, 1962

Teriff  Import 1961 rts  MFN/OATT Tariff
No, Stat, No, Trade Description To an U,8. before Surcharge
909 (c) Cont.
Se Ethyl cellulose,sesss 108
6. Mothyl celluloss.ee. 10%
7e Otherscesssarescsose 10‘

90%(a) 8500 Esters or ethers, or combinations
(b)&(o) thereof, of cellulose, .
without admixturessssseeess 2’m 2,51’1

910 8530 Esters or ethers, or combinations
thereof, of cellulose compoundad
with other materials, in any
form, including scrap or
waste, for moulding,
casting, extruding,
calendering, pressing,
(moulding compositions .
or materiale for processi
into moulding cawppaitioosng 1,30 1,326 Fres

m Compositions of esters or
ethers of cellulose
(except water soluble
esters or etherr of
cellulose) with other o
materials, NeO.Pe secsesces NoAs N.A, 10%

912 8600 Cellulose plastics plates, °
sheets, film, sheeting or
strips, not lesas than
6 inches in width, n.0.ps}
cellulose plastics lay-
flat tubing, not less
than 6 inches in
circumference, NeOsPreseses Se8 item 913 Free

913 Cellulose plastics plates,
shests, film, sheeting or
strips, less than 6 inches
in width, lay-flat tubing
leas than 6 inches in
circumference, other
tubing, blockas, bars,

' rods, non-textile mono-
filament; cellulose
plastics profile shapes -
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CANADA - Schedule C - 5% Tariff Surcharge Imposed from June 25, 1962
7

[ joe]
1§1 ;rmu
Trade Description To om U.S,

MFN/OATT Tariff
before Surcharge

Tariff  Import
No. _Stat, No,
913 cont,
8600
91, 8550
916 8650
8930
917 8630
8900
918(a)

produced in uniform cross-
section and imported 1n
lengths: not further manu-
factured than moulded,
cast, calendered, extruded
or pressed, n,0,pPst==

!) Cellulose nitratessssee
b) Otheresesssesssseceanse

Cellulose plastic plates,
sheeta, strip, film,
blocks, bars, rods tubes
or other primary shapes,...

Foamed and expanded cellulose
plastics in sheets, blocks,
boards, granules or powder

Laminated moulded plastic
products having cellulose
plastics as the chief
bonding agenteseceesccnsese

Laminated moulded plastic
products having synthetic
resins as the chief
bonding agentsssessescscace

Reinforced ‘or supported
synthetic resin or
cellulose plastics plates,
sheets, sheeting, strips,
tubing, blocks, bars, rods,
in which is incorporated
a layer of paper, fibre-
board, or textile fabric
or a core fibres whether
matted or otherwise
arranged, Ry0.pet==
(a) Mterlined shest stock,

composed of sheeta of
celluloss plastics
cemented to cotton
£8bri0icscscercsssvsnns

2,215
312
304

1,247

398
J.hall

(b) OtheTesesveoscessorsces

Regenerated celluloss, in
sheetd or striPSssecveseese

Dele

2,610

312

276

1,105

353
3,33

Free
15%

208

15%

15% .

15%
15%

208
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CANADA ~ Scheduls C - S% Tariff Surcharge Imposed from 'une 25, 1962

Tariff Isport 1§1 Imparts  MPN/GATT Tariff
Ng, _ Stat, No, _Trade Description To om U,S, bafore Surcharge

919 8870 Protein plastic shests, strips,
tubing, blocks, bars, rods;
other protein plastics
rrofile shapes produced
in uniform cross-section and
imported in lengthsy not
further manufactured than
moulded, extruded or
Proasedececcessncssssessose S68 item 905 Free

922 Phendl for use only in the
mamufacture of synthetic
re8in gluBececesearssssane Fres
8027 Carbolic acid or phenol,ssese 585 585

925 87170 Phenol - aldehyde resins
without admixture or in
the form of aqueous
emlsions, aqueous
dispersions or squeous
solutions, without
sdmixture, for use in
the mamfacsture of
PWuuacoooonoo-aonoo See item 901 Free

m A1l goods not emmerated else-
where, (Note: Some commodities
in this classification are
subject to lower dutles, vis:
15% on roofing granules, talc
or soapstone, manufactures of
pumice, dead burned dolomite,
lime, synthetic wax, ivory
carvings, canned dog fool and
canned cat food: 10% on hydro-
lized animal matter for use as
retarder for calcined gypsum,
prune juicej; cobalt metalj
pots, wholly or ia chief
part of peat, for
protecting plants while
growing or transplanting:
74X duty on tungsten carbide:
inserts for rock drills, copper
beryllium alloys; 5% duty on
psanut oll cale and mesal,
sdtronised talc, dolomite and
mica, monoglyceride esmulsifiers,
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CANADA - Schedule C - 5% Tariff Surcharge Imposed from June 25, 1962

Tariff
No,

Import
Stat. No,

Trade Descripticn

MFN/GATT Tariff
before Surcharge

711 cont,

m

8024

and wollastonite: and %¢
per gallon duty on higher
fatty alcohols, unsulphated
for use in the mamufacture
of synthetic detergents,)

Imports under tariff item 711
were as follows:

PectiNseesccassersssescnsran
Fruit juice neo.p
Brand mill feediseasse
Split peadseescsvessarascnee
Alfalfa or grass meal,

dehydratedecsseserersanecs
All other breadstuffs n,o.p.
Potatoes, frozenieeceesscsces
Potatoe chipSeesssessosccvene
011 cake and oil cake

meal N,0eDe evossvesrasse
Sizding preparations n.o.
Oyster shellSseseee
Milk and cream fresh..
Caseinesentcorrecsnsacassres
Cleic acid or red 0ilisssras
Other animal 0il NeOPe sese
Gut & manufactures n,0.p. oo
Animal product3 0.0.Pe seses
Non-ferrous metals and

products NeO.Pe  ssseavren
All other oils N.O.Pe cevsae
Benzolissssesssse
Paraffin wex,
Naphtha,seeevessesca
18me,eensasencnassronsesssas
Talc or 30apston@.essssssses
Hagnesia pipe coveringessces
Asphalt file for flooringess

Chemicals of a kind produced

Acetylsalicylic acid..,.....

Nicotinic acid,
Cresylic acld,.eseses
Other aciGs N.0.Ds  eryarss
Ascarbic ac¢id, ., e000ncasnne

TE00
1961 rts
Tota om U.S.
612 n7yg
617 4193
58 58
96 7
51 L9
80 6l
179 179
753 753
Vi 20
32k 32k
L6k LLg
246 26
9% 27
104 98
103 65
35-
873 570
10,170 8,810
1, 1,407
2,066 1,335
2,681 2,649
1,99 1,95
536 532
899 830
22 22
97 97
in Carada
729 112
137
159 47
89 81
2,7h2 1,699
377
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CANADA - Schedule C - 5% Tariff Surcharge Imposed from Junc 25, 1962

Tariff

Import

[l {ve) -
194% Imports  MFN/OATT Tariff

No, _ Stat. No. Trade Descripticn votal .S, befare Surcharge
711 cont, 8082 Non-alcocholic extract of

Ca3CAYBeseersrsasrarassssan 35 35
8083 Penicillin and products..... 1,406 1,147
8084 Streptomycin and producta... 387 *216
8085 Sulpha Arugsicesecsrcsnssssce 733 302
8086 Antibiotics NsOuPe eservsess 5,983 5,231
8264 Ammonia compounds NeOePe ese 717 613
8265 Ammonia, antydroUSesesessses 516 516
8291 Bismuth 381t8ecescsvocsrsnee Lo 7
8303 Chlorine, 1iquid or gas..... 1,714 1,714
8319 Calcium compounds n,o.p. 1,187 969
8332 Potash comnounds n.0.p. 1,201 97h
8337 Cleaning compounds, sodium

basBeeessesscnactansrssene 3,583 3’581
8338 Sodium benzoate, L 3
8339 Sodium bromide,. 35 7
8340 Sodium citrate,. 2 1
83L3 Salts glauber... 29 8
8355 Sodium glutamatéssesassceses 1,005 6L
8359 -  Sodium phosphat® n,0.Ps ssee 1,065 1,047
8368 Sodium phosphate, tri-

scdiwMeseeceee . 131 19
8369 Sodium flouride, . 90 16
8377 Marcury salts,.. . L 1
8388 Ethyl chloride,,. . 35 3%
8396 Carbon tetrachloride, .., ves Lo 7
8400 Ethylene glycol for the mamu-

facture of explosives and

Ne0sPe  ensssvtescrsosacne 3 31
8LoL . 13
51&1.!4 Vanillin,.eeesesconssasssose 21 1
8423 Casings, synthetic, for meat 588 576
8435 Fatty alcohol8.eieessssasses 1,914 1,717
9103 Mineral, medicinal and

aerated waterseiioeeesesss 430 L2
9271 Wax and manufactures of

N0ePs  sesnsessrosecsasee 862 579
9273 Prefabricated buildings,

panels and structure....,. 7,112 3,720

USCOMM. DC- 40429
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Mr. Banr. I would like to su%lgest, Senator, for the record, a copy
of the President’s program for the lumber mdustry, to which I want
to make reference. )

Senator Doveras. That will be done. We will insert this at this

int.

(The document referred to follows:)
TRE WRITE HOUBE,
OFFICE OF THE WHITE HOUSE PRESS SECRETARY,
July 26, 1962,

The President today announced a program designed to .=slst the lumber in-
dustry and Improve its competitive position. The announcement followed a
meeting with Senators and Congressmen from the Northwest. The program
included both immediate and long-range actions designed to increase employ-
ment, improve efficiency, and raise earnings.

The new steps outlined by the President called for—

(1) The initlation of negotiations with Canada concerning the amount of
softwood lumber imported into the United States.

(2) The submission of a request to the Congress for additlonal funds for
forest development roads and trails program to assure the prompt harvest
of national forest timber.

(8) The amendment of the intercoastal shipping laws to permit use of
foreign vessels when those conditions exist which indicate severe hardship
to American shippers. This amendment will reduce the handicaps suffered
by American producers in the Intercoastal shipment of lumber.

(4) An immediate increase in allowable cuts which will make available
150 million board feet on the lands managed by the Department of the
Interior.

(5) The establishment of a preference for American products in the
purchase of lumber by the Department of Defense, the General Services
Administration and other Federal departments and agercies. This could be
particularly significant in connectlon with the various aspects of the AID
program.

(6) Increased attention to loan applications filed with the Small Business
Administratior and the Area Redevelopment Administration by lumber mllls
in order to enable them to upgrade their production and better compete with
imported lumber products.

In addition, the President indicated that he was directing that there be a con-
tinuing review of the problems of the industry by an interagency committee in
order that developments and problems might be anticipated and recommenda-
tlons made to meet and overcome any difficulties or handlcaps the i{ndustry
might face. The Secretary of Agriculture would be specifically instructed to
report to him by October 15 on both firm and interim increases in national forest
sllowable cuts to assure a continuation of timber sales at or beyond the record
levels achieved in the most recent quarter of 1962.

The President was informed that west coast lumber interests had already filed
a request with the Tariff Comm'ssion for an escape clause investigation on soft-
wood lumber and that the Tariff Commission has instituted an investigation.
The President indicated he would request the Commission to complete it as
expeditiously as possible.

Mr. Banr. The principal reason for our appearance here today is
to urge that this committee include in the trade bill provisions that will
effectively Frotect American industry and labor, and permit the car-
rying out of the President’s program. oo

It is our suggestion that the legislation before you clearly indicate
that it is the unequivocal policy of our Government that international
trade is a “two-way street” and that our trade agreements are intended
to be an “avenue of reciprocity” which should result in mutual benefit
toall concerned. R

We further urge that the legislation clearly indicate that our Gov-
ernment, where necessary, will affirmatively protect American indus-
try and labor against any upsurge of foreign imports flooeding their
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domestic markets, such as has occurred in our industry, and that it
include provisions that will permit our Government to take such action
as may be necessary to cope with a serious import problem with as
little delay as possible,

The escape clause has proven itself inndequate for many segments
of American industry and labor which have sought relief under its
provisions. However, it is more practical than the provisions of the
pending bill for industries whose future is threatened by imports.

We strongly urge retaining and strengthening the escape clause to
provide more adequate criterin for determining import injury to
domestic industries under its provisions. We also urge that escape
clause recommendations of the Tariff Commission be binding upon the
President.

In the various efforts to resolve our industry's current import prob.
lems, we are told that the President lacks authority to directly impose
an immediate t‘uota for the protection of American industry and labor
against an onslaught of imports, even though the circumstances war-
rant such action.

Before the President can invoke a quota, he apparently must follow
the time-consuming procedures provided in the present Trade Agree-
ments Extension Act, and urgently needed relief from import compe-
tition must be withheld witﬁ the result that the injured industry's
economic position becomes more and more desperate.

We, therefore, would like to propose that w\len circumstances war-
rant the President be given authority and power to immediately im-
pose a special emergency import quota. Such quota would remain in
effect until such time as final action could be taken leading to a per-
manent solution of a serious import problem.

Senator Dotoeras. That will be (‘one. That will be printed at the
conclusion of yourstatement,

Mr. Banr, Congress, in the trade agreements legislation which it
approved in 1958, wisely included language providing that in “es-
cape clause” recommendations the Tariff Commission, in the case of
n specific duty, may convert such specific duty as it existed on July 1,
1934, to its ad valorem equivalent, on the basis of 1934 value as found
by the Commission, and the Commission can then recommend that such
ad valorem rate be increased by up to 50 percent.

We regret that this provision for such specific rate increases in the
ad valorem equivalent has not been included in the President’s trade
bill.  We strongly recommend that (‘ongress reaflirm its support of
this principle by mcluding this provision of existing law in the legis-
lation which is currvently pending before yoa.

In an effort to assist the committee when it considers the bill in
executive session, we have prepared specific language for the various
changes which we are suggesting be made in the bill. These we would
like to offer for the record.

Thank you for your courteous attention and for any consideration
you may give to our suggested amendments. We appreciate the op-
portunity to present them before your committee. '

Senator Dovaras, Thank you, Mr. Bahr, very much.

('The information referred to and the comyplete text of Mr. Bahr's
statement follow:)



TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1062 1837

STATEMENT OF HENRY BARR, NATIONAL LUMBER MANUFACTURERS ABSOCIATION,
ON THE PRESIDENT'S FOREIGN TRADE BILL

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, iy name i{s Henry Bahr, Iam
vice president and general manacer of the National Lumber Manufacturers As-
sociation, with headquarters in Washington, D.O.

Our assoclation is a federation of 16 reglonal, species, and products associations
representing the lumber manufacturing industry in all parts of the United States.

The lumber industry ranks fourth among the American manufacturing indus-
tries in the number of people employed. Employment in the forest products
manufacturing industries and occupations directly relating to the distribution
of forest products totals over 3 million employees.

History records that our industry was once a significant export industry
with a rather flourishing and profitable export business. In the last 40 years,
however, lumber exports have declined progreasively from a level of more than
3 billion board feet in 1920 to less than three-quarters of a billlon feet last year.
At the same time imports—which dropped from a billion and a half level in
the 1920's to less than a billion feet in 1935—increased to more than 4 billion
feet in 1961. Thus, in a brief span of 30-0dd years, our Natlon has been converted

from a net exporter to a net Importer of lumber and wood products.

- Imperts of Canadlan softwood lumber into our country within recent years
have increased at an alarming rate, creating or threatening serious economic
dislocations for practieally every forest-based community in the United States.
Available data indicate a continuing expansion of softwood production in
Cam’adla. which if realized could mean disaster to many of our lumber com-
munities.

Total U.S. lumber production in 1961 wax 31.7 billion board feet, or 4.2 billion
board feet below a 13-year average for the period 1949-81. One of the major
segments of U.S. lumber production, softwood production, with an estimated
production in 1961 of 27.1 billion board feet was also down nearly 2.1 billion
board feet below the 13-year average for this same perlod, 1940-61. At the
same time, our softwood lumber imports from Canada were up from 1.4 billion
board feet in 1949, to 4 billion board feet In 1961. Tota! softwood {mports from
Canada for the first 6 months of 1962 were reported at 2.2 billion board feet,
or 300-million board feet above Canadian shipments for the first 8 months of
1961, an increase of 16 percent.

Canada is the major source of 1.8, lumber imports, supplying on the average
about 93 percent of all softwood imports. In 1961 alone, there *cas an increase
of 367-million board feet In softwood lumber imported fromn Canada. In the
13-year period 1949-61, Canada increased her Iumber shipments to the United
States by approximately 170 percent. In 1949, Canada supplied 5.2 percent
of the U.S. consumption of softwood lumber. Last year she supplied approxi-
mgzgsly 14 per.ont of U.S. consumption, and is continning at the same rate in
1962.

Although our industry is today faced with a serious Import crisis that is
undermining the economig security of every forest-based commuunity in our
Nation, creating unemplosment and economic instability foi their citizens, we
do not appear before this committee reeking any unfair advantages.

The principal reason for the lumber industry's current plight is not a lack
of desire for our products by American consumers. An unduly sharp increase
in imports has driven U.S. lumber prices down, curtailed U.S. production, which
in turn has eliminated thousands of jobs in the U.S. lumber industry. In a
report just issued by the Bureau of Employment Security of the U.S. Depart-
ment of Labor, covering the month of July 1962 the Bureau classified 495 cities
as “areas of substantial and persistent uncmployment.” In 109 of these, un-
employment in the lumber industry was listed as a major factor. -

The shipment last year of over 4 billlon board feet of lumber from Canada
into our markets has been the most serlous aspect of this problem. Huge
Canadian forest reserves, some of which heretofoie have Leen largely inacces-
sible but which now are opening up, raise Increasrd fears as to the future,

Our problems, however, cannot be limited to Canrdian lumber alone.

Hardwood plywood imports from Japan and othcr conntrics, where wages
are 30 cents an hour and less, have taken far more thau nalf of our Awmerican
market for these products and caused a large number of companies to operate
at a loss, others to close down and, of course, have thrown thousands of Amer-
fcan workers out of jobs,
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Additionally, tropical hardwood products are directly competitive with U.8.
hardwoods such as oak, walnut, gum, and maple. Tropical hardwoods have al.
ready replaced American hardwoods in oversea markets to which we formerly
exported our own hardwood products. Many low-wage troplcal natlons are ex.
panding their production of exportable woods tremendously. We must anticipate
greater quantities of such commodities being shipped to the United States, even
without enactment of the proposal befove this committee. Proposed lower duties
on tropical hardwoods will hurt our industry further. Our tariff on tropical hard.
v;/00ds, generally only $1.50 per thousand board feet, {s so small as to be incon.
sequentiul. \Ve see no reason to further reduce or eliminate these nominal rates
and we hope you will eliminate the reference to tropical hardwoods in section 213
of the bill.

Despite our grievances with respect to Canadian competition, which include an
obvlous manipulation by the Canadfan Government of {ts currency, in our efforts
to resolve this problem we have continually had in mind the cordlal relationships
that have existed between our two nations over the years. We seek amity and
equity In our relationships with Canadian lumber producers.

While it is {mpossible to isolate a single {tem which gives the Canadian lumber-
men a preferred position over the American lumber producer In the United States
and other world markets, one of the more significant Is the governmental co-
operation which provides realistic appraisal prices of Crown timber and a prac-
tical buyer-seller relationship which materially assists the Canadian forest in.
dustry in export markets. Raw material costs are kept in line with prevatling
economic conditions—as a matter of Government polley. This is not the case In
the United States where timber sales from the national forests are conducted
without sufficlent recognition of current market conditions.

In addition, the Government of British Columbia, which owns practicatly all of
the timber in that important lumber producing Province, assists with Canadian
wood products promotion in export markets, including the United States. The
Canadian Federal Government recognizes the interest of its industries and has
provided an effective trade misslon program.

The mills of British Columbia which t»day are sending ever-increasing ship-
ments of lumber and wood products into our country have a regional advantage
over the United States in the amount pald for salaries and wages.

Our domestic lumber industry suffers also from the manipulation by the
Canadian Government of its currency which gives Canadians a further advantage
in the cost of thelr lumber.

On the other hand, in our country we find our Federal Government imposing
higher taxes, repressive regulations, and other restrictlons across the board on
American business. These restrictions hamper the economic growth and oppor-
tunity of every American businessman regardless of where his plant is situated,
and regardless of where his markets may be located.

As part of {ts program to allevlate the serious economic problems created
by excessive imports of Canadian lumber, tiie American lvmber industry has
proposed that representatives from our industry and their Canadian counter-
parts meet together under Government supervision and negotiate an arrange-
ment with which both countries would be able to live. American lumbermen
have further proposed that existing U.S. tariffs on softwood lumber—swhich
average about 75 cents per a thousand board feet—be completely eliminated, and
Canadian softwood lumber in an amount equal to 10 percent of total U.S. con-
sumption of softwond lumber be perinitted to enter this country duty free. Then.
when this quota is reached, we do not propose to close the door. Additional
lumber would be permitted entry upon the payment of a 10 percent duty, the
rate which Canada assesses against the principal species we export to Canada.
They have further suggested that Canvda give United States softwood lumber
the same treatment when it enters Canada.

We were encouraged and gratified that President Kennedy in his program
for resolving the lumber industry's problems—which he announced July 26—
cidorsed our position, also proposing that the United States seek to negotiate
with Canada on & limitation of Canadian softwood lumber imports.

In attempting to treat with the Janadians during the past few months, our
industry has seen that the worst fears of American industry and labor with
respect to foreign trade can become stark reality. Canada, by her recent uni-
lateral actions restricting trade, has clearly demonstrated that she is not con-
. cerned with employment and economic opportunity in other natlons of the
world. She hag, on the other hand, impressed upon American lumbermen that
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she can be a particularly stubborn nation with which to resolve a trade problem.

The principal reason for our appearance here today s to urge that this com-
mittee include in the trade bill provisions that will effectively protect the
American lumber industry and labor, and permit the carrying out of the Presi-
dent’s program. It is our suggestion that the legislation before you clearly
{ndicate that It is the unequivocal policy of our Government that international
trade is a “two-way street” and that our trade agreemen:s are intended to
be an “avenue of reciprocity” which should result in mutual benefits to all
concerned.

We further urge that the legislation clearly indlcate that our Government,
where necessary, will afirmatively protect American industry and labor against
any upsurge of foreign imports flooding their domestic markets, such as has
occurred in our industry, and that it include provisions that will permit our
Government to take such action as may be necessary to cope with a serious
import problem with as little delay as possible.

The escape clause has proven itself inadequate for many segments of Ameri-
can Industry and labor which have sought relief under its provisions. However,
it is more practical than the provisions of the pending bill for industries whose
future {8 threatened by imports.

We strongly urge retaining and strengthening the escape clause to provide
more adequate criteria for determining {mport injury to domestic industries
under its provisions. We also urge that escape clause recommendations of the
Tariff Commission be binding upon the President.

The first of these recommendations, I understand, has been adequately covered
In the testimony of previous witnesses before this committee. We strongly
endorse those representations which have been made for a more effective escape
clause.

We would. therefore, like tn direct your attention briefly to another proposal
which we feel is most significant and necessary.

In the various efforts to resolve our industry’'s current import problems, it
was learned that the President apparently lacked authority to directly impose
an {mmediate quota for the protection of American industry and labor agalinst
an onslaught of imports, even though the circumstances warrant such action
and he Is in accord with such action.

Although the Presidert has recognized the serious import problems currently
facing our industry—as illustrated by his announcement of July 26—under exist-
ing 1aws pertaining to tariffs and trade, he evidently lacks discretionary author-
ity to directly impose an emergency quota.

For example, before the President can invoke a quota under escape clause pro-
ceedings, there must be prior action by the Tariff Commission. Under section 22
of the Agricuitural Adjustment Act. there must be pyeliminary action by bhoth
the Secretary of Agriculture and the Tariff Commission, Only too often such
preliminary action by a Government agency involves a long study and investi-
gation. Pending such study and Investigation. urgently needed rellef to alle-
viate the problems created by Import competition are withheld, and as a conse-
quence the fnjured industry’s economiec position becomes more and more desnerate.

The current experiences of our {ndustry in this area have in?leated the im-
perative need for the President to possess such authority. Wae, therefore, would
like to propose that when circumstances warrant the President be given anthor-
ity and pow~sr to jmmediately impose—without the present requirement for
prior actlon by another Government hody—a special emergency imnort quota.
Such quota would remain In effect until such time ag final action can be token,
snch as the result of an investigation or sutdy leading te a permanent solution
of a serlous import problem.

Congress, in the trade agreements legislation which it anproved in 1958, wisely
Included languoge providing that In escape clause recommendations the Tariff
Commission. in the case of a snerific duty. may convert such snecific Antv as it
existed on July 1, 1034, to its ad valorem equivalent. on the hasis of 1934 value
as found by the Commission, and the Commission can then recommend that such
ad valorem rate be increased by up to 50 percent. We regret thot this provision
for such specific rate fncreases in the ad valorem eauivalent has nnt been
included in the President’s trade bill, We strongly recommend that Congress
reaffirm its sunport of this princinle by incinding this provision of existing law
in the lezislation which is currently pending before you.

We strongly urge that you annrove a foreign trode bill which will nnt nlace
our industry. or any other American industry, at an economic disadvantage in
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competing for markets both here and abroad. We urge that you pass a bill that
will contain congressional powers over tariff and trade matters and insure that
negotiations for trade concessfons with other nations are based upon trye
reciprocity in which the interests of this Nation, the United States of America,
are never subordinated.

In an effort to assist the committee when it considers the bill in executive
session, we have prepared specific language for the various changes which we
are suggesting be made in the bill. These we would like to offer for the record.

Thank you for your courteous attention and for a:.y consideratlon you may
glve to our suggested amendments. We appreciate the opportunity to present
them before your committee.

ATTAOHMENT v

AMERICAN LUMKER INDUSTRY RECOMMENDATIONS FOR PROPOSED LANGUAGE CHANGES
10 H.R. 11970, IN THE SENATE

Section 301(b) (2) (p. 28) : Substitute the word “or"” for the word “‘and” be-
fore the words “unemployment or underemployment” and strike the period at
the end thereof and insert the following: “, a downward trend of production
or wages, & decline in sales, a higher or growing inventory, or a decline in the
proportion of the domestic market supplied by domesttc producers.”

Section 302(a) (p. 31): Substitute the word “shall” for the word “may" at
the end of the first clause.

Section 351 (a) (1) (p. 67) : Substitute the word *“shall” for the word may”
and substitute the words “as is” for the phrase “as he determines to be”.

Section 331(a) (2) (p. 67) : Delete.

Section 351(a) (3) (p. 68) : Delete.

Section 351(c) (1) (A) (p. 69): Strike all after the words “Sccretary of
Labor” and insert in lieu thereof: “that the conditions which justified such duty
or other import restriction no longer exist, and”.

At page 72 after line 13 insert the following:

“SEec. 332, SpeCIAL EMERGENCY PRESIDENTIAL QUOTA AUTHORITY.—(a) When
an article Is belng imported Into the United States in such Increased quality
and under such circumstances as to cause or threaten to cause serious injury
to a domestic industry and/or its employees producing an article which is like
or directly competitive with the imported article, the President upon a showing
of cause and direct appeal from such industry, or its employees, is hereby
authorized, in addition to the authority granted under section 351, to establish
and immediately proclaim a special emergency import quota on such article
to the ex*ent and for such time as he may deem necessary to prevent continued
serfous import fnjury to such domestic Industry and its employees.

“(b) The President shall make an annual report to Congress as to any action
taken under the provisions of this section.”

Section 201(b) (2) (p. 3) : At line 13, after July 31, 1034, delete the period and
add “; except that a specific rate of duty existing on July 1, 1034, may be con-
verted to its ad valorem equivalent based on the value of imports of the aricle
concernet. during the calendar year 1034 and the proclamation may provide an
ad valorem rate of duty not in excess of 50 per centum above such ad valo’em
equivalent.”

Senator Douver.as. Mr. Arnot, would you prefer to testify now?
Mr, Arnor. If Imay. ’
Senator Douvaras. Very well.

STATEMENT OF H. J. ARNOT, VICE PRESIDENT OF MANUFACTUR-
ING, THE READING TUBE C0., READING, PA,

Mr. Arvor. Mr, Chairman, I am H. J. Arnot, vice president of
manufacturing of the Reading Tube Co., Reading, Pa. Reading
Tube is a division of Progress Manufacturing Co. of Pennsylvania.

I came here, in this very august room, also expecting to meet a very
august body, of which you are the sole survivor. But just the same,
I come here as an American citizen, not in the interests of an associa-
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tion, not in the interests of anything except telling the story as it has
mfected our.company.

Senator Dovgras. We are very glad to have you.

Mr. Ar~or. I am speeking for 586 employees and their families, as
well as the company.

As the representative of a so-called small business, I am deeply
appreciative of the opportunity to appear before this distingui ed
committee. T know that while the testimony of the Nation’s great
industrial leaders with respect to the pending trade legislation is
featured by the press, you gentlemen are equa]fy concerned with the
competitive position and ability to survive—yes, and to grow and
prosper—of the smaller components of our domestic industry. The
economic health of cities and towns all over this Nation hinges on
thousands of companies such as ours,

Reading Tube 1s part of an essential American industry. We don’t
make toys or gegaws or beaded bags. YWe make copper industrial
tubing and brass pipe. These products go into the plumbing of our
great office buildings, our factories, and our dwellings. They go into
automobiles, heaters, refrigerators, air conditioners, airplanes, mis-
siles, naval vessels, and many other things.

We are proud of the advances that have been made in these prod-
uct lines—the result of characteristic American ingenuity and enter-
prise. Our research and engineering is not matched by our competi-
tors abroad,but our foreign competitors profit from what we develop.
And as you zImve been told previously, wage rates at every level in the
foreign mills are far below those in the %nited States, enabling our
foreign competitors to outbid us in our home markets in those areas
in which they chose to compete. Resultant price demoralization in
the brass and copper tube business has hurt us severely even though
Oll(li volume of production and sales has held up during 1960, 1961,
and 1962,

From 1930 to 1961, our sales practically doubled. However, since
1959 to the present time, our profits have dropped 90 percent.

To survive this price squeeze, Reading Tube has been compelled to
rxduce its annual operating costs (exclusive of reduced capital expend-
itures) by approximately ?‘2 million a year. How this effect spreads
is spelled out in a letter from the Reading Chamber of Commerce,
submitted herewith.

Senator Dovaras. That will be printed at the conclusion of your
remarks.

Mr. ArNor. Where else does a company suffering from this kind of
price squeeze reduce its costs? In the affairs of its community; in
contributions of money, talent, and time to local charities, hospitals,
civic programs, and professional societies. ‘

And where do you think we have cut our personnel? We have
heen compelled to sacrifice much-needed research and development.
We have all but eliminated our product and process engineering force.
There have been layoffs resulting solely from the price situation—as
distinguished from those made possibfe by normal productivity in-
crease. But I cannot overemphasize the damage suffered by our
engineering and research departments. The first blow struck by
cheap labor foreign imports has been the drying up of the source of
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our ability to meet the new and varied demands of the American
economy—as well as the demands of the military.

A company the size of Reading Tube has no independent source of
copper supply. We derive our raw material from scrap metal, Be-
cause of the vast advantage in wage rates enjoyed by our foreign
competitors, they can and do come to this country and outbid us on
the scrap which they thereafter ship home by freig. ‘er and return to
thes]se shores as finished products, which they sell in competition
with us,

This is reminiscent of the pre-World War II days when American
serap flowed overseas in a vast stream of freighters, later to return
to us in the form of battleships and bullets. This scrap is now shoot-
ing holes in American industry and destroying American jobs.

mentioned with pride our contributions to the building of Amer-
ican military materiel. You gentlemen know that we have to certify
when we sell to the Government that our products sre produced in
accordance with the minimum wage requirements of the Walsh-
Healey Act. No such requirement is placed upon the fcreign sup-
plier of copper or steel for Government use. The contract may go
to a foreign bidder if his bid is a certain percentage below the ¥o“
est competitive price offered by an American supplier.

Redding Tube’s substantial wartime contributions do not of them-
selves justify its continued existence, but they do sharply emphasize
the importance of Reading Tube’s place in the economy. Presently,
the company is a highly efficient producer. It would be a tragic
and wasteful irony if Reading Tube were wiped out during a period
of complacency, only to have history repeat itself with a vengeance
in a new national emergency. Once again the country would suffer
the waste and loss of time implicit in the process of recreating a
needlessly destroyed essential economic unit.

The fact that we have operated for 2 years without profit; the fact
that we have already been compelled to reduce our employment by
18.1 percent in an effort to pare losses to the absolute mmimum; the
fact that the labor cost advantage enjoyed by our foreign competitors
has been increasing rathe: than lessening—all of these factors add up
to proof that our industry needs the safeguards that the pending legis-
Tation supported by the administration would destroy.

Therefore, we urge that the peril-point and escapa-clause provisions
of the bill of Congressman Monagan in H.R. 8850 be substituted for
those in H.R. 11970. It strikes us as both fair and wise that final de-
cisions in these matters, fateful as they may be for American indus-
try, be made by the independent Tariff Commission, subject only to
the power of the President to reverse that decision on the ground); of
overriding national interest if one House of Congress concurs with the
President.

As a final word, may I say to the gentlemen of this committee that
the provisions of H.R. 11970 for supposed relief to companies and
workers adversely affected by excessive cheap labor imports are on}
of theoretical value. They offer dubious assistance to our skilled, well-
paid American workers in the form of a dole receivable after they lose
their jobs. The help proffered to a business being smothered by a
wave of imports is likely to give that business about as much suste-
nance as one would derive from the promise of an inspiring epitaph
on one’s tombstone.



TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1063 1843

Thank you.

Attached to your documents that. you gentlemen have, you will find
also a copy of a statement made by the officials and members of the
bargaining unit who are in complete agreement with the statements as
made today.

Senator Dovaras. That will be printed in the record.

Thank you, Mr. Arnot.

(The documents referred to in Mr. Arnot's statement follow:)

SUPPLEMENT No. 1

THE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF READING AND BERKS COUNTY, PaA.,
Reading, Pa., July 27, 1962.
Mr. H. J. ArNoT,
Vice President of Manufacturing,
Reading Tube Co., Reading, Pa.

DeaR Jiym: Replying to your letter of July 20, we are most certainly aware of
the damage suffered by the Reading Tube Co. as a result of foreign imports.

A loss of $285,000 in payroll in our community has some very significant impact
on our economy. It represents approximately 53 lost jobs upon which approxi-
mately 180 of our people were dependent,

It means that our grocery stores will do $51,000 less business.

It means that our department, drygoods, and variety stores will feel a loss of

$33,000.
OQur clothing and shoe stores will lose $18,000 in sales.
1'_(§u23|' Jggtaurants and other food and drinking establishments will suffer a loss
[ ,000.

It ineans that about $40,000 less will be spent for new automobiles.

And our gasoline service and repair stations have lost $14,000.

Our lumberyards and building materials dealers will suffer an $11,000 loss.

And all other stores, business establishments of every description, will have
reduced sales of $75,000.

But this in itself does not tell the entire story which would have to be projected
on the turnover value of these dollars in the community.

Moreover, we are fully aware that in addition to your direct payroll reductions,
vour organization has curtailed your purchases from our area industrial sup-
pllers to the extent of £100,000, and if we are to consider this reduction in
purchases as the equivalent of loss in payroll which it certainly represents, then
your reduced purchases in effect is the loss of approximately another 20 jobs
in our community.

While I have confined the above comments to & dollar-and-cents proposition, I
am keenly aware that this does not represent the entire loss to our community.
Consideration should be given to the fact that Reading Tube Co., under the
pressure of foreign imports, has been forced to very seriously reduce your par-
ticipation in, and contributéons to, many of our community's activities such as
our charitable organizations, including the United Fund, our hospitals, our civie
programs, and many correlated societies which you have heretofore supported. I
am conscious also of the loss in leadership which Reading Tube Co. previously
contributed to community activities from your very capable staff due to their
strict application to business in your efforts to compensate for your losses.

Because we are so conscious of the losses at the local level, our chamber did
not su%;:ort thle stand taken by the U.S. Chamber in connection with lower tariffs.

ncerely,
T. W. Capsmus, Ezecutive Director.

SUPPLEMENT NoO. 2
LocaL No. 3885,
UNITED STEELWORKERS OF AMERICA, AFL~CIO,
Reading, Pu., July 31, 1962.

Mr. H. J. ArNoT,
Vice President of Manufacturing, Reading Tube Co.,
Reading, Pa.

DeAR MR. ArRxor: We have heard that you will appear before the Finance
;J{oltimlxilt;_?g of the U.S. Senate during the month of August with reference to bill,
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If the opportunity arises for you to express the feelings of the workers at
Reading Tube toward this bill, Local 3885 of the United Steelworkers of
America, representing the production and maintenance employees, wishes to be
on record as follows. Having already felt the impact of foreign trade which has
resulted in layoffs and short workweeks, we feel that any further reduction of
tariffs on copper and brass pipe and tubing would make it impossible for Reading
Tube to survive and consequently our jobs would vanish. Feeling as we do, we
are opposed to the passage of bill, H.R. 11970,

Very truly yours,
WARREN H., AUMAN,

President, Local 3885,
ANDREW S0JA,
Recording Secrctary, Loocal 3885.

Senator Doucgras. The committee will recess until 2:30 p.m.
(Whereupon, at 1:55 p.m., the committee recessed until 2:30 p.m.
this same day.)
AFTERNOON SESSION

The Cuatryan. The committee will come to order.

We are very glad this afternoon to have the distinguished Senator
from Connecticut, Senator Bush.

Senator, will you take a seat, sir, and proceed.

STATEMENT OF HON. PRESCOTT BUSH, U.S. SENATOR FROM THE
STATE OF CONNECTICUT

Senator Busir. Mr, Chairman, may I ask the courtesy of the com-
mittee to have my administrative assistant, Mr. David S. Clarke, sit
here, in case I need to refer tohim?

The CrairyManN. Surely.

Senator Busx. May I proceed ?

The CuatramaN, Yes, proceed, sir.

Senator Busi. Mr, Chairman, I thank the committee for allowing
me to come before it this afternoon.

Our Nation’s foreign economic policy for this challenging period—
the decade of the 1960’s—is of great. concern to me. As a member of
the Joint Economic Committee, with the distinguished Senators from
Illinois, Arkansas, and Mary]’and, who are also members of your

rreat committee, I inquired deeply into this subject in public hearings
eld in December 1961.

We considered, as you have been considering, the issues of trade
policy inherent in the EuroYean Economic Community and our bal-
ance of payments deficit. stated my preliminary conclusions on
January 7, 1962. It was then my conviction that there was no need
for hasty action or for a radical revision of our existing trade policy.
I felt that the principle of tariff revisions on a gradual, selective, and
reciprocal basis, with avoidance of serious injury to domestic indus-
tries and employment, should reman the guideline for our foreign
economic policy.

Prior administrations, Republican and Democratic, have made
great progress using that constructive principle. Proof was not
forthcoming at those hearings that the problem of sustaining a high
and increasing flow of trade in this era calls for more drastic or un-
balanced measures than those which revived the free world’s com-
merce after postwar reconstruction. ’
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Based upon the papers presented and the testimony of the special-
ists who appeared before the Subcommittes on Foreign Economic
Policy, I was skeptical of the administration’s assumption that a
mutual reduction of tariffs with the Common Market would expand
our exports more rapidly than our imports so as to help correct the
nontragg deficit in our balance of payments and help meet the problem
of high unemployment.

While some industries paying high wages can compete in any for-
eign market, I was impressed with the fact that the uros)ean indus-
tries believe they cannot compete with Japanese goods without severe
import regulation. Since European costs are closer to Japanese costs
than our costs are to European costs (let alone to Japanese costs), the
unwillingness of the Europeans to trade with Japan on the freer
trade terms which the administration urges upon our industry per-
suaded me that the policymakers on one side of the Atlantic had to be
wrong.

An%l so it was my conclusion that respectable grounds existed to

uestion whether mutual tariff reductions by the United States and
the Common Market, unless carefully negotiated under principles of
true reciprocity and avoidance of serious injury to our domestic in-
dustry and employment, would help us very much in European mar-
kets or fail to harm us seriously from the Pacific side.

Finally, I was impressed with the riddle of the United Kingdom
camel and the Common Market tent. The hump of the camel repre-
sented by the Commonwealth’s agricultural exports seemed to me to
be both too larit:ﬁ to slide under the tent, and too organically united
to the camel to be left behind. Recent news dispatches from %russels
seem to say as much. :

With the perspective which that serious study of the matter gave
me, I have followed closely the discussion of the trade bill.

It seems to me that the facts which we considered so fully in De-
cember have not altered by August, except that the bases of doubt
which existed then have ripened now into clearly seen grounds for
reorientation of the suggested new trade policy.

Our economic activity lacks sufficient upward momentum.

Although the dimensions of the balance-of-payments crisis have
been scaled downward, dit least for the present, this has resulted largely
from nontrade measures taken to correct the payments deficit, which,
of course, resulted from our nontrade transactions.

The negotiations for United Kingdom entry into the Common
Market have stalled on the hard choices presented by a protectionist
EEC agricultural policy, trade preferences for former common exter- -
nal taniff, if applied to Commonwealth Temperature Zone foodstuffs.

The “Dillon round’ tariff cuts have been proclaimed to take effect
over a 2-year geriod, commencing July 1, 1962. Under the language
of the trade bill, this prohibits any new tariff cuts in the articles
affected from being negotiated to take effect prior to July 1, 1965.

Expansion of economic activity in the Common Market has been
slowed by the exhaustion of labor reserves. With demand continuing
high, the curtailment of output by labor shortages has produced a
rising volume of European imports. For over a year, the Common

87270 0—82—pt. 4—14
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Market has been increasing its imports from the United States much
more than its exports to the United States. The EEC’s deficit on
trade with the United States of $1.8 billion in 1961 was considerably
larger than in any of the preceding 3 years.

dditional tartff action in the near future is, therefore, unneces-
sary to sustain increasing U.S. exports to the Common Market. The
forward period of staging for the Dillon round reductions provides
all the change needed to sustain the momentum of our favorable
export trade with the Common Market in the near future.

On the other hand, unemployment in the United States persists at &
high level—5.5 percent o? the labor force. Of 150 major labor
markets in the United States, 139, or 92.6 percent, have relatively
moderate to substantial unemployment.

I may say that this bill, as Congressman Curtis put it, seems to
bare our economy’s breast to the world of trade, and under title I1I
sets up hospitals and nursing homes to take care of the damage that
will be done.

The sluggishness of the economy, and persistent high level of
unemployment give special emphasis to data recently made available
which correlate shifts in our balance of trade in manufactured prod-
ucts with employment trends in the affected industries. These data,
based entirely on official Government statistics, and involving no
estimates—unlike the administration studies of employment effects
on imports and exports—can be summarized as follows:

Before summarizing them, I would like to say parenthetically that
when Secretary Hodges appeared before our committee last Decem-
ber, I questioned him about the statistics of people emp]nyed in the
export business, or in making exports for the United States, and he
admitted freely and frankly that the material that was being put out
by the Department of Commerce was inaccurate and misleading,
and he said he intended to stop the issuance of that type of materisﬁ.

I am very much afraid that despite his assurance he intended to do
that, it has not been done.

I do not reflect on Mr. Hodges, a very estimable gentleman. But
I must assert that the administration has put out a lot of misleading
material respecting the extent to which employment in this country
depends on our export business.

0 go on with this summary:

1. Industries with 13.8 million employees in 1960 representing 85

rcent of manufacturing employment, had a gain in emplovment

rom 1954 to 1960 of only 57,636 workers—a four-tenths of 1 percent
gain in 8 years. .

2. This large group of industries experienced an adverse shift in
the balance of trade of products within their output boundaries of
$1.7 billion during this period.

3. Within this large group of industries, those who suffered a loss
of employment while experiencing an adverse shift in the balance of
trade 1n their products present the following picture:

ag Employment dropped 304,636 from 1954 to 1960.
b) Exports dropped by $1.1 billion,
¢) Imports increased by $1.8 billion.
b) Thebalance of trade shifted against them by $2.9 billion.
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Senator Doucras. How can that be—if exports dropped only $1.1
hillion, and imports increased by $1.8 billion. At first thought, that
would be a ditference of $0.7 billion.

Senator Busn. Noj; $2.9 billion. Youadd those two figures.

Senator Doucras. I understand. Thank you very much.

Senator Busu. (¢) OQutput per worker increased by 38 percent.

(f) At an output per worker of $8,667 in 1960, the adverse shift in
balance of trade of $2.9 billion represented the output of 334,000 work-
ers—lost to these industries,

4. Those industries, within the large group, which had an increase
in employment while experiencing a favorable shift in the balance
of trade In their products showed the following change:

S(zg Employment rose 348,489 from 1954 to 1960.

b) Exports increased by $1.85 billion.

{e) Imports rose by $0.82 billion.

(d) The balance of trade shifted in their favor by $1.03 billion.

(¢) Efficiency increased siightly less than the import sensitive
grou ,f&ining by 34 percent.

gf t an output per worker of $11,442 in 1960, the favorable shift
in balance of trade of $1.03 billion represented the output of about
90,000 workers—gained by these industries.

5. The actual loss of employment of about 305,000 workers by the
import-sensitive industries is in the same order of magnitude as the
employment content of the adverse shift in the balance of trade in
the products of those industries, comnputed at their 1960 average out-
put per worker. On the other hand, the actual gain in employment
of about 349,000 workers in the growtl industries enjoying a favorable
shift in the balance of trade n their products exceeds the employ-
ment content of that trade shift (computed at their 1960 average out-
put per worker) of 90,000 workers, so considerably that only a minor
part of that gain could reasonably be attributed to foreign trade.

6. Put very simply, our import-sensitive industries appear to have
lost some 305,000 workers largely as a result of foreign competition,
while our growth industries appear to have gained only 90,000 workers
due to foreign trade. Thenet lossto the Nation : 215,000 jobs.

Mr. Chairman, these facts represent serious danger signals for the
American economy. Ours is in great part an industrial economy.
Our factories, mills, and plants provide the employment, payrolls.
materials purchases, and tax revenues for the many thousands of com-
munities of our 50 States which enable them and their residents to
put their roots down deep, to live and to share in the standard of
living which is our heritage.

A community which loses a manufacturing plant or a substantinl
part of the employment provided by that plant suffers economic blight
from which it may not recover. When mmports of manufactures in-
crease sharply and more rapidly than exports, as in the 1954-60 period,
the impact 1s spread widely throughout our economy because our
manufacturing industries are widely diffused throughout the country.

If the hope for employment gains lies, as the President indicates, in
the high wage, highly efficient mass-production industries, the big
cities may be helped, but the small communities whose roots give our
States and Nation its rich diversity and strength of character will
surely suffer serious injury.
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As the Department of Labor found in an intensive study of the
impact of a plant shutdown on workers and the community :

Without new industry, it was feared that unemployment rates would remain
high, younger workers and high school and college graduates would be lost to
the community, property value would decline, incomes would fall, capital re-
sources would be unused, and the community would tend to stagnate.

The data summarized above suggest that the employment benefits
to our exporting growth industries are likely to be much smaller than
the unemployment consequences of further trade liberalization to our
import-sensitive industries. The fact is that exports of manufactures
have increased, both in absolute terms and percentagewise, less rapidly
than imports in recent years. Significantly, the number of firms in
operation in manufacturing has dropped by 14,000 since 1957.

At the very least, these facts slloul(ll throw substantial doubt on the
wisdom of giving the President at this time authority to dismantle
what is left of our already greatly reduced tarviff structure.

I am not suggesting that we retrace our steps in tarifl reduction.
But judging the future—particularly a future dominated by such
great power as H.R. 11970 would confer—by the recent past, I feel
it would be most unwise for Congress to leave the results to chance.
l\ nd chance would be the strongest principle at work as the bill is now
drawn.

There is no evidence to support the administration’s assumption that
decp cuts and outright duty elimination under the loose standards
of H.R. 11970 would produce ex) >rt gains which exceed import in-
creases; nor that the net change in our trade pattern will, in fact,
produce real employment and economic gains for the country. There
1s strong evidence to the contrary.

With these considerations as my g.ide, I have proposed with the
distinguished senior Senator from Utah, Mr. Bennett, and other
Senators a comprehensive set of amendments to H.R. 11970.

Our purpose has been to suggest changes which leave the main out-
line of the vast powers desired by the President substantially intact.
At the same time, we would link these new powers to more certain
guidelines, to more definite procedures and to a greater respect for
congressionnl oversight of the program than the bill presently
achieves.

We have approached our suggestions with a full awareness that this
committee is sensitive to these matters, and that it possesses in abun-
dance the technical grasp and imagination to work its will on the bill
constructively. At the same time, we feel strongly about the de-
sirability of these changes in the bill. Rather than present them for
the first time on the floor during debate, we felt that it would be re-
sponsible and constructive to present our suggestions here in as much
technical detail as possible so that you would have the opportunity to
consider and pass upon them in your patient work on the bill in
committee.

In appraising our amendments, we know that you will keep in view
the following basic facts bearing on our relationships in foreign eco-
nomic policy with other nations:

(1) The United States, after a decade and a half of leadership in
trade agreement negotiations, stands virtually alone, insofar as com-
merce is concerned, as its trading partners in the Western World
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retreat protectively behind preferential arrangements or regional
groupings. e .

I might say here, Mr. Chairman, that this feeling that is getting
abroad, that impression that is going around that the Common Market
is an eieemosynary institution, designed for the benefit of the whole
world and the United States in particular, is not to be depended upon,
It is a mutual protection society, designed to promote the interests of
its own members.

In Europe, the European Economic Community and the European
Free Trade Association; in South America, the Latin American Free
Trade Association; in Central America, the Treaty of Economic As-
sociation, all are bending the talents of foreign ministers to the crea-
tion of free trade areas within the comforting confines of external
tariff walls.

The United States is thus becoming the trade vietim of multiple-
" regional trading blocs, which retain the increased access afforded them
by past U.S. tariff reductions while denying to the United States the
benefit of the most-favored-nation commitments their members in-
dividually accorded to her at the time.

H.R. 11970 is oriented exclusively toward negotiations with the
EEC, offering no specific design for coping with the discriminatory
effect of the EFTA,the LAFTA, orthe TEA,

{2) We have befriended Japan. and used our trade agreement powers
to try to open up European markets for Japanese goods. Yet 13 of
the 17 Western European nations impose quotas or other nontariff
barriers against Japanese products, and 14 countries invoke XXXV
of GATT against Japan, which enables them to withhold most-
favored-nation treatment from Japan. Japan’s increase in industrial
production of 124 percent from 1955 to 1960: her increase in labor
productivity of 53 percent; and her success in holding an increase in
real wages to 24 percent during that period, hold Europeans in awe,
regardless of the pride they feel in the Common Market's growth
gerformance. H.R. 11970 contains no provisions designed to secure

or Japan that access to European markets which our past trade
concessions have failed to secure for her.

I might say, Mr, Chairman, that it was significant that in the
Washington Post of August 12 there was published a story by Ted
Sell entitled “Global Trade—Tokyo Traders Look to Peiping, Mos-
cow,” which is very significant at this time. It shows the Japanese
are sending a trading mission to Moscow now. Discouraged by the
treatment they are getting from the Common Market countries, they
are now looking toward opening up trade further with Peiping and
with Moscow.

This is so informative, Mr. Chairman, that I should like unanimous
consent for thisarticle to follow my remarks in the record.

The Cuamrman. Without objection.

Senator Busi. (3) Weare at a disadvantage in our trade agreement
negotiations with other countries because the great majority of them
are not bound by the actions of their representatives until the trade
agreements have received the approval of their legislatures. Note,
the anroval of their legislatures. Seventeen of the twenty nations
for whom data on the subject are available to me require this type of
legislative ratification of tariff changes effected in trade agreements.
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Mr, Chairman, I ask consent that at this point I may insert the
material to show the way this operates in these other countries, and
how the:' require Ielilslatlve action upon tariff agreements.

The Cuaryran. Without ob%ection.

(The material referred to follows:)

Jasrine V

SUMMARIZATION OF LLAwS OF 20 COUNTRIES PERTAINING TO THE CHANGING OF TARIFF
RATES

The following countries all require some type of legislative approval when-
ever tariff rates are to be changed :

1. Australia,—Once the Cabinet approves of a change in the tariff rate Parlla-
ment thust approve the change. The Increase in duty is effective after the
Cabinet approves. A temporary order may be issued by the Cabinet and ft is
subject to ratificatlon.

2. Austria.—Permanent changes in tanff rates must be approved by the legis-
lature and signed by the President. Unilateral temporary changes may be
effected by the Finance Ministry which must get the approval of the main com-
mittee of one of the two Houses of Parliament.

3. Canada.-—Changes in the Canadian fmport dutles are set forth in the budget
resolution introduced by the Minister of Finance in Parliament. Changes in
duties are legally effective the day following introduction of the budget althoagh
they are not always put into effect until after I’arliament has approved the
budget message. Reductions in duties resulting from bilateral or multilateral
negotiations are approved by the Cabinet as an order-in-council. These changes
are only temporary. Parllament at all times has complete authority to change
dutfes in any manner.

4. Ceylon.—The Cabinet may approve a change in duty but its effect s only
temporary as the change is subject to the ratification of the House of Rep-
resentatives. Bilateral trade and payment agreements are presented to Parlfa-
ment for ratification.

5. Denmark.~—The Legislature must approve changes in rates of import duties.
The executive may not make tariff concessfons on a temporary basis. The
Minister of Finance may temporarily increase tariffs in retaliation to similar
steps taken against Denmark.

8. England.—Before an increase or decrease in the tariff may become effec-
tive it must be approved by a resolution of the House of Commons. In the case
of a decrease this approval takes a negative form; i.e., the order lies before
the House of Commons and if it is not disapproved, it is passed.

7. Finland.—Changes in all tariff schedules require the approval of the Fin-
nish Parliament and the President must sign the changa.

8. Germany.—Decrees of the Council of Ministers of the EEC are binding on
the member countries. They may require implementation by the legislative
bodles. Conclusion of trade agrements require approval by the Federal legisla-
tive bodies. The lower house must approve reduction of customs tariffs.

0. Isracl.—Israel's routine international trade agreements may be signed by
her representaives wilthout subsequent ratification, More important agreements
are signed subject to later ratification by the Cabinet which may refer it to
the Legislature. An increaxe in duties may be temporarily declared by the Min-
ister of Finance but it shall expire unless ratified by the Leglslature within 2
weeks.

10. Japan.—Changes in the rate of duty must be subnmitted to the Legislature
for ratiftcation. The Japanese Cabinet has authority to adopt an emergency
tariff rate when it considers the national economy in danger. Advantage of this
procedure may ony be taken after consultation with the interested Ministries
and the Tariff Council.

11. Netherlands.—Ratification by the Legislature is required of atl Benelux
(Belgium, Luxembourg, Netherlands) bilateral trade agreeinents with other
countries, The common external tariff of all members of the EEC are effective
in the Netherlands. Increasex in the tariff are approved by the Minister of
Finance and the Queen. Thix is only temporary and the Tegislature must pass
laws to make them permanent,
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12. New Zealand.—All changes in rates of duty must either be made by an
act of Parliament or by an order-in-council subsequently ratified by Parlia-
ment.

13. Noriwcay.—All changes in the rate of duty on imports must be approved by
the Parliament. The King or Minister has legal authority to alter regulations
concerning quantitative restrictions.

14. Peru—Ultimately the legislature must pass on all bjlateral or multi-
lateral trade agreements. An agreement may become effective provisionally,
pending legislative approval. A leglslative resolution, passed in November
1960, vested the execuilve branch with prior authority to enforce tariff c¢on-
cessions made by Peru at the First Tar.ff Negotiation Conference of the Latin
American Free Trade Assoclation. The legislature must approve all tariffs.
The executive has been given authority to unilaterally reduce import duties on
necessary articles or to increase import duties in order to protect national
production.

15. Portugal—Changes in duty or tariff regulations may be referred to the
legislature for ratifi-ation or may be published as a *“decree-law" invoked hy
the executive branch. The legislature may call for a debate and effect revl-
sionx in the “decree-law' 80 the net result appears to he that the legislature doex
hnve the power of nonratification.

18. Swceden—Changes in tariffs are subject to approval by the Swedish
Parilament. The DParliament approved of Sweden’s adherence to GATT and
FFTA as multilateral international agreements. Sweden’s bilateral trade
ngreements with foreign governments, establishing quota lists, may be con-
cluded by the King. Only agreements of vital importance to Sweden must he
submitted to the legislature for approval.

17. Turkey.—The Turkish Council of Ministers is authorized to reduce duties
on imports effected unilaterally or under bllateral or multilateral trade agree-
ments. Only the legislature is authorized to make upward revisions in the rate
of duty on imports. Bills must be submitted for approval by the legislature
within 3 months after the decree reducing tariffs becomes effective,

The following countries do not require legislative approval regarding a change
in tariffs:

18. Belgium.—When the Benelux Council decides upon a change in tariff rates,
no further individual governmentul action is needed.

19. Italy.—The Executive, after conxsultation with a Parliamentary Commis-
sion, has the power to modify the general tariff schedules by Executive decree.
Tariff changes voted by the Council of Ministers of the EEC do not “auto-
matically" change the tariff but are implemented by Executive decrees after con-
sultation with the Cabinet and Parliamentary Commissien. Duty rate changes
resulting from trade agreements are implemented by Executive decree but the
trade agreement it<elf must be approved by Parliament.

20. Republic of South Africa.—Changes in the rate of duty are made by ad-
ministrative action of the executive branch of the Sovernment. Rates may be
changed unilaterally by the Minister of Finance.

Senator Busit. The amendment which Senator Bennett and T have
cosponsored with other Senators were introduced in the Senate on
Aungust 2, and have been referred to this committee. In introducing
them, I had the amendments numbered, so that it would be simple1 to
refer to particular amendments. An explanation of the amendments
was also placed in the record, with the text ot FHL.R. 11970 as changed
by the amendments, to show deletions and additions. I understand
that the marked bill, with the amendments numbered, and the memo-
randum of explanation, have been introduced into the record of these
hearings. 1 will, therefore, not burden your record by offering them in
connection with this testimony.

The memorandum of explanation of the amendments which ap-
peared in the record and which will appear in your hearings record is
quite complete, and 1 would hope that in considering the amendments
in executive session you will be able to refer to that amendment-by-
amendment explanation,
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Let me tell you more briefly what the amendments are designed to
do; how they relate to the bill; and what their overall effect on the
bill would be.

First, they reinstate the existing peril point and escape clause pro-
cedures, Tﬁese reniedies have served us adequately, and are to be
preferred to the more vaguely worded provisions of section 221(b),
2'24‘, 301, and 351.

Second, they make more specific the criteria of injury which are to
guide the Tartf Commission in determining serious injury. In doing
so, they do not really go beyond what the present law intends; they
just remove any doubt that when increasing imports take over a larger
share of the market and domestic employment, wages, or profits de-
cline, serious injury exists.

Third, they make the peril point findings of the Tariff Commission
final and conclusive in those instances in which a reduction in duty of
more than 50 percent, or an elimination of duty, would cause or
threaten serious injury. Since such duty change is more drastic than
any permitted heretofore, the desive of the Congress that such far-
reaching change not cause serious injury should be made absolute.
The record of the escape clause suggests that it is so diflicult to restore a
duty when injury takes place that it is sounder not to make the redue-
tion at all, when the circumstances of the industry in relation to exist-
ing import levels and the amount of duty change forecast injury.

i‘ourth. they give Congress itself a greater degree of legislative
oversight through more specific reports and the vetention of power by
Congress to place Tarift Commission recommendations into effect.
The bill calls for reports of a general nature which would not inform
the Congress of the particular instahces in which peril point findings
were ignored (sec. 226). The smendments reinstate existing law In
this respect. The bill changes the present law's provision for a privi-
leged resolution on which each House might act if the President denies
the import adjustment found necessary by the (‘fommission to cor-
rect injury (sec.3h1(n) (2)).

The amendments would restore the privileged resolution (it would
scarcely be possible to secure action by both Houses including ~om-
mittee action in 60 days as the bill requires), and reduce the statutory
vote from two-thirds to a majority, instead of & majority of the full
membership required by the l)ih.

In other words, our privileged resolution would be voted up or
down by a majority of those present and voting.

Fifth, recognizing the consequences of our virtually unilateral ob-
servance of the most-favored-nation principle, the amendments specify
basic negotiating principles which will. («) secure true reciprocity
for U.S. exports by requiring the KEC to give our goods customs
treatinent equivalent to that which they request of us. This would
not necessarily limit trading with the Comnmon Market to an exchan
of concessions on like items. We have many tarifls higher than the
EEC, and many lower than theirs.

Mr, Chairman, to make that clear, I have inserted in the statement
a table which shows the frequency distribution of U.S. and EEC tariff
rates. We have in the lower tariff areas many move rates than they
do, and about the same in the 10 to 20 percent category. When you
get above that, then we have more than they do.
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I would like this table to be inserted at this poeint, for continuity
in the record. I will not take the trouble to read it all,

The Cuairyax. Without objection.

(The table referred to follows:)

Frequeney distridution of United States and Europcan Economiz Community
tariff rates

United States European Econoniic
ommunity
Ruates (or ad valorem equivalent rates) of duty

Number Percent Number Percent

of rates of rates of rates of rates
R 990 20 270 10
0.1 1099 pereent .. %94 18 538 19
10 10 19.9 pereent. 1,510 2 1,624 56
) to 29.9 perovnt. 775 15 358 13
30 pereent and abo 895 18 45 2
Total . e 5,064 100 2,835 100

Senator Busn. This principle would (1) discourage our negotiators
from making further reductions on low-tariff items unless the Com-
mon Market wanted the concession strongly enough to bring its
external tarift down to the level asked of us, and (2) encourage our
negotiators to select our higher tariffs for bargaining use where the
extent of reduction would he governed either by the existing level of
the EE("s lower duty, or the extent to which the EK(C' would lower
its duty. et meillustrate with twoexamples:

First, let us take an item where the U.S. duty is higher than the
Common Market external duty. The average U.S. duty on jewelry
and plated ware is 45 percent. 'The average Common Market external
duties on jewelry and plated ware is 12 percent. The U.S. negotiator
could offer the Common Market a reduction in U.S. duties on jewelry
and plated ware from 45 percent to 12 percent (assuming that the
peril point findings of the Taritf Commission would allow such reduc-
tion) in exchange for a concession by the Common Market on some
other category of products in which the United States had a particular
interest ; for example, poultry or some other agricultural commodity.
Under my amendment 14a, this exchange of concessions could be made,
becanse afterward our exports of jewelry and plated ware to the
Common Market would be dutinble t]here on terms ns fuvorable as the
reduced duty which we would apply to imports of jewelry and
plated ‘ware from the Common Market,

Second, let us consider «n item wherve the U.S. duty is lower than
the Common Market external duty. The U.S. duty on automobiles,
when the reduction made in the Dillon round becomes fully etfective,
will be 6.5 percent. The Comumon Market external duty on auto-
mobiles, after giving ctfect to the reduction granted the United States
in the Dillon round, is 22 percent, The U.8. negotiator could not
make n further reduction in the U.N. duty on antomobiles unless the
Jommon Market was preparved to lower its duty down to the point
where our duty would be lowered, so that after the trade agreement
our exports of automobiles to the Common Market would be admitted
on terms as favorable as we would treat imports of their automobiles.
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That is to say, if we cut our tariff on automobiles from 6.5 percent
to 3 percent, then we would require that their duty, under this arrange-
ment, under this amendment, would come down on automobiles to
3 percent.

() These amendments intend to secure value received for U.S,
concessions by requiring our negotiators to hargain for the grant of
a concession on a U.S. duty with the country or instrumentality
(EEC) which is the principal supplier of the article subject to the
duty. By dealin wit]\ the party wLich will benefit the most from the
concession, we \\'iﬁ be in a position to exact a higher price in the form
of a concession from them than would otherwise be the case. The
more valuable the concession, the greater the benefit to our exports.

In other words, we would not want to negotiate on automobiles, let
us say, with Ecuador, but probably with the Common Market itself.
We would be able to make a better bargain that way.

(¢) Secure equal treatment for Japan and other low-wage coun-
tries of .Asia and Europe by requiring those countries requesting trade
concessions from us to admit exports from .Asin on terms as favorable
as we are asked to accord to them. Under the most-favored-nation
principle, any concession we grant to Kurope is automatically made
available to Asiatic countries. But Euro;l)e severely limits or ex-
cludes goods from JAsia; the United States becomes the only market,
and the trade concessions granted to Europe accentuate the total diver-
ston of Asiatic goods into our market.

So this amendment is designed to accomplish the following, just
toillustrate: The United States makes an agreement with the Common
Market, and our most-favored-nation policy makes that agreement
apply to countries X, Y, and Z. What we say is that we should close
that triangle, and that under such an agreement the Common Market
also would extend to those countries the same most-favored-nations
treatment as we extend. ’

This is intended to shave the Japanese problem with the Common
Market. It is a difficult thing to do. But it is one of those things,
in the interests of the free world, that really must be done. Other-
wise, as I see it—and I put the evidence in this record today, in this
story in the Washington PPost—we are going to drive Japan into
the arms of the Communist world. And what the effects of that
may be after a period of 10 years or so is very diflicult to imagine,
but not hard to visualize as something that might be very detrimental
to the interests of the whole free world.

Sixth, the amendments protect t e integrity of the trade agree-
ment concessions received by the United States by requiring close
attention by the Executive to actions by our trading partners which
would nullify those benefits, or otherwise diseriminate against U.S.
exports, By requiring equal treatment for our exports and .\siatic
exports as a condition for further concessions by the United States
to the Common Market, the amendments set a determined. hard-
headed course for the negotiations. To give those negotiating con-
ditions real substance, enforcement procedures are rvequired. These
are specified in the form of a positive duty on the Executive to with-
draw concessions from other countries, if they renege on the condi-
tions upon which onr action was legally required to be based.
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In other words, if they do not live up to the agreement, we require
the Executive to withdraw the concessions that were made under it.

Additional force is given this policy by amendments which delete
from section 252 qualifying words such as ¥unjustifiable,” “unlimited,”
et cetera, which serve to make the duties imposed on the President by
that section purely diseretionary. Since the section is otherwise
worded to limit the President’s duty to act to instances in which
our trade agreement rights are being violated, and our commerce
burdened as a result, there should be no inference created by the
presence of such words that such action could, under any circum-
stances, be “justifiable.”

The reference to actions inconsistent with trade ngreement pro-
visions in the proposed amendment to section 252 sufticiently protects
the right of other countries to withdraw concessions for balance of
payment, escape clause, or other stated conditions provided for in
trade agreements. Under our amendments, section 252 would become
a clear-cut directive for action. Now it is just one more expression of
hope that the executive will move against discriminatory practices
which burden our commerce.

Mr. Chairman, these are the highlights of the amendments which
T have been privileged to offer with other Senntors for the consider-
ation of this distinguished committee.

Thank you for your consideration.

I have some additional remarks that will take me but a few more
moments. I am still within the hour I estimated, and I think I can
finish well within it, Mr, Chairman.

The CuairyMaN. Take all the time you desive.

Senator Busu. Mr. Chairman, there are three matters pertaining
to these amendments which have been called to my attention since
their introduction, which I would like to refer to the consideration of
your committee,

First, Senator Butler has raised a very sound point concerning sec-
tion 224 of the bill. As worded, that section would allow the Presi-
dent to enter into trade agreement negotiations before he received the
peril point report of the Taritf Commission Since it is an essential
yart of the amendments which I have offered that tlic new authority

e used so as to avoid sausing serious injury to domestic industries,
agriculture, and workers, the President should not act without the
benefit of the Commission's peril point findings. This loophole in
section 224 should, therefore, be closed.

If the State Department so overwhelms the Tariff Commission with
the immensity of the list of articles proposed for negotintion that 6
months is not sufticient, this fact should not serve to hurry the Com-
mission into an incomplete investigation, or to cause the President
to proceed without the Commission’s peril point findings. The Com-
mission is diligent in these matters, and an arbitrary cutoff of their
investigation is not in the public interest.

I therefore recommend that section 224 be amended by striking the.

following from lines 14 and 15 on page 10 of the bill: “or after the
expiration of the relevant 6-month period provided for in that section,
whichever first ocenrs,”. ‘

Ii
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Second, the language of section 257 (c¢) of the bill seemis to be pointed
in the same direction as the loophole picked up by Senator Butler.
Whereas section 224 of the bill could result in the President’s proceed-
ing with trade agrcement negotintions in advance of receiving the
Tariff Commission’s peril point findings, section 257(c) can be read
as authorizing the President to enter into additional trade agreements
on the strength of the peril point hearings which were held in the
summer and winter of 1960.

Two years have elapsed since the date of those hearings. A new
peril point investigation should be held before the President proceeds
with any further tariff negotiations. The purpose of section 257(c)
is not clear, but the attempt which it makes to authorize the President
to grant tariff concessions to other countries on the strength of public
hearings, peril point findings, and other preparations made 2 years or
more ago, is without precedent in our trade agreements history. It
would be a very dangerous precedent, to say the least, and any duties
which were reduced on the strength of section 257(c) would represent
actions where the domestic industries, agriculture, and workers
affected would clearly have been denied their rights to be heard before
their tariff protection is subjected to further changes.

I therefore recommend that your committee delete subsection (c)
of section 257 from the bill.

Third, it has been brought to my attention that my amendment 28a
in specifying the limit by which the President could increase tariffs
in escape clause cases failed to include pertinent language now con-
tained in the law. The intention of the Congress now is to permit the
President, in appropriate cases, to increase the duty by as much as
50 percent above the 1934 rate. Many of our duties are specific duties.
The general rise in prices since 1934 has made the specific duties mean
very much less in ad valorem equivalents than they meant in 1934.

Ad valorem duties, on the other hand, have not suffered this dilu-
tion. In order to be fair about e matter, the Congress in 1958
adopted the Purtell amendment which specified that the increase in
duty could be to & rate 50 percent above the 1934 rate when converted
to its 1934 ad valorem equivalent. While the bill, H.R. 11970, omits
tlhe Purtell amendment (sec. 351(b) (1)), it was not my intention to
doso.

T therefore request that your committee in considering the Bush-
Bennett amendments, change the language on page 13, lines 11 and 12
of the printed amendments, to read as follows:

(1) increasing any rate of duty to a rate more than 50 per centum above the
rate existing on July 1, 1934; except that a specific rate of duty existing on
July 1, 1034, may be converted to its ad valorem equivalent based on the value
of imports of the atticle concerned during the calendar year 1934 (determined
in accordance with the standards of valuation contained in sec. 402a of the
Tariff Act of 1934, as amended (19 U.S.C., sec. 1402) ) and the proclamation may
provide an ad vilorem rate of duty not in excess of 50 per centum above such
ad valorem equialent, or.

That is the end of my testimony, Mr. Chairman,

I would like to ask unanimous consent of the committee to have

laced in the record four tables which show the employment effects of
oreign trade,
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The Cuamrman. Without objection, that insertion will be made.
(The tables referred to follow :)

Listine 1

U.N, INbUSTRIES WITH EMPLOYMENT 1.OSSES AND WORSEXING EXPORT-IMPORT
BALANCES, 1954, 1958, AND 1960

NOTE

Industries selected are all those for which data were available in the gources
which, in addition to showing a worsened balance of trade fn 1960 as compared
with 1934, also expericnced a decline in employment in the Uuited States for
1960 as compared with 19734,

S8OURCES

Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census: 1958 Census of Manufac-
tures, General Summary Subject Report MC38(1) and Area Reports MC38(3) ;
1960 Annual Survey of Manufactures, general statistics for {ndustry groups
and selected industries, MC80(AN)-1; 1.8, Commuwiity Exports as Related to
Output, 198" ; “U.8. Commodity Exports and Imports as Related to Output,
1058"; “U.8, Exports of Domestic and Foreign Merchundise,” Report FT—$10;
and “U.S. Imports of Merchandise for Consumption,” Report FT-110, 1034, 1958,
and 1960.

METHODOLOGY NOTE

Because of the revision of the standard industrial classitication system, em-
ployment and value added data for both 1038 and 1954 were taken from the
1058 Census of Manufactures.” Thix decreared to some extent the industries
eligible for inclusion in thexe comparisons Lecause a number of three- and four-
diglt industries are shown in the 1938 census with no historically comparable
figures.

Adjusted value added data are shown for 194 and 1938, Unadjusted value
added is obtained by subtracting the cost of materials, suppliex and containers,
fuel, purchased electric energy, and contruct work fron: the vilue of shipments
for products manufactured plus cecelpts for services rendered.  Adjusted valiie
added also takes into account 'a) value added by merchandising ope-rntions (tha
is, the difference between the saies value aud cost of merchapdise sold withou:
further manufacture, processing, or assembly), plus (¥) 1he net change in
finished goods and work-in-process inventories between the b ginning and end
of the year. The latter is a more conprehensive measure of the net production
of goods and services by establishments detined ax primarily manufacturing.

For 1960, employiment data have been obtaiged from the 1960 Annuat Survey
of Manufactures which Is based on ceports fiem aboul 60,000 manufacturing
exstablishments selected ont of u tofal of alisost 500000, This sample includes
all large manufacturing establishuenss which aecount fer approxiinately two-
thirds of all manutacturingg®employuent, au, in varying proportions, the more
numerons medinm- snd steidl-sized establisiinents. The estimates obtained vary
from i1he totalg that would have resulted from o complete canvass but, for most
fndusteles, the 1eiative muguitude of the sampling variation is no greater than 1
)ercent.

! For all years, exports amd {mport dats have been compiled on the basis of a
classitication systemn developed by the Bureaun of the Census which related the
fmport (schedule A) and export tschedule B) commodity codes to the 1957
standard Industrinl classificution.  Because each of these commodity classifica-
tions has been created independently and to serve a different purpose, a number
of variances occur when an attempt is made to compare individual industries.
For thix reason, the relationships shown for a number of three-digit induxtries
aud even for sonie of the two-digit Industries should be constdered as approxi-
mations rather than precise comparisons of exports :ind fmports with output
and employment. Nevertheless, these estimates are sufficiently valld to make
accurnte comparisons Letween years since the method of tabulating the data has

been consistent for all years included.
Prepared by Surve:s & Research Corp.. Washington, D.C.. for the Mau-Made

Fiber Producers Assoviation, Inc.
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Emvloy- |Value added,| Forelen trade (thousand dollars)
ment, [United States
United (thousand
States dollars) Exports Imports Balance
, 384 1, 038, 307 204, 857 232,129 -27.80
311,788 2,409, 733 194,022 389,349 —-105, 30
, 887 2,663,375 271,188 304, 208 ~123,00
—4.49 725,068 68, 631 162,079 —95, 48
80, 423 609, 853 43,634 40, 622 8,012
80,010 749,084 24,789 43,850 -19,00]
3 832,283 35,169 51,618 ~18,4¢
~1,608 222,3%0 =10, 488 10, 993 -21,458
213,387 2,468,333 38, 584 163,038 —124,50¢
208, 197 2, 833, 641 40,238 24,677 -194 m
211,19 3,197,014 38,804 284, 094 —248,1
~2,14 729,881 20 121,908 ~121,888
38, 404 168, 368 388 2,448 ~2,081
29,350 183, 140 42 5,901 ~3.40
26.319 104,210 689 4, 700 ~4,011
-12,178 28,844 304 2,254 -1,950
1,027,802 4, 605, 985 378,007 383,712 24,208
001,877 4,857,633 327,421 440, 249 —-112,8%
901, 330 5,613,457 326, 355 627, 131 ~300, 573
-~128,272 1,007, 472 ~351,499 273,419 ~ 324,868
206,193 1,135, 365 184,352 9, 588 174,
243,419 1,073,892 159, 967 9, 601 180, 364
233, 661 1,311,818 184, 421 47, 207 107, 214
—57,832 176,451 [ —29,931 36, 649 ~67,5%
89, 994 403, 584 101, OM 731 100, 333
81,638 463, 833 83,023 1,153 82,778
97 562, 996 85,479 1,778 83, 704
-10,077 154, 432 -18, 835 1,0H4 ~16, 62
68, 631 330, 385 3. 414 38, 048 —34,634
83, 952 338, 618 2,185 59,717 —57, 582
86, 341 374,928 1,878 80, 542 —78. 664
-10,140 44,543 -1, 536 42, 494 —44,030
221,364 939,816 33,097 4,140 28, 847
213, 346 1,101,375 22,028 3,300 18, 725
1960, 219,954 1,219, 641 19,128 8, 8%¢ 10, 537
Dlﬂerence, 1956 compared with
1084 o oeeeneinnnniiianns -1, 410 279,828 ~13,061 4 49 =18 41
226 Textile finishing, except wool
1034 79. 308 462, 365 7.741 38. 748 —31,007
73,205 455, 48 8.085 ~81.3!4
71,858 516,997 4,728 llo, 132 =111, 404
~7,780 54, 632 -3,013 77,384 —80, 8907
191,361 310 8,396 ~u..3
200, 431 3,235 9. 596 -6, 361
214,433 2,971 11, 560 -8, 5839
23,072 -2 3,164 -3, 386
3,241,608 107,838 400, 814 ~292,778
3,176.613 134, 090 440, 285 —~306. 165
3,457,588 179, 603 530,128 ~—350, 432
215,949 71,887 129,511 ~57,684
1,610,410 68, 683 281. 502 —~214.819
1,341.127 77.306 289, 771 —212,465
1,495,703 108, 7368 341,081 - 238,205
~114, 707 30,103 59,879 -20, 476
2,240, 8768 614, 505 284, 638 329, 867
2,518, 424 536, 388 686, 168 —~149,780
3,201,312 476,059 648, 632 ~172, 6
~18, 960,436 | —138, 446 364, 044 - 502, 490
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Employ- |Value sdded.| Foreiym trade (thousand dollars)
ment, |United States
States dollars) Exports Tmports Balance
troleum refining:
Bl Pe ¢ 10800 610388 | 277,787 :
2,119, 402 832, 552 674,038 —141, 488
2, 720, 485 472,789 637, 361 -184,572
802,445 | ~137,507 30,814 -407.171
877,71 75,083 2,780 72,204
1,179,957 04,783 13,288 81,498
1,271,608 91,664 20, 687 11,077
393, 835 16, 581 17,798 -1,217
260, 228 21,237 16,717 4,520
275,798 24,410 31,039 ~8,629
278,538 31,548 40, 385 -8,817
18,308 10,811 23,648 -13,337
988,379 14,559 10,354 4,208
1,145,016 13,434 32,697 -19,263
1,221,132 9,300 53,0069 —43,670
232,753 =518 42,7118 —47,878
22,718 9% 2, 468 -2,370
23,999 187 5,139 -4,972
28,123 204 11,644 =11, 440
8,408 108 9,178 -9,070
247,178 10, 160 14,876 —-4,718
263, 151 12,7 35, 198 ~22,432
23,471 345,197 14,251 50, 797 ~36, 348
324 -1,088 98,022 4,091 35, 0t -31,820
39,769 828,687 8,577 1,760 4,817
41,127 724,771 2,975 9,682 -8, 707
38,762 740, 903 1,134 10, 307 -9, 113
26 -1,007 215,238 —5,443 8, 547 -13,990
’ 50,934 257,983 1832 30,4821 -14.00
44,219 283, 912 19, 330 46, 642 -22,312
45,189 318,200 15, 696 63,100 —49, 404
52 -3, 745 60,217 —698 34,618 =35, 314
3,
212,388 1,327,404 13,139 2,914 10,225
182,033 l 3,220 19,280 3, 556 15, 724
193, 8§60 1,577,846 16, 787 8, 444 8,343
38 ~16, 505 250, 442 3,648 8, 530 -1,882
185,472 938, 067 17,499 6.088 11,413
128, 567 1,049,311 13.130 7. 841 8, 580
134, 560 1,224,676 9.088 11,049 —2,864
39 -912 268, 609 -8 414 5,863 —14, 279
88, 333 644, 368 60. 432 1,532 38, 900
78,377 724,138 65,009 4,171 60, 838
87,788 909, 289 87,995 9244 88, 751
383 —585 264, 921 7.563 7.712 ~149
&, 149 55,371 11,293 9, 558 1,737
7,184 60, 387 12,558 19,242 -8 684
8,041 79, 406 15,178 24,727 -9, 552
as? -708 24,035 3,882 15,171 -11,289
29, 504 200, 676 7.604 63,338 —37,644
26, 157 183, 556 5, 288 58, 104 -~ 52,706
26, 162 238,773 5, 249 67,888 —62, 639
190 -3.342 38,097 —=2,445 2,5% — 4,995
614,644 3,909, 238 546,076 320,258 225,818
571,434 4,754,260 395,332 261, 280 134,052
588.174 5,273,331 396, 225 0694, 229 — 298,004
~ 26,470 1,364,093 ~149, 851 373.071 -~ 523,822
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Employ- |Vsalue added,| Foreign trade (thousand dollars)
ment, United States!
United (thousand

States dollars) Exports Imports Balance
n J(*wcky and stlverware:

1034 47,930 302,058 11,046 H 93,455 - 81,509
41,867 323,318 19,335 109.022 — 89,684
42,349 373, 644 0, 464 127,302 -97,8
-3, 5 71,588 17,518 13,647 —16,3%9
68,675 318,312 18,519 148,344 ~131,828
56, 274 338,324 13,507 45,740 -32,183
52,6830 358,130 14,187 401, €494 —387,417
—14,045 37,818 ~2,332 283,320 —255,652
358,200 2,422,132 | 1,733,611 67,45 1,666,118
328,008 3,012,122 | 1,009,349 168, 13 841,156
336,366 3,279, 669 852,793 43,44 609, 339
—21,843 857,537 [ —850,818 175,959 | —1.088, 777

4,477,233 28,161, R64 | 3,920,549 | 2,039,268 1, 888, 2&3
4.109,852 32025609 | 2,94%.496 | 2,043,814 4,68
4,172,597 36,104,186 | 2,859 336 | 3,884,819 1,006,483

—304, 636 8,002,322 (1,068,213 | 1,826,653 | —2,804,766
15,645,491 | 117,032,328 | 12,160,163 | 8§, 546,961 6,613,232
-] 15,393,766 | 141,270,297 | 14,12%.001 | 7,725,919 6,402,082
18,124,061 | 163,230,807 | 15,753,320 | 9,912,611 5,840, 709

478,570 46,108,481 | 3,593,127 | 4,365,650 -112,5%

1960
leot‘:‘renoe. 1960 compared with

Listing I1

U.S. INDUSTRIES WITH EMPLOYMENT GAINS AND FAvorABLY DEVELOPING EX  RT-
IMPORT BALANCES, 1034, 1908, Axn 1960

NOTE

Industries selected are all those for which data were available in the sources
which, in addition to showing an improved balauce of trade in 1060 as compared
with 1954, a'so experienced an Increase In employment in the United States for
1960 as compared with 1934,

SOURCES

Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census: 1958 Census of Manufae-
tures, General Summury Subject Report MO38(1) and Area Reports MCAS(3) :
1060 Annunal Survey of Manufactures, “General Statisties for Industry Groups
and Selected Industries,” MCUO(AS)-1; U8 Commodity Exports ax Related to
Output, 19587 ; “U.8& Commodity Exports and Imports as Related to Outpud,
1058 ; “U.8. Exports of Domestle and Foreign Merchandise,” Report FT-410,
and “U.8. Imports of Merchandixe for Consumption,” Report FT-110, 1954,

1958, and 1960.
METHODOLOGY NOTE

Because of the revision of the standard industrial classification system, em-
ployment and value added data for both 1958 and 1954 were tnken from the 1058
Census ot Manufactures.” Thix decrensed to some extent the industries eligible
for inclusion in these comparisons because a number of three- and four-digit in-
dustries are shown In the 1058 census with no historically comparable figures,

Adjusted value added data are shown for 1954 and 1958, Unadjusted value
added is obtained by subtracting the cost of materials, supplies and containers,
fuel, purchased electric energy, and contract work from the value of shipments
for products manufactured plus receipts for xervices rendered. Adjusted value
added also takes into account (a) value added by merchandising operations
(that ix, the difference between the xalex vilue and cost of merchandise sold
without further manufacture, processing, or assembly), plus () the net change
fn finished goods and work-in-process inventories between the beginning and
end of the year. The latter Is a more comprehensive measure of the net pro-
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duction of goods and services by establishments defined as primarily manufac-
turing.

For 1960, employment data have been obtained from the 19060 Annual Survey
of Manufacturers which is based on reports from about 60,000 manufacturing
establishments selected out of a total of almost 800,000. This sample includes
all large manufacturing establishments, which account for approximately two-
thirds of all manufacturing employment, and i{n varying proportions, the more
pumerous medium- and small-sized establishments. The estimates obtained
vary from the totals that would have resulted from a complete canvass but, for
most industries, the relative magnitude of the sampling variation is no greater
than 1 percent.

For all years, export and import data have been complled on the basis of a
classification system developed by the Bureau of the Census which related the
import (schedule A) and export (schedule B) commodity codes to the 1057
standard industrial classification. Because each of these commodity classifica-
tions has been created independently and to serve a different purpose, a number
of variances occur when an attempt is made to compare individual industrles.
For this reason, the relationships shown for a number of three-digit industries
and even for some of the two-digit industries should be considered as approxima-
tions rather than precise comparisons of exports and imports with output and
employment. Nevertheless, these estimnatea are sufficlently valld to make accu-
rate comparison between years since the method of tabulating the data has been
consistent for all years included.

Prepared by Surveys & Research Corp.,, Washington, D.C., for the Man-Made
Fiber Producers Assoclation, Inc.

Employ- |Value added,[ Foreign trade (thousand dollars)
ment, |United 5fates
United (thousand
States dollars) Exports Imports Balance

203 Dairy producte:

1954.. 283, 431 2,502, 848 81,328 35,008 43,333
293, 802 2,868,779 187,798 43,430 142,357
286,842 3,164,014 116,964 49,806 67,088
3,411 862, 368 35,630 13,900 21,738
199,238 1,374,088 120,795 137,632 -7,837
22,38 1,898, 705 208, 405 182,202 84,203

238, 503 2,318,708 206, 365 010
37,285 971,710 76, 570 68,378 810
29,987 676, 503 57,132 37 87,005
33,832 1,038, su 76,66 31 76,575
36,118 1,130, &0 87,462 6t 87,401
6,131 433,814 30,330 24 30, 308

527,710 4,030,183 235,123 888, 236 ~-650,163
853, 308 8,707,474 36,458 947,932 —041,474
6,508, 545 424,579 | 1,000,622 —638, 043

52,52 1,638, 392 189,456 175,338 14,120

803,482 6,403,088 86,438 16,827 60, 608

864, 101 7,922, 962 112,887 27,744 85,143

908,314 £, 262, 335 138,820 39,263 0, 557

104,832 | 2,859,247 55,388 22,436 20,49

230, 895 2,137,583 2,702 2,363 339

204, 258 2,518, 921 3,931 2,048 1,885

07,423 2,924,534 3,602 2,337 1,288

i 26,528 786,951 900 -2 926
213 Books:

1954 57,400 552,191 25,378 8,476 16,902

6%, 604 843, 034 39, 003 14,930 24078

75.821 1,141,970 51,232 20, 569 30,363

18,421 589,770 25,854 12,398 13, 461

110,781 1,427,043 103, 947 29,481 164, 468

121, 538 1,899, 770 429,685 35,388 394, 597

130, 030 2,285,710 654,099 32,609 621, 487

19, 249 828,067 460,149 3,128 51,001

87210——62—pt. 4-—15
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Employ- | Value added,| Foreign trade (thousand dollars)
ment, |United States) .
United (tbousand | ]
States dollars) Exports Imports ’ Balance
1
22,062 1,364, 928 241, 209 24,512 216, 697
940 2,006, 288 275,361 29,525 245,63
102.086 2,349, 105 22,114 39, 450 282, 664
19, 024 984,177 30,905 14, 638 15,967
20, 059 §7,070 1,846 347 1,499
18, 031 28, 350 2, 049 50 2,379
20,068 113,198 3,183 1,325 1,828
7 26,128 1,307 978 3%
91, 334 678,839 47,031 2,170 #, 561
92, 045 844, 811 58,029 3,682 54,37;
99, 909 1,012, 633 57,203 6,038 51,168
8,575 333, 694 10,172 3,888 6,304
1,169, 331 9,809,138 | 6,897,710 956,390 | ~266,680
1,006,359 | 11,671,341 901, 914 o457 —43.818
1178422 | 13,314,076 | 1,101,317 | 1,351,225 | —150,908
9,091 | 3,414,938 ] 501,007 | 39435 106,772
81,955 650,91 149,795 | 2,719 147,076
85, 572 1,067,971 215,126 ! 5607 209, 519
84,815 999, 649 220,026 |' 14,699 205,327
2,860 348,748 70,231 { 11,950 58,251
165, 746 1,223, 538 317, 412 29,065 288, 347
162, 262 1,339, 530 394, 541 1,010 1 352,401
175, 461 1,762,393 00808 | GLSS1 4320
9,735 538,855 180, 3% 35,816 I 144, 5680
12,767 79,217 12,378 419 11,959
23,475 165, 598 2, 739 1,338 | 19, 40l
28,276 202,350 18,678 : 1,176 l 17, 5
15, 509 123,133 6.300 | ST 5,543
o2es | 210,88 | 10030 eam!l 2
206, 556 2, W6, 390 324,926 BLSTT 19330
332, 844 3,763,074 33,207 1 1en233 | 225974
61,258 | 1,632,118 | 163,840 Mot
13, 407 04,213 4.384 L8781 =7 4us
17, 450 131,703 6, 146 12,583 —h, 73
1 149, 358 11,323 l| 18,147 —6, 824
6,457 55,175 6,939 ! 7,269 670
28,218 200, €08 23,284 | a3t | 22,353
20,131 28, 007 24,599 | 1,735 22,563
29,717 268, 028 7?0103 | 2,832 25,473
1,559 67,120 §.821 1,701 3,10
3,904,004 | 33,223,221 | 2,470,178 2,230,882 | 239,24
4,018,818 | 41,010,553 | 3,544,467 . 2,383,206 | 1,161,1il
4,252,583 | 48,661,503 | 4,321,220 ' 3,055,267 | 1265953
348.450 | 15,438,282 | 1,851,084 [ 824,385 | 1,026,659
' 18,645,491 | 117,032,328 | 12,160,193 | 5,546,961 | 6,613,232
15,393,766 | 141,270,207 | 14,128,001 ! 7,725,919 | 6 4(2 082
16,124.061 | 163,230,807 | 15,753,320 i 9,912,611 |  5,840.7
478,570 | 46,198,481 | 3,503,127 4,365,650 | -—i72, 53

Listing III

U.S. INDUSTRIES WITHOUT APPARENT CORRELATION BETWEEN EMPLOYMENT
CHANGES AND ExPoORT IMPORT BALANCE CHANGES, 1954, 1938, AND 1960

NOTE

Industries selected are all those for which data were available in the sources
other than those industries shown on listings I and 1I.
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SOURCES

Department of Cominerce, Bureau of the Ceunsus: 1958 Census of Manufactures,
General Summary subject Report MC38(1) and Area Reports MC38(3); 1960
Annual Survey of Manufacturers, “‘General Statistics for Industry Groups and
Selected Industries,” MCG0(AS)-1; “U.S. Commodity Exports as Related to
Output, 1958”; “U.S. Commodity Exports and Imports as Related to OQutput,
1958"; “U.S. Exports of Dowmestic and Foreign Merchandise,” Report FI—410,
and “U.S. Imports of Merchandise for Consumption,” Report FT-110, 1054, 1958,
and 1960,

METHODPOLOGY NOTE

Because of the revision of the standard industrial classification system, em-
ployment and value added data for both 1938 and 1954 were taken from the 1958
Census of Manufactures. This decreased to some extent the industries eligible
for inclusion in these comparisons because a number three- and four-digit in-
dustries are shown in the 1938 census with no historically comparable figures.

Adjusted value added data are shown for 1954 and 1058. Unadjusted value
added is obtalned by subtracting the cost of materials, supplies and containers,
fuel, purchased electric energy, and contract work from the value of shipments
for products manufactured plus receipts for services rendered. Adjusted value
added also takes into account (a) value added by merchandising operations
(that is, the difference between the sales value and cost of merchandise sold
without further manufacture, processing, or assembly), plus (3) the net change
in finished goods and work-in-process inventories between the beginning and end
of the year. The latter is a more comprehensive measure of the net production
of goods and services by establishments defined as primarily manufacturing.

For 1960, employment data have been ohtained from the 1960 Annual Survey
of Manufactures” which is based on reports from ubout 60,000 wmanufacturing
establishments selected out of a total of alimost 300.000. This sample includes
all large manufacturing establishments, which account for approxinmutely two-
thirds of all manufacturing employment, and, in varying proportions, the more
numerous medium- and small-sized establishments. The estimates obtained vary
from the totals that would have resulted from a complete canvass but, for most
industries, the relative magnitude of the sampling variation is no greater than
1 percent.

For all years, export and import diita have heen compiled on the basis of a
classification system developed by the Bureau of the Census which related the
import (schedule A) and export (schedule B) commodity codes to the 1957
standard industrial classification. Because each of these commodity classifica-
tions has been created independently and to serve a different purpose, a number
of variances occur when an attempt is made to compare individual industries.
For this reason, the relationships shown for a number of three-digit industries
and even for sonie of the two-digit industries should be cousidered a&s approxima-
tions rather than precise comparisons of exports and imports with output and
employment. Nevertheless, these estimutes are sufficiently valid to make ac-
curate comparisons between years since the method of tabulating the data has
been consistent for all years fncluded.

Prepared by Surveys & Research Corp., Washington, D.C., for the Man-Made
Fib: r Producers Assoctation, Inc.

Employ- |Velue added,| Forelen trade (thousand dollars)
nient, United States
United (thousand
States dollars) Exports Imports Balance

200 Food and kindred products (8):

. 646, 591 13,766,995 | 1,066,637 | 1,239,683 —133, 261
17,532,558 | 1,330,685 | 1,616,508 -283,913
19,660,542 | 1,465,549 | 1,723,725 —258, 176

5,893, 547 378,912 483,827 —104, 915
‘1,468, 926 217,290 29,761 187, 529
1,855,663 325,922 23,571 300, 351
1,976,763 388, 586 31,762 356, 824

509, 837 171,206 2,001 169,296
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Employ. |Vslue added,! Foreign trade (thousand dollars)
ment, [United States]
United (thousand
States dollars) Exports Tmports Balance
208 Bnery products:
easmevesssensesnsasennennans 21,100 2,056, M8 4,604 2,432 2173
301,296 2,634,310 5, 567 7,508 ~1,041
308, 033 2,902,138 5,212 8 431 ~4,239
14,933 845, 190 608 7,019 -6, 411
30, 168 264,761 1,818 449,876 —448 081
28,548 337,058 , 708 565, 280 ~561,575
32,472 460, 580 2,308 549,198 548, 8%
2,308 195, 819 £00 0,319 —08,820
€, 863 1,004, 43, 2,75 00 457
84, 467 1,413, 460 83, 188 , 803 80, 663
) 1,848, 97,549 8,930 91,500
—12,363 540, 953 3,342 3,200 3,142
7,538 79,619 , 689 27 5. 2
6,348 188 8,137 869 7,568
8,048 f , 306 1,188 8.238
~1,48% 18,317 3,707 921 2,788
25,676 124,013 12,664 8, 468 9,108
24,587 142,638 19,604 4,651 14,653
23,624 169, 138 , 422 5,738 17,688
-82 48,128 10,758 3,268 8,490
1,190,084 5,188, 347 120, 000 91,648 28,352
1,180,817 6,003, 883 136,644 191,658 ~55.012
I 223019 8,681, 883 02 81&6!4 ~ 135,812
32,058 1, 516,038 38, 702 220, 866 — 184,164
119,001 527,234 87,4 43,471 12,023
122,208 612.610 ) 123,143 —~87, 843
129, 639 732,358 79,394 219, - 140,038
10,538 208, 121 21,900 173,959 | —152,089
112, 234 509, 78t 7.240 268 6,974
111, 335 596, 248 8, 398 5,317 3,019
17,201 633, 510 9,996 6, 406 8, 500
4,97 123,729 3,756 8, 140 -3, 384
64.333 268, 847 1,319 21,89 -2, 575
60,026 308, 277 1,141 , 920 -20.779
, 433 320, 566 1,159 41, 490 - 40,331
1,100 81,719 -160 19, 596 -19, 758
134. 560 647,621 . 098 11,740 11,35
128.779 731.084 20,074 4.139 11,038
138, 867 889,176 18,833 8,003
4,307 241, 558 3,742 7,005 -3,353
75,810 392,768 18,706 49,248 - 30, 592
71,505 387,418 27,156 38,710 ~9, 554
73,107 439, 41,592 37.798 3T
-2, 403 48, 491 22,886 -11, 500 34,386
82,307 214,749 541 1,939
39, 569 183, 523 2,71 192 2,599
38,331 183,672 2,837 27 2,%6
-13,976 -21,077 57 —270 7
340, 64 1,997, 806 31,439 8,408 23,031
347,599 2, 349, 488 41,33 18,092 23, 301
X 2,618, 501 37,032 23,021 9,911
23, 908 620,995 6,493 19, 613 -13,120
733, ROS 9,546,008 { 1,109,792 306,179 £03, 613
699, 166 12,270,371 , 673,811 349, 259 1,224,152
72,40 14,350,033 | 2,073,002 421,672 1,651, 330
-11, 446 4,833,128 963, 210 115,493 847,717
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Employ- | Value sdded,| Forelgn trade (thousand dollars)
ment, {United States|
Unf (thousand
States dollars) Exports Imports Balanoce
251 Basic chemicals:

1954 240, 507 3,223,184 47,603 174, 49 8444
238, 14 4,259, 770 339,120 208, 634 142, 495
240,397 5,101, 462 460, 068 239,612 220, 454

-110 1,878,278 213,873 65, 363 147,010
20,007 207,753 2492 6,353 -3, 861
23,317 269, 035 2,938 11,713 -8, 777
22 320, 933 2,965 10,492 . ~7,877

2,853 118,180 43 1% ~3,668
10, 169 115.099 1,628 408 1,128

9, 824 808 416 482
10, 932 100 003 305 €28 -503

763 45, 804 -1,321 ko] 1,063t
338,493 852,789 638 9,270 111, 418
347,842 3'.270.612 &'&s 39, 248 12{:312
378, 095 3,772,630 171, 461 139, 456 32,005
39,602 1,219,841 80,778 130, 188 -19,411
18,322 108, 768 e 508 268
20,359 149, 608 51 1L 494 =10, 008
21,966 162, 158 818 85,90 -85, 415

3,044 585, 390 —~259 85, 424 -85, 683

2,953 23,454 2,042 178 1,867

2,215 , 843 2,800 2 2,774

2,415 2, 149 3,040 85 3,564

~538 5,005 1,607 -90 1,607

132,603 948, 407 40, 445 3,91 38, 654
119, 565 977,24 , 308 10, 659 48,616
, 687 3,161,778 71,838 27,319 44,210
-4,818 218,871 31,003 23,828 7,585
91, 967 508, 388 340 2,008 334
116,308 928,950 3,077 3,761 —674
134,024 1,147,939 , 8,633 -1 40
42,057 549, 551 1,763 8,87 -3, T
350,878 1,040, 804 #4177 40,178 3,909
349,050 1,897, 485 49,412 89,079 -39, 067

7 3,043,001 8,700 133, 090 -78, 291

1,104 402,797 10,622 92,912 -82, %0
15,856 91,318 1,262 4,472 -3,210
18,856 96, 560 2,132 9,107 -6,978
18, 030 107, 829 1,918 L1132 -9,197

2,174 16,216 653 6,640 ~5,987
37, 847 163, 747 2,875 4,976 -2, 301

610 187,287 3,716 8,273 -4, 407

821 208, 741 8,398 12,030 ~8,632
¢ 44,004 4723 7,054 ~4,.831
211,614 193,282 5,304 8, 0568 -2,753
oM 242,087 8, 863 17,385 -8 520

, 908 208, 04 12,062 2,99 -9,907

8,20 101,812 7,658 14,873 -7,318

72.8“ 427,840 4, %90 7874 -2,884

70,308 490, 448 8,252 9, 739 —~4,487

1960 76,63 851,714 4,637 31,101 ~186, 464
Dlﬂerence. 1960 compued with

b1 [ 2,808 124,128 -353 18,827 -13,830
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FEmploy- |Value added.| Forelgn trade (thousand dollars)
ment, |United States!
United (thousand
States doltars) Exports Imports Balance
328 Cutstone and stone products:
1954 21,576 121, 465 1,415 3,065 —1,65%0
20,348 129,038 1,668 5014 —4,248
556 142,78 1, ™7 8,931 —-7,204
&30 21,262 312 5, 866 —5,554
53, 544 567, 730 150, 314 684,344 -~ 3534, 030
17,086 700, 431 236,270 563,027 —328,787
49, 413 926, 914 4568, 265 614,133 — 157,868
—4,131 359, 134 308, 951 -70,211 376, 162
1, 060, 431 8,021, 147 370,258 42,240 328,015
1,057,988 9,412,183 , 790 106, 344 463, 448
1, 0&5 bec 10, 284,676 471,024 212, 561 258, 463
Dmerence, 19& compared with
1954 ........ evemmmemanaaecaan 24,842 22,635,529 100, 769 170,312 —69, 552
341 \uw cans (8):
............................ 55,234 500, 408 11,022 49 10, 573
1068 ............... 54, 668, 606 18,321 178 18,18
1900, .. oeecceicecaceeicnaan 53, 302 860, 135 7.361 35 17126
Difference, 1960 compared with
.......................... -1,932 159,727 6,339 -214 6,583
143,676 1,040, 680 71,045 13,921 57,14
135,718 1,202,227 , 777 , 292 , &
139, 612 1,409,022 96, 685 33,452 5
—4,064 368, 342 25,640 19, 531 6,19
284,121 2,235,101 3,615 4,261 2,384
30,622 2,962, 860 190, 803 13,121 177.6%2
328,387 2,929,114 115,781 72,068 43.713
44, 266 694,013 19,166 67,807 —48.641
83, 738 665,077 13,046 4,673 8,373
85, 106 754, 706 16, 563 10, 416 6,177
a5, 812 U4, 78 17,918 17,597 3n
}
7.07¢ 249. 669 4,872 12,024 ! —8,052
N i
413.310 17,121 | 10,029 7092
439,940 18,776 | 30, 449 ~11,673
518, 944 14,689 38, 840 ~24,151
105, 634 -2, 432 & 811 -31.28
13,428,014 | 2,097,830 116, 382 1,981, 448
15,233,604 | 2 506, 79 653, 901 1,847, 7%
17.977.997 2,725,019 718,615 2,006. 404
4, 549,983 627,189 602, 283 24,956
6,137, 653 224, 634 52,328 1,172 308
6, 750, 675 I 249,310 535,138 714,172
10,119, 05 l. 240,625 57,456 643,169
3,981, 402 15,991 543,130 —529,139
822,470 6, 034, 462 619,382 2,175 500, 207
768, 432 € 924,338 Q52,619 78, 560 R74.059
680, 136 80w, 127 ) 1,24,772 62. 336 1,282 436
—~142, 334 14, 665 875,390 33,161 642,29
126, 352 787,125 118, 342 3,216 115,126
. 144, 442 1,070, .0l6 6,350 72 66
1960 134, 510 1,022,164 633 8333 32 30
Difference, 1960 compered with .
L P 8,158 24,99 ] 5117 —82, 826
374 Railrond equ{pmem
1954 51,875 323,051 120,378 2,379 117,009
39. 591 319, 662 203, 101 43 ) 203, 053
42,387 474,075 128, 600 372 123,22
—9.188 148.024 822! -2,007 l 10.22
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.l Employ- |Value added,| Foreign trade (thousand dollars)
ment, |United States
United (thousand
States dollars) Exports {mports Balance
3i5 Motorcycles, bicycles, parts:
1 7,061 40,177 2,713 28, 866 ~26,153
7,578 52,125 2,009 37,464 35,458
, 341 61, 1,708 48,438 ~47,230
1,280 21,049 -~1,005 20,072 -21,077
18,484 107,059 7,418 1,049 6, 387
18,223 136, 096 7,174 3,972 3,02
2, 662 152, 830 8,260 7,133 1,127
2,198 45,771 844 6,084 -$5,240
63,008 585, 900 61,207 16,103 45,194
60, 262 788, 759 83,207 38,188 47,111
61,490 958, 577 108, 751 48,754 59, 007
-1,818 362,677 47,454 32,651 14,803
88, 550 468, 358 21, 663 20, 509 1,184
98, 704 711,708 32,687 44,275 —-11,618
105, 188 840,472 42,517 70,122 —-27, 608
18,620 378114 mes | ‘wes| -28758
7 990 449 60,650,639 | 5,334.3900 | 2,657,811 2 876. 670
73,752,112 [ 6,884.822 [ 3,811,888
&047 233 84,122,864 | 7,958.97T | 4.543,832 3.415.1&5
58, 754 23,463,225 1 2.624.587 | 1,886,021 738, 586
15.645.491 | 117,032,326 | 12,160,103 | 5, 548,961 G 613,232
15.393, 766 | 141,270,297 | 14,123,001 | 7,725,019 6, 402, 082
16,124,061 | 163,230,807 | 15,753.320 , 9,912,611 .&0. 709
478, 570 46,108,481 | 3.503.127 | 4,365 650 —-772.523

L1sTING IV

EsmrroyMENT, VALUE ADDED BY MANUFACTURING, AND EXPORTS-IMPORTS OF U.S.
MANUFACTURING INDUSTRIES, 1954, 1958, AND 1060

NOTE

Industries selected are all those for which complete data were available in
the sources.
SOURCES

Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census: 1858 Census of Manu-
fictures, General Summary Subject Report MC38(1) aud Area Reports MC38(3) :
1960 Annual Survey of Manufactures, ‘General Statistics for Industry Groups
and Selected Industries.” MC60(AS)-1; “U.S. Commeodity Exports as Related
to Qutput, 1958"; “U.S. Commodity Exports and Imports as Related to Output,
1938 “U.8. hxmnq of Domestic and Foreign Merchandise,” Report FT—410.
and "UQ Imports of Merchandise for Consumption,” Report FT-110, 1054.
1938, and 1960.

METIIODOLOGY NOTE

Because of the revision of the standard industrial classification system, em-
ployment and value added data for both 1958 and 1954 were taken from the
1958 Census of Manufactures. This decreased to some extent the industries
eligible for inclusion in these comparisons because a number of three- and four-
gig[t industries are shown in the 1958 census with no historically comparable

Zures.

Adjusted value added data are shown for 1054 and 1958. Unadjusted value
added is obtained by subtracting the cost of materials, suppllies and containers,
fuel, purchased electric energy, and contract work from the value of shipments
for products manufactured plus receipts for services rendered. Adjusted value
added also takes i1ato account (@) value added by merchandising operations
(that is. the difference between the sales value and cost of merchandise sold
without further manufacture, processing, or assembly), plus (b) the net change
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in finished goods and work-in-process iuventories between the beginning and
end of the year. The latter Is a more comprehensive measure of the net pro-
ttiucth:] of goods and services by establishments deflned as primarily manu-
acturing.

For 1960, employment data have been obtained from the 1960 Annual Si: 'vey
of Manufactures which Is based on reports from about 60,000 manufact > ag
establishments selected out of a total of almost 300,000. This sample inc) des
all large manufacturing establishments, which account for approximately :wo-
thirds of all manufacturing employment, and, in varylng proportions, the more
numerous medium- and small-sized establishments. The estimates obtained
vary from the totals that would have resulted from a complete canvass but,
for most industries, the relative magnitude of the sampling variation is no
greater than 1 percent.

For all years, export rnd import data have been complled on the basis »f a
classification system developed by the Bureau of the Census which related the
impoit (schedule A) and export (sch2dule B) commodity codes to the 1957
standard industrial classification. Because each of these commodity classifica
tions has been created independently and to serve a different purpose, & number
of varlances occur whea an attempt is made to compare i{ndividual industries,
For this reason, the relationships shown for a number of three-digit industries
and even for some of the two-digit industries should be considered as approxi.
matfons rather than precise comparisons of exports and imports with output
and employment. Nevertheless, these estimates are sufficiently valld to niaxe
accurate comparisons between years since the method of tabulating the Jata
has been consistent for all years included.

Prepared by Surveys & Research Corp., Washington, D.C,, for the : an-Made
Fiber Producers Assoclation, Inc,

Employ- | Value added,| Foreizn trade (thousand dollars)
ment, |United States
United (thousand
States dollars) Exports TImport. Balance

200 l?ood and kindred products (8):

1,648, 501 13,768,905 | 1,086,637 | 1,230,808 —153,261
1,608,814 17,832,558 | 1,330,685 | 1,616,568 —285,913
1,712,039 10,600,542 | 1,465,540 | 1,723,725 —258,176
66,348 5,893, 547 378,912 483,827 —104,918
311,368 1,938,307 204, 557 232,129 -27,5712
311,758 2,499,233 194,022 389, 349 -~195,327
306, 867 2,663,375 271,188 304,208 ~12,020
—4,49 725,068 66, 631 162,079 —95, 448
283, 431 2,302, 846 81,328 35,996 45,332
203,802 2,868,779 187,706 45,439 142,387
236,842 3,164,014 116, 964 49,896 67,008
3,411 862,368 33,630 13, 900 2,738
199, 238 1,374,088 129,793 137, 632 -7,8%7
223,323 1,893,705 208, 405 152, 202 54, 208
236, 503 2,345,708 206, 385 208,010 358
37,25 971,710 76,570 68,378 8,192
123, 507 1,468,026 217,290 29, 761 187,520
118,084 1,855,683 328,922 25,871 300, 351
116,99 1,976,763 338, 586 31,762 358,824
~8,378 509, 837 171,208 2,001 160, 295
201,100 2,056, 946 4,604 2,432 2,172
301, 206 2,634,310 8, 5671 7,508 —1,041
308, 033 32,002,138 5,212 9, 451 -4
14,933 843, 190 608 7,019 ~8,411
%, 168 264, 761 1,815 449,878 ~448, 081
28, 548 337,058 3,705 863, 280 —581, 578
32,472 460, 80 2,308 549,195 —546, 8%

1960
Difference, 1060 compmd wlth
DU, S 2,906 105,819 490 0,319 ~98, 829
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Employ- |Value added,| Foreign trade (thousand dollars)
ment, {United States]
Un} (thousand
States dollars) Ezxports Imports Balance
207 Cmdy and related products:
1954 , 425 609, 853 45,634 40,622 5,013
80,010 749, 066 24,75 43,850 -19,001
'] 832,243 169 81,615 —16,448
-1,698 222,300 —10, 485 10, 983 —31, 458
213,387 2,468,333 38, 584 163, 034 —124, 502
197 2,835, 661 40, 238 24,877 — 194,430
211,193 8,197.914 38, 804 284, —248,19)
-2 194 720, 881 20 121, 908 —121,688
863 1,004,058 63, 207 2,750 60, 457
84, 467 1, 413, 460 83,166 4. 503 683
500 1, 545,009 97,549 5.950 91, 509
-12, 363 540. 653 34.342 3,200 31, 142
29, 987 676, 503 57,132 3 57,008
33,832 1,088, 554 606 31 76,878
36,118 1, 130, 407 87,463 61 . 401
6,131 453,814 30. 330 U 30. 308
38,494 168, 386 385 2,448 -2.081
29, 350 183, 140 422 3901 -~3,479
26,319 197,210 689 4, 00 —4.011
-12,17§ 28,844 304 2,254 -1,050
7,535 79, 619 5, 689 267 5422
8, 348 188 8,137 569 7.568
6,048 97,938 9,39 1,188 8 28
=1,489 18,817 3,707 921 2,788
1,027,802 4, 603, 083 378,007 353,712 24.208
901. 677 4,857,638 3277, 421 40, 249 -112,828
901, 530 5, 613, 457 326, 858 627,131 —300, 573
-126,272 1,007, 472 —b51, 49 273,419 —~324,868
206,193 1,135,365 184,352 9, 558 174, 704
243,419 1,078, 592 159, 067 9, 601 150, 368
238, 661 1,311,818 154,421 47,207 107,214
-~ 57, 532 176, 451 -29,031 37, 649 ~67, 680
408, 564 101, 064 731 100, 333
468, 583 3,028 1,183 82,775
562, 096 83,479 1,778 83,704
154, 432 —15, 585 1,044 —16,629
330, 385 3 4!4 38,048 —34.64
336,618 5.717 —57,552
374,928 1 878 80, 642 —78, 664
44,543 ~1,838 42,494 — 44,030
124,013 12,664 3,468 9,198
142, 638 19, 604 , 631 14,9853
169, 138 23,422 , 736 17,688
45,128 10, 788 2,268 8,490
939, 816 33,087 4,140 28, 47
l 101,375 22,025 5,300 16,725
219.64 19,128 8, 689 10, 837
279, 828 —13, 061 4, 49 —18,410
462, 365 7,741 38, 748 -31,007
435, 945 3,085 86, 441 —81,3%6
518, 997 4,728 116,132 —111, 404
54,632 -3,013 77,384 -5, 397
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Employ- | Value sdded.[ Foreign trade (thousand doliars
roent, (United States
Coited (thousend
States dollars) Exports Imports Balance
230 Apparel and related products (8):
1954 . [ 1,190, 5,165, 347 120. 000 91, 648 R, 352
1,180, 817 6,003, 853 138, 644 191, 656 ~ 55,012
1,223,019 6,631, 583 156, 702 312, 514 —~155,812
1 32,958 1, 516, 036 36,702 220, 866 ~184,164
116,001 &%, 24 57,464 43,471 12,023
12,208 12,810 3 123, 143 ~57,843
129, 539 732,355 9,34 €, 430 ~140,038
Diﬂenenee. 1960 compared with
[L S T 10, 528 205,121 21, 900 173,059 -152,059
234 Women's undergarments:
1954 112,234 509, 781 7,240 266 6,974
111,335 5006, 248 306 8,317 3,019
117,201 633, 510 9, 996 6, 406 3,5%
1 4,967 123, 729 2,75 8,140 -3,384
235 Millinery, hats ond caps: B
L T, cenenene 40, 538 191, 361 3,183 3,398 -523
, 539 200, 431 , 235 0, 506 ~6,361
38,138 214,453 2,om 11, 580 —8, 559
~2,402 23,072 -2 3,164 ~-3,358
64,233 268, 847 1,319 21 804 —20,518
, 026 X 1,141 , 920 —29,779
, 433 , 1,1% 41,490 —40,331
1,100 51,719 ~160 19, 506 -19,75%6
134, 560 647, 621 23,006 11,740 11,35
128,779 731, 26,074 14,139 , 638
138, 867 859,176 , 838 18,835 5
4,307 241, 555 3,742 IN -3,353
645,936 241, 608 107. 838 400,61t —-292,778
581,302 3,176,613 , 000 440,255 —306, 165
y 3,457,555 179, 693 530,12 -350,
~49, 967 215,949 71,857 129, 511 ~57,654
75,510 392, 768 18,708 49,298 =-30, 592
71,505 387,418 27,156 36,710 -9, 854
"3 107 439,257 41, 5 , 798 3,
~2,403 48, 491 22, 886 =11, 500 34,386
341,3%0 1,610,410 66, 683 231, 502 -214,819
278,003 1,341,127 77,308 289,771 ~212, 465
, 999 1,485, 703 108, 786 341,081 ~235,295
—60, 351 —=114,707 39, 103 59,578 20,476
52, 307 214,749 2,480 541 1,939
39, 569 183, 523 2,791 192 2,508
38,331 193,672 2,537 271 2, 204
-13,976 -21,077 57 -270 327
340, 694 1,907, 508 31,439 8, 408 23,031
347,599 , 349, 488 41,383 18,092 23,301
364, 602 2,618, 501 37,932 28,021 9,011
23,908 620, 995 6, 493 19,613 ~13,120
527,710 4,630, 153 233,123 885, 286 - 650, 163
555, 368 8,707, 474 306, 458 947,932 —641,474
X , 568, 543 424,579 | 1,060,622 ~636, 043
52,528 1,638, 392 189, 456 175,336 14,120
803, 482 6, 403, 0688 88 435 18,827 69, 608
564, 101 7. 922, 962 112 887 2. 744 88,143
908, 314 9, 262, 338 138,820 39,263 99, 387
104,832 2,859, 247 52,385 2, 436 29,948
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Employ- {Value added,| Foreign trade (thousand dollars)
ment, |United States
United (thousan
States dollars) Exports Imports Balance
271 Newspapers:
1954.. 895 2,137, 583 2,702 2,363 339
258 2 818,921 3, %31 2,048 1,888
23" 2,924,534 3,602 2,337 1,268
- 28 756, 951 900 -2 [/ ]
57, 400 552,191 25,378 8,476 18, 902
68, 094 843,034 39, 003 14,930 24,073
76,821 1,141,970 51,232 2,860 X,
Dlﬂerenee, 1060 compued with 18 421 559, 770 25 854 0 -l
3 ) 1
250 Chemk‘ala and atlled products (8): s % &
cessesscrrareacsanavontnanos 733, 808 9. 548,908 | 1,100, %2 179 803, 613
699, 108 12,270,371 | 1,873,811 349,250 1, 224, 852
1900........ cesersnss ™2, 4 14,380,033 | 2,073,002 421,672 1, 651, 3%
Diflerence, 1960 compued with
12 T ceeee| =11, 448 4,833,125 963, 210 115, 483 847,717
281 Basie cbemlmls
1954 240, 507 3,223,184 247,663 174,249 73,444
238, 104 4,259,770 339,129 206, 634 132,498
240, 397 8,101, 462 460, 068 239, 612 220, 454
~110 1,878,278 212,37 65,383 147,010
110, 781 1,427,043 163, 047 29, 481 164, t&
121, 1,899, 770 429, 985 , 388 3N, 597
130,030 2,255,710 654,096 621, 487
19,249 828, 667 460, 149 3,128 457,021
2, 062 1.364, 928 241,200 24, 512 216, 607
93, 940 2,006, 288 275,361 29, 828 243,836
102, 086 2,349, 105 272,114 39, 450 232,684
10,024 984,177 30. 905 14,933 15,967
183, 339 2,240,876 814, 505 284, 638 329, 867
179,166 2,818,424 536, 388 688,168 —149, 780
168, 334 3,201,312 476,059 648, 682 —172,623
—15,005 960,436 | —138,446 364, 044 - 502, 490
153,072 1,918,020 610, 388 277,787 332, 509
148, 02% 2, 119, 402 532, 552 674,038 - 141, 488
134, 668 2,720, 465 472,789 637,361 —164, 572
—18,204 802,445 | —137,507 35, 574 —497,171
20,087 207,753 2 402 6,353 ~3,861
23,317 269, 035 2,936 11,713 -8,
5 ) 2,965 10, 492 -0 527
2,583 113,180 473 4,139 —3,668
10,169 115,099 1,626 498 1,128
9, 824 129, 987 £98 416 482
10, 932 160, 903 305 28 -503
763 45, 804 -1,321 330 -1,631
, 493 2, 582, 789 120, 668 9, 270 111,416
347, 842 3,276,612 160, 558 39,246 121,312
378,085 3,772,630 171,481 139, 456 32,005
5 1,219, 841 80,718 130,186 ~79, 411
92,748 877,771 5,083 2,789 72,204
, 395 1,179,857 4, 783 13,285 81, 498
A 1,271, 606 a1, 684 , 587 7,077
Dmerence. 1060 compared with
1954, . el eemeennenans N —745 393, 635 16, 581 17,798 -1,217
Rubber rootwear:
18, 322 106, 768 it 5 28
20, 359 149, 608 591 11, 44 -10,003
21,968 162, 158 515 y ~8S5, 413
3,644 58,390 —259 88,424 —88, 683
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Employ- |Value sdded,| Forelgn trade (thousand dollars)
men United States
United (thousand
8tates dollars) Esxports Imports Balance
303 Reclaimed rudbber:
1954.. 2,053 23,454 2,042 175 1,867
2,218 20,843 2,800 2 2,774
29,149 3,649 85 3,584
-538 5,885 1,607 -9 1,607
n.e.c. (8)
1854 048, 407 40, #45 3,791 36, 654
977,354 50, 305 10, 689 48.816
1,161,778 71,538 27,319 4,219
218,371 81,08 23,528 7,588
598, 388 2,340 2,008
928, 850 3,077 3,781 -674
1,147,939 4,083 85,633 ~1,440
549, 551 1,783 3,627 -1,74
1,640, 804 4,177 40,178 3, 099
1,897, 485 49.412 £9,079 —39. 687
2,043,601 54,79 133,090 —78, 291
402,797 10, 622 92,012 —82,290
260,28 21,237 18,717 4,320
275,798 24,410 31,039 —-6,820
278, 538 31,548 40, 385 -8,817
18,308 10,311 23,648 -13,3%7
87,070 1,848 347 1,49
08, 380 2,040 570 2,319
113,188 3,18 1,325 1,828
26,128 1,307 978 b7,
088,379 14, 559 10, 354 4,208
1,145,918 13,434 32,697 -19,283
1,221,132 9,309 83,069 —43,670
232,753 -~5,160 42,715 ~47,878
22,718 96 2,466 —2,370
25,999 167 8,139 —4,972
28,183 204 11,644 ~11,440
8, 405 108 9,178 ~9,070
91,313 1,262 4,472 -3.210
96, 560 2,13 9,107 —6,978
107,529 1,913 11,112 ~9,107
16,216 653 8,640 -5, 087
163, 747 2,678 4,076 —2.301
187, 257 3,776 8273 —4,497
208, 741 5,398 12,630 -6,632
44,94 2,73 7,054 ~4,331
247.175 10,160 14.876 -4,718
243, 151 12,7 35,198 —22,432
345,197 14, 251 50, 797 38,548
68, 022 4,091 35, 921 -31,8%
678, &39 47,031 2,170 44, 561
£44, 811 58,029 3, 62 54,877
1,012,533 57,203 6,038 51,185
333, 694 19,172 3,868 6,304
103, 282 5,304 8 056 -2,752
242, 657 8, 885 17.3%8 ~8, 520
205, 094 12,962 22,929 -9, 967
101,812 7,658 14,873 -7,218




TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 19062

1873

Employ- | Value added,] Forelgn trade (thousand dollars)
mept, |United States|
United (thousand
doliars) Esports Imports Balance
324 Cement, bydrsulic:
954_ 30,760 518, 667 8,877 1,760 4,817
724,711 2,975 9,682 -8, 707
62 740, 903 1,134 10,307 -9,173
218,238 ~5,443 8,547 ~18,990
427,049 4,990 7.8 -2,884
490, 448 5,252 A ~4,487
881,774 4,637 21,101 -16, 464
124,125 -853 13,827 18,880
257,983 16, 392 30, 482 ~14,00
283,012 , 330 46,642 -~27,812
318,200 , 606 65,100 ~49, 404
60,217 -606 34,618 ~35,314
121,488 1,415 3,085 -1.8%
129,038 1,668 5,914 -4,248
142,728 1,77 8,931 -7, 204
21,263 312 5,866 -85,554
9,899, 138 689,710 956,300 | —264,6%0
11,671, 341 901,014 048, 732 —43,818
18,314,076 | 1,192,317 { 1,351,225 —159, 908
3,414,933 501, 607 394, 835 106, 772
1,327, 404 13, 139 2.914 10, 225
1,322,220 19, 280 , 556 15 4
1,877,846 16,787 833
250, 42 3,648 8,530 ~1,883
667,780 150, 314 684, 344 —534.0%0
700, 431 238, 270 865,027 —328, 757
49 413 928 014 456, 265 614,133 —157, 868
-4,131 350, 134 305, 951 ~70, 211 876, 162
8,021, 147 370, 255 42. 240 328,015
9,412,183 869, 790 106, 344 4£3, 448
10, 284, 678 471,024 212, 561 258, 463
2, 263, 529 100, 769 170, 321 —00, 32
500, 408 11,022 49 10,573
668, 18, 821 178 18, 143
660, 135 17, 361 235 17,128
150,727 6,339 -214 4 553
143,676 1, 040, 680 71,048 13, 921 87,14
135,718 1,202,227 89,17 23,29 68, 485
139,612 1,409, 022 , 685 33,452 63,233
~4,004 368,342 25,640 19,831 6,100
3,238,101 98,015 4,261 92,854
2,962, 880 190, 803 18,121 177,682
2,929,114 115, 781 72,088 43,713
604,013 19,168 87,807 ~48. 041
868,077 13, 048 4,673 8,373
3 708 16, 583 10,418 6,177
1960. . . 3 914, 746 17,918 17,897 821
Difference, 1960 compared with
1984 aue.cniencnannenns vonnan 7,07 249, 669 4,872 12, 924 ~8,082
s Metal stampings
138,472 958,087 17,49 6,088 11,413
28, 567 1,049,311 13,130 7,841 8. 589
Dm ooy it 560 1224,8 , 085 11,49 -2 564
compued w
106 oot e - -912 208,000 | —84i4 s883l1 1,717
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Employ- | Value added,| Foreign trade (thousand dollars)
ment, {United States
United (thousand
States dollars) Exports Imports Balance
348 Fabricated wire products, n.e.c.:
1954 59,929 413, 310 17,121 10, 029 7,09
85,478 , 9 18,776 30, 449 —11,673
, 874 518,044 14,689 3 —24,151
045 105, 634 -2,432 28,811 -31,243
81,958 650, 901 149, 795 2,719 147,076
98,572 1,067,071 215,126 S, 607 209, 519
84,818 909, 640 220, 14,690 208,327
2, 860 348, 748 70,231 11, 080 88,251
168, 748 1,223, 538 317,412 29,065 288,347
162, 262 1, 339, 520 , 541 41, M40 352,601
175, 481 1,762,393 497,808 64, 881 432,027
9,735 538,858 180, 306 35,818 144, 580
88,353 644, 368 60, 432 1,532 £8,900
78,377 724,135 009 4,171 60, 838
87,788 909, 289 67,995 , 244 68,76(
- 568 24,921 7,563 7,713 ~149
1, 208, 501 13,428,014 | 2,007,830 116,382 1,081, 448
y 7 15,283,604 | 2,508, 705 658, 901 . 847, 694
838,1 17,977,097 | 2,725,019 718,615 2, 006, 404
-117, 309 4. 549, 983 627,189 602, 233 24,95
685, 273 6,137,853 | 1,224, 62,326 1,172,303
877,188 6,750,875 [ 1,249,310 535,138 4,172
64, 542 10, 119, 035 ,240,625 597, 456 643,109
9, 269 3, 081. 402 15,991 345, 130 —529,139
822,470 6, 084, 462 619, 382 20,178 590, 20°
788, 482 6,924,338 052,619 78, 560 874 059
A 6,000,127 | 1,204,772 62,336 1,232, 435
—142,334 14,6065 675, 390 33,161 642,229
128, 352 787,115 118, 342 3,218 115,128
144. 442 1,070, 996 79,016 8, 350 72, 665
134,510 1,022,164 3 8,333 ,
8,158 264, 089 -77,709 5,117 —82,826
81,575 328,051 120,378 2,379 117,99
39, 591 319, 662 203, 101 48 203,053
42,387 474,078 128, 600 372 128,28
~9,188 146,024 8.222 —2,007 10,229
7.061 40,177 2,713 28, 806 —-26153
7.578 52,128 2,009 37, 464 35,455
8,341 61,226 , 708 48,038 —47,230
1,280 21,049 -1,005 20,072 -21,077
12,767 79,2t7 12,378 419 11,959
23,478 165, 888 20,739 1,338 19, 401
28,276 2 18,678 1,178 17,502
15, 509 123,133 6, 300 57 5,543
272, 586 2,130, 858 199, 367 97,192 102,175
, 538 2, 906, 390 324,900 131,577 193,349
, 844 3,763,074 393,207 167,233 225,914
61,253 1,632,116 193, 840 70,041 13,79
8,749 85,371 11,293 9, 55 1,737
7,184 60,387 12, 558 19, 24 -6, 634
5,041 70, 406 15,175 ¢ 24,727 ~9,582
Difte rcn w0 18 ot
9%4.... . . -70% 24,035 3, 882 15171 -11,2%9
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Employ-| Value added! Foreign trade (tbousand dollars)
ment United States
United (thousand
States dollars) Esxports Imports Balance
333 O hthalmlc goods:
v 18, 464 107,050 7,416 1,049 6,367
18,223 136, 606 7,174 3,972 3,22
2, 662 152, 830 8, 260 5133 1,127
2,198 45,771 844 6,084 -5, 240
63, 008 598, 61,207 18,143 45, 1M
60, 262 788,759 85. 297 38, 186 47 11t
61, 490 953, 577 108, 751 48,754 59,9‘)7
-1, 518 362,877 47,454 32,651 14,803
29, 200, 676 7,694 65,3338 ~57,644
23, 187 183, 3,398 58,104 — 52,706
2, 162 233,778 3, 149 67,888 —62,639
-3,342 33,007 -2, 445 2,550 —4,9%5
614, 644 3, 908, 238 546,076 320,258 225,818
571,434 4, 754, 260 895, 332 261,230 134, 052
, 174 5,273,331 398, 225 694,229 —298, 004
Diﬂmnce. 1960 compared with
feececmeeenanes —~26,470 1,364,003 | —149,851 373,911 —-523,822
301 Jenehynndsuwrwm
17,930 302, 11, 946 93, 455 —81,509
41,887 323,318 19,338 109, 022 —89, 684
€2,349 373,644 , \ ~g7,838
- -3, 581 71,586 17,518 33,847 —-16,320
) 15,407 94,213 4.384 11,878 —7,404
17, 450 131,703 6,146 12,883 -8, 737
1960 864 149, 388 11.323 18, 147 -8, 82¢
Diflerence, 1960 compared with”
1954, i ceveen . 6,457 55,175 6.939 6,260 670
394 Toys and sporting goods:
1954 88, 559 358 21,663 20, 509 1,154
o8, 7 7H1, 788 32,657 44275 ~11,618
105,188 846, 472 42,517 70,122 -27, 605
18, 620 378,114 20, 854 49.613 —-28,75%9
28,218 200, 903 23,234 431 22,353
24,131 236, 997 24, 599 1,7 22,363
9,777 268,028 28,105 2,632 25,473
1,55% 67,120 4,821 1.70t 3,120
08,875 318,312 16, 519 143.3“ —131, 825
16,274 338,34 13, 597 S. 780 —32,183
52,630 356,130 14,187 401. 664 —387, 477
—14,045 37,818 -2,332 253, 320 —255,652
358, 209 2,422,182 | 1,733,611 67, 495 1,666,116
328, 008 3,012,122 | 1,009, 349 168, 193 841, 156
336, 366 3.279, 669 852, 243,454 609. 339
—21,843 857,587 -850, 818 175,959 | —1,056,7717
13,728, 804 lOI 577,807 | 10,254,201 | 5,340,664 { 4, 913,531
13, 346, 661 077,832 | 11,336,580 | 7,302,738 | 3,983,842
13,786,440 139 7:5 686 { 12,525,727 | 9,331,595 3,194,132
57,636 88,197,879 | 2,271,526 { 3,090,031 | —1,719,405
.-) 15,648, 481 117,032,326 | 12,160,183 | 5, 50, 961 6,613,232
. 15,303,766 | 141,270,297 | 14,128,001 | 7,725,919 , §02, 082
1960 18,124, 061 163, 230, 807 | 15,753,320 i 9,912,611 5, 840, 708
Dlﬂerenee. 1960 compared with
1 S 478,570 46,108,481 | 3,593,127 | 4, 355, 650 —~772,523
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(The excerpt from the Washington Post referred to follows:)
GLoBAL TRADE
TOKYO TRADERS LOOK TO PEIPING, MOBCOW

(By Ted Sell)

ToKYO, August 12.—As the specter of the European Common Market looms
larger on the Japanese economic horizon, this trading nation is moving closer
gﬂexpandlng trade with its two nearest Commuuist natlons—Russia and Red

na.

During the past week & high-powered group of 18 top Japanese industrialists
and financlers left for Moscow with the avowed purpose of boosting trade.

During the same week, ’rime Minister Hayato Ikeda and Foreign Minister
Masayosht Ohira came out publicly in favor of new arrangements for increasing
8ino-Japanese econonic relations. :

Coincidentally, export statistics for July were released showing that for the first
time Soviet Russia had reached the position of being Japan's second-largest
customer, although the value was only about & third of the exports to Japan's
best customer---the United States,

Pressures have been building in Japan for Increasiug trade with the two Com-
munist uations boh ftom the eft aid the right. DBut the motives differ.

Great pains were taken before the departure of the Kawat mission to Moscow—
Yoshinari Kawai, presltdent of the Komatsu Manufacturing Co. heads the
group—to make clear that the group was interested only in economl!c negotlating
and had no political purpose.

4 The 18 mission members include the heads of many big Japanese industrial
rms.

While there was great opposition to expansion of trade with the Soviet Unfon
before, much of it hag evaporated.

Apprehension is growing here that suecess in establishing the Europe«an
Common Market will freeze Japan out of its present markets, not only in Europe
but also the Unlited States.

Many ot Japan's largest industries are contracting now, primarily a result of
Prime Minister Ikcda's tight-money policy. Especlally affected are shipbuild-
fng aud heavy machinery manufacturing.

It is just these industries which v ould be most affected by an increase in Rus-
sian trade. For the Soviet Unlon has indicated that it seeks the ontput of heavy
{ndustry to help realize its ambitious industrialization program in Siberia.

The fact that, o far the Soviet Union huys from Japan more than it sellg there
helps the Government look with more favor upou fncreased trade than it might
otherwise.

Last year Japan exported $150 million fu goods to Russia and received only
290 milllon In itmports.

Betore World War II the Chinese mainland was Japan's biggest customer.
If trade with it is nat to be resumed, and in the face of possible reduced markets
in the rest of the world resuiting from EEC, goes the reasoning, then perhaps the
Soviet Union can take up the slack.

in general the Soviets offer Japan raw materials such as oil, coal, &and lumber
in exchange for steel, full chemical and textile plants and pipelines and refineries.

The matter of trade with Red China is mnore complex.

Japan has no diplomaiie relations with Communist China and what trade
. 18 conducted {8 mainly carried on through a group called the Japan-China Trade
Promotion Assoclation composed of firms which the Peiping rexzime congiders
“friendly.” Basically, lkeda’s proposal last week was that the Government
create a special body to handle Sino-Japan trade.

This promptly brought & blast from the Natlonalist China Guvernmeat on
Tatwan. The Natiovalists said any move to liberalize trade wi h the Reds
would bring about a crisis in Japanese-Nationalist relations.

Ikeda's announcement and one by his foreign minister hit the Taiwan officials
especially hard, coming after an arbitrary and total embargo placed on the import
of Taiwan bananas by Japan during a summer cholera scare.

Realistic Japanese businessmen, however, view any loss of trade with Chiaog
as being unimportant if the result is any major increase in trade with the main-
land.
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Masanori Sumil of the Trade Promotion Association charges that Japan will
throw away a billion dollar's worth of trade in the next 8 years if relations with
China are not improved.

Overall trade with the Peking regime totaled about $50 million last year and
{s expected to reach about $100 miilion this year.

Japanese traders are also beginning to wonder how much loyalty to the
Western World's strategic embargo against Red China is felt by other Western
nations.

L.ast May, for example, as pointed out by the newspaper Asahi iast week, the
Trade Control Commission in Paris refused to give Japan permissilon to export
electronie computers,

At the same time Great Britain was exporting jet alrcraft to Red China under
a deal in which England was to get permission later.

Such acts reinforce the stubborn, although seldom admitted, Japanse feeling
that they aie discriminated agalnst subtly on many fronts, that even such
matters as the control of strategic item.export to Red China is a manifestation

of the clubbiness of Western natfons—just as EEC {a gnother.
In the matter of ;?ﬂfglng Japan's trade “vith China, the official U.S.
polley, according to Athbassador Edwin O. Relschauer, I8 tyat this is a Japanere
eddle.

matter and that the‘United States could not properly m

At the same time Reischauer indicated-the United States has expressed its
concern. .

The Japanese Governmeng Has ‘only permitted relatively tighiudeferred-pay-
ment terms in the part apd the Chinese Communists, faced with & shortage of
hard currehcies, have b¥en unable to meet them. .- \

annmge industriallsts charge that both.Epgland and West GermAny pertult
eaxier terilns and tiiat these easier terms are the largest single factor ip the fact
that Grept Britain did more than twice as mueh business last year with Pelping
as did Jgpan, and West Germany did about 15 percent more. \

Cousitiering its vgeogmphlcal sition and prewsr trade history, Japan feels

estern Eut n countries coming in and seizing markets
ould rightfully be hers—if there is to be any trade at all. .
traded bétween Japan and tha mainland are transported elther in
bottoms br ships leased by the Ohinese. :

at quaysjde in Ching where inspectors make on-the-spot rulings which Japanese
traders dften feel are unfair and which would not occur if-Japan had commerclal
attachés Yo represent them or permitted Chinese Communist inspectors to accept
elivery in Japan. ’ !

Entry of the Government officlally into the Sino-Japanese trade plcture might
permit a chapge in these terms, too, Japanese Industrialists belleve.

The Cu,\er(AN. We thank you very much, Senator Bush. Your
amendments will receive careful consideration of this committee.

Senator Douglns$

Senator Douar.as.™I thank our very valuable colleague on the Joint
Economic Committee. Tt is always a pleasure to haggyou testify.

Do I understand that your amendment 37 applieg’glgmwth indus-
tries, i.e., that where an industry has been growing rapidly than
other industries in this country, that it can apply for the escape-clause
and peril-point remedies?

Senator Bush. Yes. -

Senator Doccras. Now these are industries growing more rapidly
than other industries. Why do you think that they need the protec-
tion of the peril-point and escape-clause provisions? I had always
thought the peril-point and escape-clause provisions were intended to
apply to industries where the rate of growth has been less than else-
where. Now here you are proposing to apply them to flourishing in-
dustries. Isn’t that really carrying the escape-clause and peril-point
provisions to a fantastic extremef )

Senator Busit. We are saying that the President should be in-
formed about this situation in the prenegotiation stages of the agree-
ment-making process.

87270~62—pt. 4——16



1878 TRADE . EXPANSION ACT OF 1062

Senator Douveras. Of course, there is public opinion and pressure
against any such reduction.

Senator Busu. Well, maybe that is to the adyantage of the country.
Maybe it is not. That is a matter of opinion. But certainly it 1s
intended to call to his attention anything wiiich might cause or
threaten serious injury in an industry showing sustained growth. 1
mean these are the ones we want to foster ta create the jobs needed in
our economy. We do not want to handicap them.

Senator Doveras. Aren’t your provisions such that almost every
commodity would be subject to these peril-point and escape-clause
provisions{

Senator Bosn. Well— )

Senator Douvacras. If they lose absolutely, they will be subject to it.
If they do not grow as rapidly as other industries, they will be subject
to these two provisions. If they do grow more rapidly than other
industries, they will be subject toit. :

You give almost unlimited scope, do you not, for the application of
the peril-point and escape-clause provisions?

Senator Busu. Well, the purpose of the peril-point procedurs is to
provide the President with information before he goes into negotiation
as to how far he can go in tariff concessions without causing serious
injury.

ée;yator Dougras. But there is also a provision that the extent of his
concessions will be limited by the peril point which have been laid
down by the Tariff Commission. As I understand it, in these last
GATT negotiations, Secretary Dillion found himself very greatly
restricted in the concessions he could make, because peril paint had
been previously declared by the Tariff Commission, and he could not
go below them, Is that not truet

Senator Bram. I believe so.

Senator Dovaras. And so what you are doing is to open up the
whole field for the Tariff Commission to inhibit the President in the
concessions which he could make.

Now wouldn't this ruling make it almost impossihle to get a reduc-
tion in tariffs by mutual and reciprocal action?

Senator Busn. Well, I think that this raises that whole question of
whether you are going to continue the no-injury policy, which has
been followed under the Trade Agreements Act since it was first
introduced under President Roosevelt and Mr. Cordell Hull, and
under the Truman administration and the Eisenhower administration,
or whether we are going to abandon it. ‘

Now if we are going to have a no-injury policy. let us have one
that works. And the purpose of my amen(‘]ments generally is to
implement that thought.

Senator Dovarss. Well. could it not become a no-decrease policy?

Senator Brsi. No.

Senator Dovaras. Wouldn't that be its practical effect? I mean
an industry would be in peril if it d ves not grow absolutely. An in-
dustry will be in peril if it does not grow relatively. An industry will
be in peril if it grows more rapidly than the rest of the economy. It
is always in peril, it seems to me, under these amendments of yours,
and being always in peril. the Tariff Commission can fix points helow
which the President canno: go, and therefore you replace the President
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as a negotiating authority Ly substituting the Tariff Commission.
Very frankly, t%e Taritff Commission in the past, at least under the
Eisenhower administration, has been extremely protectionist.

Senator BusH. Let me say this to the Senator: Again, broadly view-
ing the problem, we are faced now, as the Senator knows better than
anyone, and certainly as well as anyone, with a very unenviable unem-
ployment factor in this country. It is a matter of much concern in
the Senator’s mind, in the Joint Economic Committee, in the Bank-
ing and Currency Committee, and in our private conversations. We
are very much concerned about it, all of us,

Now I say that inasmuch as the evidence that I have submitted
shows that in some of these industries which are presumed to have
benefited greatly by the export business, the total of their benefit is
not as great as the harm that has been generated by those that have
iost employment and positions on account of the import excesses.

Now I feel that in this period of unemployment, and as long as we
have an unenviable and almost a distressing situation there, that we
should not empower the administration to go ahead and make tariff
concessions in their eagerness to do business with the Common Market
which will fyrther increase the unemployment factor in this country.

In the testimony before the Joint Economic Committee Jast Decem-
ber, wa had some competent testimony that asserted that the immedi-
ate results of the proposed policy—and we did not even have the bill
before us then—would be, in the early stages of this ching at least, to
increase unemployment in this country.

Now I do not think that is something we want to do. And I think
we want to throw up safeguards that are designed to prevent that
very thing. It is toward that end that these amendments are directed.

Senator Doveras. Well, may I sayin all kindness, I think you have
defined the purpose of these amendments: namely, to decrease im-
ports into the United States. :

Senator Busn. No.

Senator Doveras. Well, T think that is the general purport and
the general effect of them. _

But what we are tiying to do in the bill is to expand exports, recog-
nizing that the price yve have to pay for this is probably also an in-
crease in imports, hoping that this will be a net increase in national
income,

Senator Bush. Well, T should think, Mr. Chairman, and Senator
Douglas, that we should be as careful about attempting to protect
employment in this country as our friends i1 the Common Market
are in attempting to protect it and improve employment in their
own countries. )

Senator Doveras. The Senator from Illinois has been urging that,
as you say, for some months now. And I tend to favor an amendment
which would give to the President the power to increase tariffs if that
power can be used to obtain decreases in the tariffs or restrictions which
other countries impose upon us. But I do not want to negate the basic
principle of the Trade Expansion .Act. T would like to have this as
an exception to the powers granted to the President, and as a supple-
mentary power granted to him to induce the European countries to
reduce their tariffs in case mutual reductions are not sufficient ta

move thein.
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Senator Busn. Well, Mr. Chairman, if you are going to stand by
the long-term established policy of avoiding injury, you have ﬁaOt
to]}gave some mechanics in this bill that are going to 1mplement that

icy.
poNo{v, the fact is in this bill, as sent over by the House, title 3, you
have two-thirds of this bill devoting to binding up the wounds that
may be caused by the unemployment of workers throughout American
industry as a result of trade agreements that it is contemplated to
make with the Common Market or other areas of the world.

Now, that in itself rather scares me—the fact that so much of the
bill is devoted to settin uK hospitals and nursin%)homes here for

ple who get wounded. And I think it is probably better in the
mnterest of the United States to avoid causing -the injury, to avoid
causing the wounds and the illness that may result, than it is to say
that we are going to have this unemployment; so in order to do it, we
are going to set up entirely new machinery here to take care of those
who get hurt.

Therefore, I think that that phase of the bill itself suggests very
strongly that we should have more order, more discipline in the mak-
in%Jo trade agreements than the first third of the bill provides for.

ow, these amendments are designed to dprovide that discipline.

Senator Doueras. Discipline is a fine word. But—

Senator BusH. But not a ve?r gg}pular one.

Senator Doucras. Oh, yes, ieve in discipline. But with all
kindness I would say the amendments provide not only discipline,
but they will stifle our exports, because we cannot export unless you
import. The more restrictions we place on imports, the more wo shut
off our exports. And this is going to hurt the export of apples, it is
going to hurt the export of wheat and feed grains, and earthmoving
machinery, in which my State does very well, and a number of other
commodities.

So in your anxiety not to hurt anybody, you will be hurting the
export industries and cutting off the expansion in trade which they
have already obtained.

The difficulty is we are bound to hurt somebody. The only ques-
tion is what is the least damage and the most benefit we can do.

I am sure the Senator is an extremely kindhearted man. He is one
of the most genercus, kindhearted fellows I've ever known. He ap-

roves of medical corps or hospital corps in time of war. I am sure
16 has contributed to charities and helps those who are in difficulty. I
am sure he does not dislike this act because it proposes to try to miti-
gate hardships. )

Senator Busn. Well, I certainly do intend to try to mitigate hard-
ships and unemployment, and that creates hardships, as the Senator
knows just ag well and I say perhaps better than most of us. The
Senator is a great humanitarian and I respect him for that. I ama
little surprised that he does not see that it is better for this country
to continue in the general policy that President Roosevelt and Mr.
Hull adopted more than 25 years ago, and which was followed by the
Truman administration antf President Eisenhower——

Senator DougLas. May I refer the Senator to——

Senator BusH. And incidentally, may I say to the Senator that
during that period our exports have had a tremendous increass.
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think in the middle thirties we were only exporting some $3 billion
worth of goods. Now we are exporting over $20 billion.

Senator Douaras. That has not been done by the escape clause and
peril point. They have not stimulated foreign trade.

In this connection may I refer you to a book which used to be the text
in vour alma mater, a book by Frederic Bastiat, the Frenchman,
“The Seen and the Unseen in Political Economy.” In the days when
William G. Sumner was teaching economics at al%sorpe time before
our period, the students used to study Bastiat. Bastiat points out
that a protective tariff would apparently increase employment in the
lines protected, but it would decrease employment in the lines whose
exports were shut off. ,

ou may be able to protect the brass and copper industry of Con-
necticut by your tarifls, but you will be in{'pripg the agricultural ma-
chinery and earthmoving machinery of Illinois, you will be injuring
the wheat farmer out on the broad and roving prairies of North Da-
kota, Nebraska, Kansas, ana Oklahoma. You will be hurting the
feed grain producers of the Midwest,

Senator Busn. I do not suggest, Mr, Chairman—I do not agree that
the record of the {)ast, 26 or 27 years supports that statement at all.

I do suggest that the no-injury policy has—just & moment—I
Jistened very patiently to you,

Senator lgwoms. ell, we have listened patiently to you, and not
only patientiy, but with pleasure, because you are always charming,

enator BusH. Well, I appreciate those sentiments,

But I say to the Senator that I do not want to scrap the history of
the past 27 years at this stage of the game. We have made enormous
strides. We are the lowest tariff country in the world today. Our
tariff level on average—and I suppose this has been stated here many
times in these hearings—is about 11 parcent, whereas the Common
Market is 14 percent. Under their agrsements, their own agreement
within themselves, the individual countries are going to raise their
external tariff barriers to the average level, arithmetical average level
of the Common Market Six. So that we are going to be faced right
:\)}f tlll(e bat with increased tariffs, protective tariff levels in this Common
Market.

These people have this organization to protect the interests of those
six countries and advance their interest by promoting trade internally,
just as we have in the United States for all these years that we have
seen a Federal Government— and to protect those industries by tariff
and other protections, so that they can enjoy the prosperity that we
have enjoyed.

Now, we must not look on the Common Market, as I say, as a

charitable institution that is designed to cooperate with us for the
henefit of the free world. I do not think that is the kind of an organi-
zation it is,
. Senator Dovaras. Well, with many of your comments I find myself
In agrer-nent. But I must protest that your effort to lay the two
twin babies of peril points and escape clauses at the doorstep of Hull
and Carter (Glass and Franklin B Roosevelt—because when the
original Reciprocal Trade Act went into effect, those clauses were
not included. ‘ .

Senator BusH. I know that.
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Senator Dovgras. Just a moment. Therefore, they do not go hack
27 years. They only go back 14 years, to 1948.

3 The information follows:)

The peril point provision was put in in 1948 when the Republican 80th Con-
gress was in power. In 1949 the Democratic Congress repealed the peril point
provision and extended the act for 2 years.

Senator Douaras. Now, in 1951 the Democratic majority in the
House and Senate was appreciably decreased, at a very narrow mar-
gin. I did not have the privilege of being on the Finance Committee
at that time. But the coalition, which sometimes operates here, across
party lines agreed ugon intro(iucin%the escape clause and the peril
point into the act. My colleague, Senator McFarland, who was, I
think, the majority leader, acceipted those under duress with a pistol
pointed at his head. I think I was the only member of the Senate
who actually voted against them. I tried to strike them out.

No—those have been smuggled into the bill and the act by the Re-

ublican Party. Don’t lay them at our doorstep and then piously say
‘T believe so much in the reciprocal trade policy of Hull ang Roosevelt
that I would not think of parting with them.” They are your babies.
You should own them as such. Or the baby of your party.

Senator Busn. Well, I thank the Senator for the compliments im-
plied in his remarks.

Senator Dovcras. You should not deny that paternity.

Senator Busu. The policy of no injury was originally stated by
President Roosevelt and Hull. I know that the peril point and escape
clause legislation did not come in at that time. We a]’l know that.

Senator Dovgras. It is good of you to say that.

Senator Busi. 1 say that it was later introduced, however, to im-

lement the policy that was originally stated by Mr. Roosevelt and
Y{ull. And I defy the Senator to deny that.

Senator Dovgras. T have just seen the Mid-Summer Nights Dream,
and you remember how Bottom, in one of the acts, appears with an ass’
head, and the remark is made “Bless thee, Bottom, thou are translated
indeed.” And I would say when the peril point and escape clause
were put into effect, that certainly was such a translation of Hull and
Roosevelt that nobody could recognize the resemblance.

Senator Busmi. Well, may I say to the Senator—I have only been
here 10 vears and he has been here longer than I. But in the time the
Trade Agreement Act has come up, since I have been here, and I
have forgotten whether T voted for its extension two or three times—
but always this same question comes up. In the last § years the Sen-
ator’s party has had control of both Ilouses of the Congress and it
now has also. They never have been willing to pull away from them.

Senator DoucLas. Strike the phrase “Democratic Party has been
in control” and insert the phrase “the bipartisan coalition” which T
sometimes refer to as the “unholy alliance” has been in control.

Senator Busi. Well, now, the Senator must not confess to the
weaknesses of his own party.

Senator Doucras. No, T do not confess to the weaknesses. I am
simply saging that 99 percent of the Republican Party and a certain
percent of the Democratic Party combine together to get a majority
in Congress. This is our great problem.
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Senator Busn. Well, Mr, President, I have hdard the Senator on
the subject of the unholy alliance before. I have never been greatl
impressed with it. I think it is sort of & dodge to protect the lac
of discipline in the Democratic Party. But that is really beside the

int. - ) B
All we are trying to do here, in these amendments, broadly speak-
ing, is to stick to the policy which was begun by President Roosevelt
and Mr. Hull and very successfully imll:lemented over the years, and
supported by President Truman and President Eisenhower and the
Democratic Congress. )

Senator Doucras. Would you permit me to make a substitution?

Senator BusH. Certainly.

Senator Douaras. You would intensify the policﬁ* begun by Eugene
Milliken here in the Finance Committee, which he carried through
with the alliance.

Senator BusH. You mean to say Mr. Milliken was so powerful he
completely dominated the Finance Committea? ‘

Senator Douoras. Of course no one can dominate the Chairman,
because he holds his own course. But I will say that Mr. Milliken
had allies.

Senator Busu. Well, Mr. Milliken certainly saw the light clearly,
I think, in those days, bless his heart, and he struck many blows for
liberty around here, as the Senator well knows. I think one of the
most famous debates I ever heard on the Senate floor since I have been
here was between my friend from Illinois and Mr. Milliken, in which
the Senator from Colorado produced the book written by my
friend here on the subject of unemployment. At least you remember
he quoted extensively from that book. And his conclusion was—

don't write a book unless you want to see it come out later and used agalnst
you on the Senate floor.

Does the Senator recall that?

Senator Douveras. Or perhaps those who write books should net
run for the Senate.

Senator Busu. Well, Mr. Chairman, T always have a little fun
with my friend over here. And I think he has a little fun with me.
But I am sure basically he sees the logic of my argument.

Senator Doteras. T am sorry, Mr, Chairman, for taking up so
much tine

The Criviryan, Senator Williams,

Senator Wit .amMs, Thank you.

I have enjoyed t1.. colloquy here this afternoon very much.

But just to keep the record straight, was not the escape clause and
the peril point both put in by a Democratic Congress and signed by
2 Democratic tresident?

Senator Brsir. Thatis my understanding; yes, sir.

Senator Wrrr1ams. And it was passed by members of the Repub-
lican Party and those members of t'he Democratic Party. all of w‘lom
had been supported by the Republican Party.

Senator Iyt'su. T think it is a result of the blessed coatition, I would
say. / '
Senator WiLriams. This coalition oft’times has saved the country.

: Senator Douaras. They always lose the election, but win the legis-
ation,
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The Cuarraan, I am not getting in any argument about the coali-
tion, except to admit that I have been a member of it.

Senator Doveras. This is the first time I have ever heard that
frankly stated.

Senator WirLiams. Seriously speaking, though, I do want to con.
gratulate you, Senator Bush, in connection with your prepared state-
ment and report here. It most certainly will be given consideration
by our committee. ‘

Without going into the various phases of the different amendments
or the different proposals you are suggesting—as I understand it, the
basic objective of your amendments 18 to make sure that this bill is
in reality a reciprocal trade program.

Senator BusH. Yes. ‘

Senator WiLLiaams. And one in which we are willing to give con-
cessions, but at the same time one in which we expect some concession
from the other parties, : '

Senator BusH. That isright.

Senator WiLrLiams. And as the Common Market has been estab-
lished, is it not true that these six countries which form this Com-
mon Market, since its establishment, have built a higher trade barrier
around them than they had prior to this period {

Senator Busu. That, I think, is the result of the Common Market
so far. Their external tariff barriers have tended to rise on the aver-
age. That was their intent.

Senator WiLLrams. While I am not critical of that, that was evi-
dently done in order to safeguard and protect their domestic in-
dustries.

Senator Busu. That is right.

Senator WiLL1ams. And we, as representatives of this country, have
an equal right and responsibility to protect our industries at the same
time.

Senator Busu. That is right. And I remind the Senator again of
what I said in my testimony—that out of 20 countries involved, 17 of
them require legislative approval, action of their Congress, so to
speak, for these trade agreements. We are not even asking for that
in this. DBut we are asking for a little firmer measure of congressional
responsibility and oversight.

Senator WiLLiaMs. I am sure we are both in agreement that we
should work for its freer trade and freer exchange of goods between
nations, as long as each nation recognizes that it must give something
as well as always be asking our country to cut our tariff  ond then
they in turn, as instanced in the last few months, they hi  ut their
tariffs, but then put on a substitute charge of variable fees or some
other guise—but in reality they are putting another trade barrier
which 1s just aseffective as a high tariff.

I think what we need is a little more hard Yankee bargaining.

Senator Busu. The Senator is absolutely correct. I think I can
say that the purpose of these amendments is to firm up our bargaining
position, and to require more reciprocity in connection with these tarift
agreements. This is of special importance to this country right now,
because of the growing strength of the European Common Market and
because—as I mentioned to the Senator from Illinois—the rather
serious unemployment situation which we face right now. In spite of
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new records in gross national product, new highs in gross national
income, we have this unenviable, unfortunate degree of unemployment
which I would hate to see burdened with further unemployment caused
by the disesmployment of workers by Federal action under trade agree-
ments. That is the point.

Senator WirLiams. Thank you. I think you have made a great con-
tribution to the committee’s study of this problem.

Senator Bush. I thank the Senator very much.

The CHamrMAN. Senator Curtis.

Senator Curris. Mr. Chairman—Senator Bush, you have made &
very fine statement. Your amendments improve the present bill. I
think you have done an excellent job in driving home the point that
here we have an admission of an intention to hit American indus-
tries—isn’t that correct ?

Senator BusH. I do not know that I would go so far as to say
intention—but you have an admission that if these new authorities
f;nmted to the President under this bill are implemented, they very

ikely will cause serious injuries and serious disemployment. And
the proof of that is, as I said, that about two-thirds of this bill is de-
voted to repairing the damage which may be created by the first third
of the bill regarding the negotiations.

Senator Curris. Well, what is the argument for removing the peril
point procedure? Would not negotiators representing this country
wish to know at what. point their concessions might

Senator Busn. Well, I say the argument for removing it, by those
who wish to removeo it, is so as to not require that the President, who-
ever (;le may be, be bothered with too strict controls over what he
may do.

In other words, it takes away from the Congress, I think, some of
the power that constitutionally resides here, and gives to the Presi-
dent the corresponding increase in his authority.

I just feel that it goes too far.

Senator Curtis. No one has made any serious complaint of the
operation of the trade agreements program under President Eisen-
hower, yet he never exceeded the peril point in negotiation a single
time.

Senator Busn. I believe that iscorrect.

Senator Curtis. President Kennedy has gone beyond the peril poiot
something over 62 times.

Senator Busx. I do not know the number of times, but I am sure
the Senator is correct,

Senator Curris. He himself said it was close to 70. Now he asks
that the procedure be eliminated.

Do you think that sufficient attention has been given by our Gov-
ernment to the nontariff barriers that have been imposed against the
United States, oftentimes after the agreement has been entered into?
I refer to such things as import licenses, currency manipulations,
quotas, embargoes, and variable fees,

Senator Busu. Well, I do not think this bill would give us any more
grotection against that type of discrimination against the United

tates. I think that our amendments would be designed to give the
necessary safeguards in that connection.
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Senator Curris. Can you see any advantage of the Congress with-
holding its approval of this act until it has been determined whether
or not %*Jngland is going to enter the Common Market, and if so, how,
and how will it affect the Commonwealth countries?

Senator Busn, Well, may I say to the Senator that if Britain does
not joint the Common Market, then this 80 percent business would be
meaningless, absolutely—because without Britain in the Common
Market, the Common Market and ourselves would not contrel 80
percent of trade.

Senator Crrris. Can you see any injury coming to this country if
we wait and see what happens with reference to Britain’s action?

Senator Busu. No, on the contrary. I do not see any tremendous
rush about this situation, I think that inasmuch as this bill was
drafted with the—very strong presumption in mind that the United
Kingdom would become part of the Common Market, that it would
not do any harm at all to our country to lay the bill over until we saw
just what was the Common Market—whether Britain was going to
join it or not. Just within the last week there have been rumblings
out of Brussels which indicate very grave doubt as to whether the
United Kingdom is going to join the Common Market or not. Some
of the components of the Commonwealth have great reservations
about that, and the British have taken those into account. We do
not know vet whether they are going to resolve those difficulties.

So if it were laid over until next year, I see no great harm, hecause
then we would know for certain what we are dealing with in respect
to the Common Market. It might include Britain and it might not.
It makes a very great difference whether it does.

Senator Cvrris. T think that is most important so far as the agri-
cultural interests are concerned.

Senator Brsi. Yes.

Senator Crrris. Because if Great Britain, after determining her
course, has certain arrangements or agreements with respect to the
products from the Commonwealth countries, we may face a situation
quite different than if she would take a different course.

" Senator Busu. T agree.

Senator Cvrris, T want to again commend you for your fine state-
gnex;lt here, and T won’t take any more time, Mr. Chairman, That
15 all,

The Cuarryax. Thank you very much, Senator Bush. You have
made a valuable contribution.

Senator Brsu. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the
comniittee, -

Senator Doraras. Mr. Chairman, with the approval, if Senator
Bush gives his approval. T would like to ask unanimous consent that
a memorandum submitted to me by Mr. Howard Petersen, which
applies to Senator Bush’s amendménts. be printed at the conclusion
of this colloquy so that wi. may all see what the amendments are and
the position of the administration is, so that we may have a chance
to understand the issues more currently. o

Senator Brsu. Will the Senator kindly give me a copy of that?
I have no objection. I have no objection but I would like to have
a copy. S
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Senator Dovaoras. I have only one copy. It will be printed in

the morning and that is one reason I put it in the record. .
Senator Busu. I think probably somebody on the staff has it.
(The document referred to follows:) '

ADMINISTRATION VIEWS ON AMENDMENTS TO H.R. 11970, TRADE EXPANSION AOT OF
1962, INTRODUCED BY SENATOR BUSH

On August 2, 1082, Senator Bush, on bebalf of himself and other Senators, {n-
troduced a series of amendments to H.R. 11970. These amendments, 37 in num-
ber, affect virtually every important provision in the blll as passed by the House
of Representatives.

These amendments have been presented as an attempt to perfect the bill and to
improve its constitutional form. The fact is that if these amendments were
adopted, they would successtully nullify the bill and render it useless except as
a vehicle for curtailing foreign trade.

There s attached a detalled analysis and criticism of each of these amend-
ments (numbered according to the listing in the Congressional Record of August
2,1962, pp. 14371-14373).

It is the view of the administration that none of the amendments proposed
would constitute an improvement in the bill. Taken as a whole, the amendments
would have the effect of :

(1) Substantially reducing the authority which the President would have
to negotiate with the Common Market and other countries;

(2) Fixing conditions on the use of that authority which would have the
effect of rendering it practically useless;

(3) Establishing perll-point and escape-clause provislions which are neither
practical nor economically sound, and which would result in the most ex-
treme protectionist standards which the trade legislation has ever known;

and
(4) Striking the substance of the administration’s proposals for adjust-
ment assistance to firms and workers adversely affected by tariff reductions.

Amendment 1

Section 201(a) would be amended to require the President to find that the first
and any of the remaining three purposes stated in section 102 would be promoted
as a precondition to entering into any trade agreement.

Comment

Such a requirement might act to inhibit the use of authority provided in the
bill. Thus, for example, use of the tropical commodity authority in section 213
would immediately assist the progress of underdeveloped countries (the third
stated purpose in section 102), but might not directly enlarge forelgn markets for
U.S. products (the first purpose stated in that section). However, it can be ex-
pected that, indirectly and over a period of time, increasing the foreign trade
of less developed countries will prove to expand markets for U.S. exports.

Amendment 2

This amendment would delete section 202, which authorizes the President,
in the case of any article dutiable on July 1, 1962, at a rate of not more than
3 percent ad valorem (or its ad valorem equivalent), to exceed the basic 50-
percent limitation on the tariff reduction authority.

Comment

In the case of low-duty articles, the rates often have only an insignificant
protective effect and act as an unnecessary impediment to trade.

In order to be equipped with sjgnificant pegotiating authority on low-rate
articles, U.S. negotiators must be able to offer tariff reductions of more than
50 percent, since a 50-percent reduction of a duty that is already extremely low
does not amount to a strong bargaining tool.

Many of the articles dutiable at low rates are crude or semimanufactured ma-
terials which are of particular importance to the export trade of less developed
countriex, We are seeking to encourage the trade of these countries and to
minimize their dependence on our financial assistance.

The utilization of this authority would be subject to the same careful safe-
ruards generally applicable to the tariff-reducing autnority under the bill.
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Amendment 3

Section 211(&) would be amended to require that the dominant supplier au-
thority could be used only on products within categories in which the Unite
States accounted for 25 percent or more of the aggregated world export value.

Comment

It the United States were to adopt such a limitation on its bargaining au.
thority, the European Economic Community could reesonably be expected also to
refuse to make tariff reductions of more than 50 percent on categories of which
its members acconunted for less than a similar percentage of world exports. This
would sobstantially restrict the benefiis which the United States could expect
to obtain from negotiations with the European Economic Community under this
authority, especially on products in which U.S. exports are most considerable
and the benefits from forelgn tariff concessions therefore are greatest. Without
the possibility of obtaining elimination of the EFuropean Economic Community
taviff on such categories, U.8. exporters would be left at a competitive disad-
vantage In trying to sell in the European Economic Community where rival pro-
ducers in European Bconomic Community member countries conld clistribute
goods duty free,

Furthermore, if foreign tariffs were lowered under the dominant supplier au-
thority, U.S. exports could be expected to {nereage their share of the world market
value. By establishing an arbitrary minimum for the share the United States
must already have achieved when this authority is used, the amendment would
tend to restrict further growth of U.8. export sales.

Finally, this amendment s unnecessary as & safeguard for the interests of
U.8. producers, since the “dominant supplier” authority will be subject to careful
prenegotiation safeguards, including thorough Tariff Commission {nvestfgations
and sdvice to the President as to the probable economic effect of any contern-
plated tariff reduction, public hearings open to all intercsted parties, and reser-
vation of certain articles from concessions. These provisions insure that all
factors pertinent to the condition of a particular industry and its sensitivity
to tariff concessions will be carefully examined before a decision {s made to
utilize any tariff-reducing authority.

Amendment 3d

Section 211(b) (2) (B) would be amended to require that the Tarlff Commis-
sion make public not only {ts determinations of the articles falling within the
categories for the purpose of the dominant supplier authority, but modifications
of such determinations as well.

Commént''

The Tariff Commission is required to make public its determ{nations of articles
falling within each category, and {s authorized to modify determinations. Since
a modified determination s stil! a determination, the requirement for publica-
tion. which is not qualified in terms of original or initial determinations, would
equally apply.

Amendment 30

Section 211(b) (2) would be amended to require the Tariff Commission, after
determining the list of articles falling within each category of the classification
system selected for applying the dominant suppller formula, to delete from the
list any article for which the Commission determines that use of the dominant
supplier authority would breach the perfl polnts to be fixed under proposed
amendment 6.

Comment
This amendment supplements amendment 68, which reintroduces the existing
peril-point provisions. Accordingly, the comment on amendment 8 applies.

Amendment 34

Section 211(e) (2) (B) would be smended to require the Commerce Depart-
ment to make public the foreign trade statistics upon which computations of
aggregated world export value are based for purposes of section 211(a).
Commenst

Access to these statistics is already available to the public, and would con-
tinue to be under the Trade Expansion Act. The amendment is, therefore, un-
necessary.
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Amendments 3 ¢, f, and g

Section 211(c) (2) (O) would be amended to eliminate from the computation of
aggregated world export value any exports not paid for In the currency of the
exporting nation on a comraercial basis. .

Comment

With the reestablishment of convertibility among the currencies of most of
the economically developed countries of the world, a great many export sales are
now made in the currency of the purchasing country rather than that of the
exporting nation. U.S, exporters, in general, willingly accept German marks or
British sterling, for example, in return for shipments to Germany or the United
Kingdom, and forelgn countries will generally take U.S. dollars in payment for
their exports to this country. To require that the computation of aggregated
world export value exclude such transactions, as this amendment would do,
would lead to an arbitrary, unrealistic plcture of total world export trade.

Furthermore, the amendment would tend to exclude export sales by any coun-
try which are financed through government support or assistance programa.
Regardlesa of the method of financing, such exports reflect demand for the prod-
ucts purchased and represent a genuine exporting interest on the part of the
supplier. It is, therefore, unreasonable and misleading to disregard them for
purposes of computing world export value,

The amendment would, moreover, be impracticable, since trade data are not
maintained according to the mmeans of payment.

Amendment SA

Section 211(d) would be amended to require the Tariff Commission to make
public {ts advice to the President concerning the representative period for each
category, the aggregated world export value of the articles falling within such
category, and the percentage of the aggregated world export value of such articles
accounted for by the United States and the EEC combined.

Comment

Tne advice in question {8 clearly in the nature of a communication to the
Presldent for his personal use in determining a given course of action and is not
designed for public use. From the standpoint of the public, the significant deter-
mination I8 the Presldent’s which will be made known upon issuance of the public
list.

Amendment §

Section 211(e) would be amended so that the dominant supplier aunthority
wonld be Inapplicable to articles &s to which the Tariff Commission finds under
sefj'tion 211(b) that the use of such authority would cause or threaten serious
injury.

Commoent

This amendment supplements amendment 8, which reinstates the existing peril-
point provisions in section 211(b). Accordingly, the comment on amendment
8 applies.

Amendments 5 a-f

Scetion 213 would be amended to require that, in utllizing the authority to
eliminate duties on tropical agricultural or forestry products not produced in
the United States In significant quantities, the President must exclude from
negotiation any such commodity which 18 directly competitive with a commodity
produced in the United States.

Comment

This amendment disregards the fact that, while an imported article may be
ompetitive with a U.S. article, it does not mean that imports of the article will
be injurious. Moreover, the safeguards generally applicable to the utilization
of the tariff reduction authority in H.R. 11070 would also apply to the authority
in section 213. The President would be authorized to exclude from negotiation
1oy tropical agricultural or forestry commodity which he deemed appropriate
far any reason, including the advice of the Tariff Commission as to the probable
tconomic effect of granting tariff concessions.
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Aniendment 6

Sec‘lon 221(b), which now requires the Tariff Commission to hold hearings
and advise the President of the probable economic effect of modifications of
duties, would be amended so as to—

(1) reinstate the present peril-point provisions in section 3(a) of the
Trade Agreements Extension Act of 1951;

(2) establish new criteria to guide the Tariff Commission in determining
whether a trade agreement concession would cause or threaten serious in-
jury; and

(3) require the Tariff Commission to hold hearings.

Comment

This amendnient would again impose on the Tarlff Commission the respon-
sibility given it by the 1931 act of fixing, for each article under conslderation for
a possible tariff concessfon, the exact “perfl point” below which tariffs could not
snfely be reduced.

This cannot realistically be done. To fix exact peril points on the basis of
unpredictable future possibllities is an arbitrary process without foundation in
sound economle analysis. 1t is impossible to translate into terins of precise
tariff levels the broad variety of factors which may affect the response of domes-
tic industries to modified tariffs,

Moreover, reintroduction of the peril-polot provision i3 unnecessary in view
of the requirement in section 221(b) which assures that before any tariff con-
cession Is granted the Tariff Commission must have the opportunity to provide
to the President in & meaningful way its advice as to the probable economic
effect of the proposed concession. This will leave the Tariff Cominission free
to render the most meaningful and intelligible advice possible, unrestricted by
artificial and unworkable statutory criteria. In addition, the I'vesfdent woutd
have to take into account the views of interested persons presented at public
hearings held by the Tariff Commission, as well as information and advice
given to him by various Government agencies. All of these procedures are
designed to insure that the P’resident’s decision to modify duties will be based
upon the most thorough and rational consideration of the consequences of such
wetion as is possible.

The injury criterin under the proposed peril point would paraliel those
under the preposed escape clause. See paragraph 4 of comments on amendments
18 through 32.

Amendment 1

Section 224 would be amended to provide that the prerequisites stated therein
would have to be satisfied before the I’resident granted a trade agreement con-
cession as well as before he offered such a concession.

Comment

The amendment I8 unnecessary. During a trade agreement negotiation, the
President’'s representative may either propose a concession in the U.S. tariff
schedule or agree to a proposal that the United States make such a concession.
In either cnse, however, such a concession is an offer on the part of the United
States until signature of the agreement by all the parties concerned, and the
prenegotiation safeguards established in the bill would have to be complied with.

Amendment 8
Sectlon 225(a) (1) would be amended by deleting the reference to section 331, -
vhich relates to tariff adjustment.

Comment
Thbis is a technical amendment consistent with amendment 34 which, among
other things, deletes section 351 itself.

Amendment 9

Section 225(b) would be amended to delete the 4-year time llmitation ap-
plicable to the possible reservation from tariff negotiations of articles on which
the Tarif Commission has recommended escape-clause action but nope is in
effect.
Commeni

The 4-year period was written into this provision to conform to the 4-year
period for which escape-clause action would remain in effect under sections 331
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(¢) and (d). The purpose is to encourage such industries to take steps to im-
prove their competitive position, with the expectation that tariffs would not be
modified during that period.

To exempt such industries from tariff reduction during the emtire period of
the Trade Expansion Act’s effectiveness, however, would tend to remove the
stimulr., to such industries to undertake efforts at adjustment to import com-
petition. The amendment would thus create an artificlal, and even unneeded,
prop for U.S. industry.

Even after the 4-year period bas expired, the prenegotiation safeguards
established in the bill would apply to these articles. No tariff concession upon
them could be offered until thorough studies of the probable domestic effects of
such a concession had been undertaken by the Tariff Commission. If, after the
4-year period, the industry’'s competitive ition has not improved, the Tariff
Commission would so report to the President, and this would be taken into ac
count in determining whether to continue the industry’s rescrvation from trade
negotiations.

Amendment 10

Section 225(c), which relates to the President’s discretionary reservation au-
thority, would be amended to substitute “findings’” for “advice” {n describing
the nature of the Tariff Commission’s report to the President under section
221(b).

Comment

If this amendment simply conforms to amendment 6, the comment on amend-
ment 6 applies.

If this amendmnent is intended to have an independent statuas, it i3 unnecessary.
It could not alter the nature of the Tariff Commission’s communication to the
Prexident if section 221 (b) continues to read In terms of advice.

In addition, whether the Tariff Commission’s communication is characterized
as advisory or factfinding cannot affect the constitutionality of the delegation of
authority to the President under the bill. The constitutional point i{s met so
loug as the bill sets out, and the President follows, intelligible criteria applicable
to the exercise of the authority delegated to him by the bill.

Amendments 11 a, b, ¢

These amendments, described below, would add a new section 226 which would
attach specified conditions to the President’s exercise of the trade agreements
authority. .

Comment

These amendments would render practically unusable the President's authority
toent.r into new trade agreements.

Subsection (a) would permit the President to proclaim new tariff concessions
made on particular articles in a trade agreement with the EEC only if he finds
as a fact that the EEC had commitied itself, except as otherwise permitted, to
admit the like article exported from the United States on terms no less favorable
than those which the United States would apply to imports of the article if the
tariff concessions were proclaimed.

This amendment would require our negotiators to obtain from the EEC
assurances that it would grant to us a tariff concession on precisely the same
product and « € precisely the same amount that we might make under the new
act. This would have to be done whether or not we would be in a position to
henefit from such a concession by the EEC. We would have to give priority
to the achievement of matching concessions even though it wonld probably
in many cases be more advantageous for us to reek from the EBC cnncessions
on articles other than those on which we were prepared to offer concessions to
the BEC. We would find it practically impossible under this formula to get
the concessions we need from the BEC on U.8. agricultural exports.

Subsection (b) would require the President to limit offers of tariff conces-
sions to the country or instrumentality which is the principal supplier of the
article in world export trade, not fncluding the exports of the United States.

This provision would substantially restrict and burden the use of the trade
agreements authority without conferring any protection or advantage on U.S.
industry. While the supplier position of a country in the U.8. market {8 ordi-
narily an important consideration in the granting of a concession, its supplier
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position to the world is not. We might indeed find ourselves considerably ham-
pered in our tariff negotiations if other countries should adopt such a standard.
We would certainly consider it unressonable for another country to reject our
request for a tariff conceaslon on the ground that we did not have a sufficlently
good supplier position in world markets as a whole.

Subsection {c¢) would require the Fresident to refrain from proclaimlng new
tariff concesslons to any country unless he found that the parties to and bene-
ficiarles of such agreements had agreed to admit fmports of the like artlcles
from any other free world country on terms no less favorable, as regards either
tariffs or nontariff restrictions, than those which the United States would apply
to Imports of the same article under the agreement. The aim of this amend-
ment, according to ite sponsors, i8 to bring about more favorable treatment for
Asian goods in European markets. This is a highly unrealistic and ineffective
way of achleving a commendable aim which the United States is pursuing by
every appropriate means. The proposed subsectlon (¢) would condition the
President’s exerclse of his trade agreements authority on the negotlation of
commitments as to the treatment of Asian goods by European countries. This
would preclude us from obtaining concessions from other countries which
woul. benefit our exporters by opening up market opportunities abroad. In
addition, since no exceptions would be permitted, we would have to seek such
commitments on any article on which we offered a concession, whether or not
Asian countries were likely to benefit from the commitments.

Amendments 11d and 12

Sectlon 228 wonld be redesignated section 227 and would be amended to
require the President to transmit each trade agreement to the Congress, together
wlt‘!; I;l stalt:ment specifylng each breach of a peril point and the reasons for
such breac

Comment
This amendment supplements amendment 6. Accordingly, the comment on
amendment 6 applies.

Amendments 1Saand d
Section 242(a) would be amended by fixing by statute the chalrmanship of
the interagency trade organizi.tion In the Secretary of Commerce.

Comment

The President, in exercising the responsibilities of his Office, must have latf-
tude to choose among his officlal advisers for counsel and for speclal tasks such
as chairmanship of Cablnet-level committees.

In particular instance of the interagency trade organization, President Ken-
nedy sent a letter to the Ways and Means Committee of the House of Repre-
sentatives dated May 17, 1962, and printed in that committee’s report (p. 19) in
which he expressed his intention to “retaln” (referring to the present chairman-
ship by the Secretary of Commerce of the Trade Policy Coinmittee) ‘‘the Secre-
tary of Commerce as chairman of the Cabinet-level committee provided for in
the committee bill.”

The proposed amendment would establish an unfortunate and unwise precedent
for the future—the precedent of withdrawing from the President his right to
choose from among his Cabinet members specific people for specific tasks.

Amendment 14
Section 242(b) (8) would be amended by striking ‘“‘unjustifiable.”

Comment
This s a technlcal amendment consistent with amendments 16 a, ¢, and e
which strike “unjustifiable’’ and “unjustifiably” in section 252.

Amendment 15

This amendment would add a new section 244 which states that it is the sense
of Congress that the President during the course of negotlating any trade agree-
ment shall seek advice and information with respect to each distinct and homo-
geneous grouping of articles which {s the subject of negotiations from representa-
tives of the domestic industry, agricultural sector, and labor producing the like
or directly competitive articles,

Comment
The bill provides ample opportunity for interested parties to present thelr
views concerning particular articles subject to negotiationas. Section 223
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requires the President to conduct public hearings prior to negotiations where
inferested parties can present their case as to the effects of trade concessiops on
the specific article they desire to protect. Section 241(b) further requires the
special representative for trade negotiations to seek information and advice
during negotiations from representatives of Industry, agriculture, and labor.
These representatives wlll not speak for any certain Industry or product but will
evaluate the broad effects of the negotiations based upon their generel business,
farm, and labor experience.

The proposed section 244 would add a third procedure for obtaining advice
concerning negotiations. But this advice would be private advice from partles
who are representing special interests. The advice they have to give will
already have been given in public hearing where their opposition, if any, can
state contrary views. The amendment would preclude advice from other parties
who do not represent the like or directly competitive article but who have an
important Interest in the outcome of the negotiation. Thus, the amendment
would allow one-sided representations without the procedural safeguards of
public hearings.

Amendments 16 a—e

Section 252 would be amended to require the President to take action against
foreign Import restrictions whether or not they were unjustifiable and whether
or not such action was consistent with the purposes of the bill.

Comment

These amendments would totally disregard the vital distinction between justi-
flable and unjustiflable import restrictions. Accordingly, they would require the
President to take action against those import restrictions which are fully recog-
nized and permitted by the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade, to which
we are a party, and thereby put us in violation of our international obligations.
In addition, they would encourage other countries to disregard the distinction
between justifiable and unjustifiable import restrictions and permit them to
justify retaliation against our lmnport restrictions, such as those under section 22
of the Agricultural Adjustiment Act of 1033, which are either permitted by the
GA'T'T or by waivers granted under the GATT.

Furthermore, the amendments would require retaliation whether or not such
action was consistent with the purposes of the bill. Retallation can have in-
jurious consequences which hamper rather than facilitate the elimination of the
import restrictions involved. In order to avoid this, the President must have
the discretion to determine whether retaliation will in his best judgment promote
the purposes of the bill. Without such discretion, retaliation by the United
States would become an automatic response which would serve only to promote
economic warfare.

Amendment 17a

This amendment would add a new section 255(c) which requires the Presi-
dent to terminate tariff conmions made under the dominant supplier authority
when he finds that in the®most recent 2-year period for which data are available
either that the United States did not account for at least 25 percent of the ag-
gregated world export value or that the United States and the European Eco-
nomic Community together did not account for 80 percent or more of such value.

Comment

Once a trade agreement has been made, it would be unreasonable to terminate
tarift coucessions merely because a statistical formula is no longer satisfied by
world trade data. Such a step would obligate the United States, under inter-
national agreements, to make offsetting tariff concessions on other producta or
elgse be liable to retalin(ivn, either of which actions may cause hardship to
domestic interests. The significant question is not whether the formula s sat-
{sfled, but whether the tarlff concession has ll to serious injury on the part of
domestic producers. In the latter case, the bill specifically provides for suspen-
sion of tariff concession (sec, 351).

This amendment would also tend to restrict international trade, due to the
uncertainty it would create as to the future status of U.S, tariff concessions. It
would likewise create uncertainty on the part of U.S. exporters as to the cun-
tinuation of tariff concessions which the European Economic Community has
given to this country, siuce it is reasonable (o expect that if the United States
abrogated trade agreements on the baslis of this standard, the European Econowle
Community would do the same,

87270—62—pt. 4——17
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Amendment 17%

This amendment adds a new section 255(d) which would require the Presl-
dent to retaliate against a country breaching a commitment given to the United
States in accordance with the requirements of section 226 (a) or (c¢). The act
of retaliation would be termination of the concession or concessions granted to
that country in reliance en the breached commitment.

Comment

See comment on amendments 1! a and ¢, which would establish sections
226 (a) and (c¢), and comment on amendments 16 a—¢ relating to the undesir-
ubility of retalintion as a principle in trade policy.

In addition to the cited cunsiderations, there is the further point that amend-
ment 170 is impracticable because in tariff negotiations a package of concessions
on one side is exchanged for a package of concessions on the other side. There
is no identification of a particular concession granted by the United States for a
siven concession granted by another country.

Amendmoents 18-32
Nectlon 257 (e) (1), 301, and 302 would he amended so as:

(1) To leave unrepealed the existing escape clause provisions (seces.
6 and 7 of the Trade Agreements Extension Act of 1931), which would then
govern petitions for tariff relief and Tariff Commission investigations con-
cerning such petitions (amendnients 18, 20, and 22) :

(2) To substitute the causal tests of the existing escape clause provisions
in the sections concerning petitions by firms and workers as well as by
Industries (amendments 21, 23a. 23h, 234, and 23b) ;

(3) To substitute new tests of economie injury (amendinents 24 and 268) ;

(4) To restrict the President to the use of escape clause authority, as
appoxed to other adjustnient a:sistance authority, in the case of injury to
an industry tamendment 2%a) ; and

(3) To substitute n simple majority, as opposed to a two-thirds vote by
the Congress to override & Presidential decision not to take escape clause
action (amendment 2&b).

The remainine amendments 19, 27, 29a, 29h, 30, 31, and 32 are technical amend.
ments consfxtent with the changes made hy the other amendments.

Comnient

1. Amendment 18 amends section 257(e) (1) to leave unrepealed the existing
escape clause provisions—sections 6 and 7 of the 1031 act. Amendwmentr 20 and
22 amend sections 301(a) (1) and 301(b) (2), respectively, so as to subject escape
clause petitions and investigations to the provisions in existing law.

They would be in substitution for a carefully designed set of provisions (secs.
301, 302, and 351) which would establish a sound basis for tariff relief to
industric s where warranted and would afford other means of adjustment assist-
ance to be used ns well. At the same time, these new provisions would retain
intact the principle of making tariff relief avatlable to industries which are
serfously injured by increaxed imports resulting from tariff concessfong, The
procedure for ohtaining such rellef wonld remain the <ame: the indnstry applies
to the Tariff Cominizsion, the Commission investigates to determine whether
serlous injury has occurred and reconmmends appropriate relief on the basis of
fts finding, the President receives this recommenduation and furnishes tariff relief
if in his view it i< warranted, and the Congress may take action to fmpose the
tariff relief it the President does not do so.

The improvements effected by sections 301, 302, and 331 of the blll would be com-
pletely canceled by the substitution of spurious eausal tests and artificial {nfury
criteria.

2. Amendments 21, 23a, 23b, 23n, and 25b would amend wsections 301(b) (1),
301(c) (1), and 301(c¢) (2) so as to make two basie changes in the test used in
the analysis of the relationship between trade agreement concesslong, imports,
and injury:

(a) They would classify as injury produced by trade agreement conces-
sflons any injury which is produced in any part by trade agreement conces-
stons.

() They would permit a clalm of import-caused injury in a case where Im-
Fortn do not increase but the share of the domestic market held by imports

nereases,
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First, the language of the bil! {s not intended to require that tariff concessions
be the sole cause of injury in order to establish eligibility for any of the forms
of adjustment assistance. But concesstons ought to be found to be the major
cause of injury before any industry, irm, or group of workers qualifies for special
gssistance from the Federal Governinent, in the form of tariff increases or other.
adjustment assistance. The principal justification for such special assistance is
that the tariff concession was the major cause of injury, and that therefore the
Government should assist in relfeving such Injury.

The proposed amendments would run counter to this prineiy le, since they would
authorize eligibility for Federal assistance even when tariff concessions are only.
a minor factor in eausing fnjury. It §s not the policy of the Governmeut to give
special relief to industries or irms or workers who undergo injury due to economic
factors other than import competition.

" Second, to characterize fujury a3 import-caused where there {8 no lucrease in
imports but there Is a percentage Increase in the ratio of imports to domestic
production, presupposes that there is a fixed, normal divislon of the market be-
tween fimports and domestic production, and that the domestic fndustry L, rignt
is entitled to an established share. There {8 no such fixed division and no such
established right. .

Tle proposed aniendments would make pos~lble a claiin of injury on the
grounds that though a domestic firm’s or induxtry's production has risen, it has
pot risen as much as it would have, #nd has not gained as large & share of the
market as it would have, in the absence of a tariff concession. Such injury is
too speculative to justify a claim for Kederal relief.

3. Amendment 24 amends sections 301(¢) (1) to delete the enunweration of
three factors to be considered by the Tartff Commission In determining injury,
and amendment 26 adds a new section 301¢f) which amends section T(b) of the
1951 act to provide a test for injury bused on a signitiennt decline in the domes-
tic industry’s share of the domestie market and either a decline in carnings or
employment, Wages, or wige rates,

301 (c) (1) presently provides that ‘‘the Tarviff Commission shall take into
account all economie factors which it conslders relevant, including idling of pro-
ductive facilities, inability to operate at a profit, and unemployment or under-
employment.” This languiage is intended to give the broadest latitude to the
Commission in determining what it should cousider as injury, while making
special mention of those factors which in past practice have been found par-
ticularly signiticant. Amendwment 24 would abolish this provision, leaving in its
plice the discursive language of section 7(b) of the 1851 act.

Amenduent 28, moreover, would require the Tariff Commission to make a find-.
Ing of injury whenever a decline in earnings or employment is coupled with a
“slgnificant deecline in the share of the domestic market supplied by domestic
products.” It 18 difficult to see how a test can reasonably be laid down which
universally equates significant decline in the sha  of the market with rerions
injury. This test of injury, taken together with the highly artificial tests of
causality, goes far to rendeg esape clause relfef a remedy not for injury cawsed
by trade ngreement concessions but a panacea for & wide range of econornie
problemns.

4. Amendment 28a amends section 302(4) so as to restrict the Prestdent, in
the care of industrywide injury, to furnixhing excape c¢lause relief aud to render
him unable to provide other forms of adjustinent assistance.

This amendment would, in many cases, leave the Prestdent with the choice of
either giving no relief at all or else increasing tariffs even though assistance to
firms and workers would be of much greater domestic beuetit aud require no
coulxmnsatton to foreign countries to be made hy the United States on other
articles,

It would clearly be in the national interest and to the benetit of private inter-
erts as well to give the ’resident at many tools as possible to cope in the most
effective way with fnjury caused by trade agreement concessions.

5. Amendment 28b substitutes a8 new sectlon 202(c¢) which amends section
7(c) (2) (B) of the 1851 act so as to permit the C'ongress to require an escape-
clanse actton by a wajority vote, rather than by a two-thirds vote ax under
existing law,

The bill provides for congressional action in an escape-clause case on the
basis of A vote of the majority of the autborized membership in esch House,
following nornnl constderation of the matter by the committees concetned. The
anendinent, however. propises that the majority be & simple majority and not
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a so-called coustitutional majority. The significance of this change is mag-
nified by the fact that the amendment would leave in effect, as the bill does not,
the provision in the 1958 act rendering privileged any motion to override a
presidential decision not to take escape clause action.

Amendment 38

This amendment would delete the last sentence of section 311(a) and would
replace sections 311(b)-320 with a new section 311(b). This provision would
provide that upon application for assistance by a firm which has been certified
under section 302 as eligible to apply for assistance, the Secretary of Com-
merce shall designate the community fn which each affected plant of the firm
is located as a redevelopment area under the Area Redevelopment Act for the
purpose of making available to the firm and its workers such benefits of that
act, notwithstanding any of its provisions, as the Secretary of Commerce deter-
ﬁ\iues ;o be appropriate for the sound economlic redevelopment of the firm and

8 workers.

Comment

The proposed amendment takes an {nadequate and {llogical approach to the
clear and compelling need for providing assistance to firms injured as a result
of trade agreement concessions. Adjustment assistance provided for firms by
the bill is designed as a means of rehabilitation for individual companies that
experience injury as a result of trade agreement concessions. The Area Re-
development Act (ARA), on the other hand, is designed to relieve chronic
unemployment widespread in entire communities. In large part, the tools pro-
vided by ARA are, therefore, irrelevant to the problems presented by import-
injured firms, since the objectives of the ARA and title I1I of the bill are clearly
divergent. For example:

(1) Loans to firms under the ARA may be made only after ““an overall pro-
gram for the economic development of the area" has been formulated and
approved by the State and the Secretary of Commerce. This requirement is
irrelevant to the needs of limport-injured firms and is unduly burdensome both
to such firms and to the State authoritles.

(2) Financial assistance extended under section 8 of the ARA requires that
at least 10 percent of the cost be supplied by the State (sec. 6(b)(9)(B)).
This requirement is peculiar to the philosophy of the ARA and unjustified in
a trade ndjustment assistance program.

(3) Technlcal assistance under the ARA 1s limited to assistance “which would
be useful in alleviating or preventing conditions of excessive unemployment or
underemployment” in areas (sec. 11). This would ordinarily preclude technical
assistance to individual firms. which in some cases would be required for effec-
tive trade adjustment assistance.

The amendment’s phrase *‘notwithstanding any provision of such act” may be
intended to avold the problems above by making it possible for the Secrctary
of Commerce to ignore such provisions of the ARA. But in that case, it must
also mean that the Secretary of Commerce could furnish loans under this au-
thority without regard to the statutory requirements of “reasonable assurance
of repayment’’ by the borrower, unavailability of the funds from a private source,
and other safeguarding conditions. This removes all the safeguarding condi-
tions for the use of public funds appropriated for the ARA, a step which would,
in effect, give the Secretary of Cominerce a blank check in his handling of ARA
funds. This is clearly unreasonable and would constitute a dangereous
precedent.

Furthermore, in providing that any community in which an import-injured
firm is located shall be designated & “redevelopment area” the amendment would
establixh a thoroughly artificial definition of “redevelopment area” which would
strain the integrity of the ARA. That act was designed for the assistance of
entire communitles in which unemployment is widespread, and careful eriteria
were set up to insure that only such Impacted communities would be eligible.
This amendment would result in communities being designated “redevelopment
areas” without reference to the question of whether they had been marked by
severe unemployment on a prolonged and widespread basis.

The proposed amendment, therefore, not only does violence to the purposes
for which the ARA was established by Congress, it i3 also inadequate for the
needs of import-injured firins and inequitable in the context of the ARA pro-
gram. The assistance provisions for firms in H.R. 11970, on the other hand, pro-
vide a program which bears an immediate and rational relationship to the
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trade program envisaged by the bill. It will be responsive to the
problem of import injury without undermining existing Federal programs,

Amendment 84

This amendment would delete sections 322-338 and would replace section 321
with two subsections which would nrovide that a group of workers certified
under section 302 as eligible to apply for adjustment assistance can apply to the
Secretary of Labor within 2 years and, upon receipt of such application, the Sec-
retary of Labor must make available on a priority basis the benefits provided
in the Manpower Development and Training Act of 1962.

Comment

The amendment is a grossly inadequate substitute for the worker assistance
provisions of the bill, and will not meet the clear and urgent need sought to
be met in those provisions,

The benefits {or workers provided in the Trade Expansion Act and the training
allowances under the Manpower Development Act of 1962 are designed for
basically different purposes, and the provislons established for one would be
inadequate and {nappropriate for the other.

Worker benefits under the Trade Expansion Act are intended as a reasonable
u«nd constructive substitute for the job security offered by present tariff rates—a
substitute to be available for an interim period during which the process ot
adjustment to the new economic c>nditions will take place.

Allowances under the Manpower Act, on the other hand, are intended as sub-
sistence payments to make it possible for unemployed workers to undertake
retraining and be able to support their families at the same time.

In light of these separate objectives, different benefits and different standards
are required under the two programs.

Under the Trade Expansion Act, the amount of readjustment allowances is
related to the individual's former wages, In keeping with the purpose of offering
a reasonable substitute for past job security during the adjustment pcriod.
Under the Manpower Act, tke training allowances are equal to the average
unemployment {nsurance payment in the wocker’s State since only a subsistence
wage is intended, and since many, if not mcst, of those referred to training will
have been unemployed for so long that no mearingful average wage could be
conmputed for them.

Under the Trade Expansion Act, tiere are rigorous standards for eligibility
for readjustment =allowances. Eligibility is restricted to those who have
worked a substantial part of the past 3 years, with at least half of the last
year in firms hurt by imports. Under the Manpower Act, tralning allowances
are limited to heads of families or households. The proposed amerdment
would have the effect of abolishing the former eligibility requirement and in-
troducing the head-of-household requirement (unless the amendment is inter-
preted to eliminate this requirement, as it probably cannot be). This is clearly
unjustifiable in view of the,general needs of the import-injured worker, whether
they are heads of households or not.

Furthermore, it Is possible that some workers unemployed as a result of
imports—especially older workers—swould not be suitable for retraining. For
such workers, the Manpower Act holds out no benefits at all, and the proposed
amendment would therefore deprive them of any rellef whatsoever. This
would be clearly fnequitable.

Finally, where tariff action causes injury to workers, the Federal Govern-
ment {s respousible, and Federal assistance under the bill is justified in order
to facilitate adjustment to new economic conditions. A subsistence payment
is not an adequate interim substitute during an adjustment period necessitated
by Federal action. If the Federal Government decldes, for the good of the
economy ns a whole, to reduce a duty, then workers displaced and unemployed
as a result of an increase of imports should be assisted at higher than subsist-
ence level during the perfod of readjustment. This the Manpower Act was
not designed to do and cannot do. Nothing less than a new program, rationally
fntegrated into the trade program itself, can a'ccompltsh the intended result.

Amendment 35

This amendment would add a new section 408, which would provide that
determinations of the President under 12 speciﬁed sections shall be based
upon findings of fact by the President that the conditions specified by the Con-
gress for use of the authority provided in each such section have been met.



1898 TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1062

Comment

This amenrdment confuses determinatiocus based upon objective data and sub-
jective judgment. For example, section 211 requires the President to deter-
mine with respect to a given category that the United States and all countries
of the Common Market together account for 80 percent or more of the ag-
gregated world export value of all the articles In such category. Such a
determination will for the most part be necessarily based upon ascertainable
data and that extent will be based upon findings of fact. On the other hand,
section 232(a) prohibits the decrease of any duty on any article if the Presl-
dent determines that such reduction would threaten to impalr the national
security. Such a determination cannot be a finding of fact. It is a judgment of
probability rather than actuality, although objective data will necessarily form
part of the basis for the determination.

It should be noted that the amendment is not pertinent to the constitutionality
of the delegation of authority from the Congress to the President in the bill,
which must rest upon the intelligibility of the criteria established in the bill
to guide the President’s actions.

Amendment 36

This amendment would add a new section 407 which would require the Pres-
fdent to make pubtic three reports; the report of the Tariff Cominisslon under
section 218,c¢) as to the list of commodities qualifying under the tropical com.
modity authority, the report of the interagency trade organization on the results
of hearings concerning import restrictions, and the report of the Tariff Com.-
mission to the President on escape clause cases.

Comment

The first two reports are clearly in the nature of communications to the
President for his personal use in determining a given course of action and are
not designed for public use. This is especially true with regard to the second
report which is also in the nature of a recommmendation of appropriate action to
be taken with regard to limport restrictions.

The requirement for publication of Tariff Commission reports to the Presi-
dent on escape clause cases {8 unnecessary¥. The report of the House Comnmittee
on Ways and Means (p. 48) makes clear that the Tariff Commission must both
make the report public and chuse a summary to be published in the Federal
Register. )

Amendment 37

This amendaient would add a new section 408 which establishes peril point
procedurex and escape clause action for industries characterized by economle
growth wiicnever their rate of growth appears to be seriously impaired by im-

ports,

Comment

Growth industries in general are the very ounes whose products are most
successfully competitive with forelgn products. They are characterized by
productive efliclency, advanced techbnology and design, and other competitive
advantages. These industries are generally those in which export prospects are
strongest; they do not need protection in order to outsell foreign rivals.

This amendment is claimed to be a measure for increasing employment in
growth industries. In fact, it would tend to do the opposite. It would invite
retalintion by other countries, in the form of withdrawal or refusal of tarift
concessions on the products of U.S. growth industries, thus limiting thelr ex-
port possibilities and interfering with their growth. The United States would
thereby be cut off from many of its export markets, with the effect of eliminat-
ing domestic profits, jobs, and a vital source of balance-of-payments income.

There is no justification for this amendment in economic theory or in com-
mercial practice. Its purpose could only be to stymle all tariff negotiation by
requiring that protection be afforded to strong U.S. industries as well as weak.

(Senator Bush later submitted the following for the record:)
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U. 8. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,
August 17, 1962,

Hon, HareY F. Bykp,
Chairman, Committee on Finance,
U.S. Senate Washington, D.C.

Dear MR. CHAIRMAN : On August 10 Special Assistant to the President Howard
C. Petersen sent to you and other members of the Finance Committee a memo-
randumn commenting on the amendments to H.R. 11970 which I introduced in my
owll behalf and that of seven other Senators on August 2.

As you are aware, these amendments—

Restore the peril point and escape clause safeguards which have been
part of our trade agreements law since 1931 ;

Make more specific the guldelines which are to govern the President's use
of the unprecedented power to eliminate duties contained In the trade bill;

Require U.S. negotlators to condition future trade concessions on commit-
ments by the European Common Market and other countries to honor the
most-favored-nation rule which {s supposed to be part of the multilateral
trade agreementz to which we and they are signatories; and

Eliminate the use of Federal unemployment compensation benefits to work-
ers and various subsidy-type benefits to injured finms as a substitute for
preventing and correcting serious injury from excessive imports,

I do not find the comments submitted by Mr. Petersen to be well taken. They
certainly do not justify the conclusions deuwn in Mr. Petersen's memorandum
and, when considered singly, do not present valid objections to the individuat
amendments.

Your commlittee, of course, {3 knowledgeable in these matters., To the extent
that the committee is constrained to give serlous consideration to Mr. Petersen's
comments, I would appreciate your considering also in conjunction therewith
my analysis of Mr. Petersen’s comments, which is attached to this letter. It is
requested that this letter and my aualysis may be printed in the record follow-
ing Mr. Petersen’s memorandum which was inserted in the record by Senator
Douglas at the conclusion of my testimony on Monday, August 13.

With respect and warin personal regards, I am,

Sincerely yours,
PreEscorT BUSH,
U.8. Senator.

ANALYBIS BY SENAT0R BUsI OF ADMINISTRATION VIEWS oN HIS AMENDMENTS
T0 HL.R. 11970

Amendments as to which the Petersen memo presents 10 objections

The Petersen menmorandum of August 1{), 1962, states in essence that amend-
menta 3b, 3d, 7, 8, 10, aud 36 are “unnecessary.” There is no coutention that
the matters specified in®those amendments would in any way reduce or limit
the President's use of trade agreement authority.

Matters not strictly “necessary” are flequentlv specified in legislation for the
sake of c¢larity. The publie, mrtlculnrly. is entitled to clear and specitic guid-
ance as to its rights, the availability of hearing procedures, information, and
reports concerning the administration of the trade agreements program. It ean-
not rely on unwritten practices or promises.

BR. Amendmnents objected to on grounds other than any alleged impairment of the
President’s authority or freedom of action

1. Amendments 3e, f, and g would limit the statistical data considered in
applying the 80 percent test [sec. 211 of the bill] to actual commercial transac-
tions. The Petersen wmemo holds that Government-ald financed exports ‘reflect
demand” and *a genuline exporting interest.” Obviously, foreign-ald cargoes
are not exported because of tariff levels abroad, nor are such cargoes prevented
from moving hecause of the height of foreign tarlﬂs Neither {8 the volume of
foreign-ald cargoes any indicatlon of the commercial strength of U.8. exports
vis-a-vis the products of other cpuntries.
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2. Amendments Sa-f would not allow duties to be eliminated on tropical
products which are directly competitive with articles produced in significant
quantity in the United States. ‘The theory underiying this section is that
tropicat articles are not produced in the United States and, therefore, that
duties can be safely climinated. Either there are a considerable number of
tropical products directly competitive with Temperate Zone species of such
products produced in the United States, or there are not, If there are, then
the premise for the duty-eliminating authority in the bill is false; if there are
not, then the elimination of such articles from the scope of the authority would
not siguiticantiy reduce I'resident’s authority. The Petersen memo does not
dispute this,

3. Amendment 9 would delete the 4-year limitation on the possible reservation
from tariff negotiations of articles on which the Tariff Commission has found
injury. The Petersen memo would justify the 4-year period because a simflar
4-year time limit is placed on tariff increases in escape clause cases. The mere
attempt by the administration to establish a 4-year time limit for tariff adjust-
ment does not in and of itsclf prove that such a limit is sound publie policy.
It is unprecedented in our trade-agreement history.

The Bush amendments challenge the central concept of section 223(b), to
which amendment 9 is directed, that the regulation of imports so as to avoid
causing serious injury should arbitrarily be limited to any fixed period of time.
The “no injury” policy should have continuing application. It has served the
national interest while permitting a rapid reduction of our tariffs during the
postwar period. No solid facts sufficient to justify its complete abandonment
or abridgment to a limited period of years have been supplied by the administra-
tion. The Petersen comments do not claim that elimination of the 4-year period
would bamper the President’s freedom to negotiate meaningful trade agree-
ments.

4. Amendments 13 a and b name the Secretary of Commerce &8s chalrman
of the statutory Interagency trade organization. The Petersen memo argues
that this designation deprives the President of the prerogative to choose the
chairman, but does not argue that the amendment would limit the President’'s
trade agreement authority nor his latitude for using that authority.

5. Amendment 15, providing for consultation with representatives of domestic
producers during the course of negotiations, is attacked as unnecessary and as
benefiting special interests to the exclusion of other parties. The contention is
not made that such consultation would limit the President’s trade agreement
authority nor his freedom for using it.

The Petersen comments miss the point of the amendment, which is to make
avallable competent technical advice for application to problems which arise
during the course of negot{ations. The prenegotiation public hearings could
not elicit advice on such problems, ax they are not then known, The Petersen
argument that this arrangement would preclude advice from other parties who
have a less direct interest begs the question by admitting the desirabllity of
advice during negotiations. Whether the producer groups directly affected be
calted upon for advice in contrast with all persons with any conceivable interest,
is slmply a question of degree